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Wennerholm, M., 2021: The role of wetland advisors in the implementation of wetlands in Sweden. Master thesis 
in Sustainable Development at Uppsala University, No. 2021/27, 38 pp, 30 ECTS/hp   

Abstract: Wetlands are commonly known for providing a number of key functions. In the context of Swedish 
agricultural landscapes, the ability of wetlands to enhance nutrient retention and provide habitats for 
biodiversity has long been recognized. Nevertheless, many wetlands in Sweden have been lost or damaged due 
to drainage activities, and there is a need for scaling up the implementation of wetlands. The possibilities to 
reach wetland implementation goals in Sweden highly depend on voluntary participation by farmers and 
landowners. In order to enable and encourage landowners and managers to create and manage wetlands, the 
access to information, support and advice is considered to be vital. One way to provide support is through farm 
advisory services, such as the project ‘Greppa Näringen’ (GN) in Sweden, in which advice on, among other 
things, wetland creation and maintenance is offered. However, to date there is relatively little research on how 
such advisory systems work in practice and what potential barriers there are to their success. 

This thesis aims at investigating how wetland advisors perceive their role in enabling and encouraging 
landowners in wetland implementation. It also aims at revealing what barriers the advisors experience and what 
potential improvements they believe are necessary in order to aid them in their mission and, in turn, promote 
wetland implementation. This is achieved by conducting semi-structured interviews with 14 wetland advisors 
within GN. The findings are then analyzed in relation to ideas on knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual 
learning and trust, which previous scholars have identified as key components in the interaction between 
advisors and farmers. 

The results show that the wetland advisors draw and refine their knowledge from an array of sources, such as 
written articles and reports, interaction with other stakeholders, and personal experience of wetland creation 
and maintenance. Moreover, in their mission to enable and encourage landowners and managers in wetland 
creation and management, the wetland advisors are required to consider a number of aspects, including 
landowners’ interests, opportunities for financial support, and environmental conditions. The establishment of 
relationships between advisors and landowners is of utmost importance, in which dialogue, respect, mutual 
learning and trust are key components. Furthermore, the study reveals a number of barriers and potential 
improvements. These regard the need for a longer support-chain, less complex and more reliable systems for 
financial support, more coherent administrative processing of notifications and permits, and more knowledge 
and experience on handling opposing interests. It is also vital to further acknowledge wetland functions beyond 
the current focus on nutrient retention in both financial support systems, research and focus areas within the 
advisory system of GN, and, finally, to further communicate the opportunity to receive wetland advice both 
within and beyond GN. This could aid advisors in their mission to transfer knowledge to landowners as well as 
heighten the quality of the advisory visits, and in turn motivate more landowners and farmers to participate in 
the implementation of long-term sustainable wetlands in Sweden. 
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Summary: Wetlands are commonly known for delivering a number of important functions, and they include 
many different characteristics and environments. In the context of Swedish agricultural landscapes, they are 
often recognized for their ability to strengthen biodiversity and capacity to transform and remove nitrogen and 
phosphorous (i.e. nutrient retention), and in turn reduce eutrophication in larger water bodies. But due to human 
activities and drainage operations during the 1800s, many wetlands in Sweden have been lost or destroyed. The 
importance of wetlands has received more attention in the past decades, and the creation and restoration of 
wetlands are suggested as important ways to fulfill the Swedish Environmental Quality Objective ‘Thriving 
wetlands’. Still, there is a need for creating and restoring more wetlands. The possibilities to reach wetland 
implementation goals in Sweden highly depend on voluntary participation by landowners and managers. In 
order to enable and encourage landowners and managers to create and manage wetlands, the access to 
information, support and advice is considered to be central. One way to deliver support is through farm advisory 
services, such as the project ‘Greppa Näringen’ (GN) in Sweden, in which advice on, among other things, 
wetland creation and maintenance is offered. However, to date there is relatively little research on how such 
advisory systems work in practice and what potential barriers there are to their success. 

This thesis aims at investigating how wetland advisors perceive their role in enabling and encouraging 
landowners in wetland implementation. It also aims at describing what barriers the advisors experience and 
what potential improvements they believe are necessary in order to help them in their work and, in turn, promote 
wetland implementation. This is achieved by holding semi-structured interviews with 14 wetland advisors 
within GN. The results are then analyzed in relation to ideas on knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual 
learning and trust, which previous researchers have identified as key components in the interaction between 
advisors and farmers. 

The results show that the wetland advisors gain and develop their knowledge from many different sources, such 
as written articles and reports, interaction with other stakeholders, and personal experience of wetland creation 
and maintenance. Moreover, in their mission to enable and encourage landowners in wetland creation and 
management, the wetland advisors need to consider a number of aspects, including landowners’ interests, 
opportunities for financial support and environmental conditions of the location. The creation of relationships 
between advisors and landowners is very important, in which dialogue, respect, mutual learning and trust are 
central parts. Furthermore, the study reveals a number of barriers and potential improvements. These regard the 
need for a longer support-chain, less complex and more reliable systems for financial support to landowners, 
more consistent administrative processing of notifications and permits for wetland creation, and more 
knowledge and experience on handling opposing interests. It is also important to further include other wetland 
functions than nutrient retention in both financial support systems, research and focus areas within GN, and, 
finally, to further communicate the opportunity to receive wetland advice both within and outside of GN. This 
could help advisors in their work to transfer knowledge to landowners and to improve the quality of the advisory 
visits, and in turn motivate more landowners and farmers to participate in the implementation of long-term 
sustainable wetlands in Sweden. 
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1. Introduction 
This chapter begins by introducing the background and problem statement, and follows by presenting 
the aim and research questions that guide this study. 

1.1. Background and problem statement 
Wetlands are commonly known for providing multiple essential functions, including nutrient retention 
and water quality improvement (Craft, 1996; Vymazal, 2007), habitat enhancement for wildlife and 
endangered species (Gibbs, 2000), carbon sequestration (Mitsch et al., 2013), stabilized water flows 
(Acreman & Holden, 2013), water supply and maintenance (Bullock & Acreman, 2003), and 
promotion of cultural and recreational values (Naturvårdsverket, 2009). However, wetlands have been 
in long-term decline both in Sweden and on a global scale due to human interventions and drainage 
activities, severely damaging the capacity of wetlands to deliver critical functions (Löfroth, 1991; 
Silvia et al., 2007; Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). 

Multiple policy initiatives and directives highlight restoration and creation of wetlands as a means to 
maintain the functions that wetland ecosystems provide. The EU Water Framework Directive 
emphasizes the need for EU member states to protect wetlands and to promote recreation and 
restoration of wetland areas (Directive 2000/60/EC). Wetland benefits are also addressed in the EU 
Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) and the EU Habitats Directive (Council Directive 
92/43/EEC). Furthermore, the countries around the Baltic Sea have within the HELCOM Baltic Sea 
Action Plan agreed to implement efforts to protect the Baltic Sea from pollution, which includes the 
restoration and creation of wetlands (HELCOM, 2007).  

On a national scale, wetland protection, restoration and creation are suggested as ways to fulfill the 
Swedish Environmental Quality Objective (EQO) ‘Thriving Wetlands’ and are also relevant for EQOs 
such as ‘Reduced Eutrophication’ and ‘A Rich Diversity of Plant and Animal Life’. The aim to achieve 
the objectives up until 2020 did not succeed (Naturvårdsverket, 2020a), and the date is now postponed 
until 2030 (Naturvårdsverket, 2020b). There is, hence, still a need for scaling up the implementation 
of wetlands in Sweden. 

The possibilities to reach wetland implementation goals in Sweden highly depend on voluntary 
participation by landowners and managers (Falconer, 2000; Hansson et al., 2012), and it is 
consequently important to encourage individuals to contribute to the implementation. Multiple studies 
have investigated the motivational factors for farmers to create wetlands, in which access to 
information, support and advice are identified as key factors. This includes gaining knowledge on the 
public benefits of wetlands and how these relate to their own farm, as well as receiving support prior 
to and during construction (Bratt, 2002; Söderquist, 2003; Hansson et al., 2012; Graaversgard et al., 
2021). One way to provide such support is through farm advisory services, such as the project ‘Greppa 
Näringen’ (GN, ‘Focus on Nutrients’) in Sweden. 

Farm advisors have been acknowledged as experts who draw on knowledge and experiences in order 
to identify challenges, develop new abilities and find solutions (Engel, 1990). They are stakeholders 
operating within a system of knowledge generation, transmission and utilization, in which 
organizations and persons interact and exchange information with the purpose to solve problems and 
support innovation within the agricultural sector. In a Swedish context, farm advisory services date 
back to the 1880s and are currently financed both privately and through public funds (PRO AKIS, 
2014). 

The advisory project GN was established in 2000 and aims to enable and encourage farmers to take 
measures for reducing eutrophication and decreasing the release of pesticides and greenhouse gases, 
by offering advisory services free of charge. This is achieved by providing farmers and landowners 
advice within a range of measures, including planning the creation of wetlands and management of 
wetlands. The role of wetland advisors is to assess whether wetland creation is possible on the specific 
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land, to suggest a potential location and design, as well as to provide information on opportunities for 
financial support (Greppa Näringen, 2020).  

Previous literature on advisory services within agri-environmental schemes have showed interest in 
the role of farm advisors as local-level implementers of policy. These actors are characterized by a 
diversity of how they deliver their services, while operating between policy makers and target groups 
(Cooper, 1999; Juntti & Potter, 2002; Cerf et al., 2011). The establishment of relationships between 
farmers and advisors has been identified as essential in the interaction between farmers or landowners 
and advisors. In order for advisors to successfully motivate and complement the knowledge of 
landowners and managers, dialogue, mutual learning and trust are key components (Mills & Winter, 
2000; Sheath & Webby, 2000; Juntti & Potter, 2002; Ingram & Morris, 2007; Ingram, 2008; Klerkx 
& Proctor, 2013; Sutherland, 2013; Taylor & van Grieken, 2015). However, to date there is relatively 
little research on how such advisory systems work in practice and what potential barriers there are to 
their success. 

With regard to the emerging need to enable and motivate landowners and farmers to participate in 
wetland implementation by providing information and support, wetland advisors can be argued to have 
a key role in this implementation.  It is therefore of interest to further investigate how wetland advisors, 
and in particular the wetland advisors within GN, perceive their role. Relevant issues to seek answers 
on are: Where do wetland advisors draw their knowledge from? What aspects are discussed during 
advisory visits and in turn influence the implementation of wetlands? What factors are essential to 
consider in the interaction with farmers and landowners? What barriers do the advisors experience in 
their work and how could these barriers be overcome? These issues will be explored and then analyzed 
in the context of ideas on knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual learning and establishment of trust 
bonds, which are argued to be essential in the interaction between advisors and their clients. 

1.2. Research objective and questions 
This study aims at increasing the understanding on what role advisors have in agri-environmental 
schemes. In particular, the thesis explores the role of wetland advisors in Swedish wetland 
implementation as well as what factors either hinder or could further promote this implementation. An 
additional ambition is to contribute with insights on how advisors interact with their clients, where 
knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual learning and trust are previously identified as key 
components. These aims are achieved by conducting interviews with wetland advisors within GN. The 
research questions guiding the work within this study are: 

1. How do wetland advisors perceive their role in encouraging and enabling landowners to create, 
restore and manage wetlands? 

2. What barriers do wetland advisors experience in their work and what potential changes could 
reduce these obstacles and, as result, further promote wetland implementation in Sweden? 

 

2. Background 
In the following chapter, the empirical background on the functions of wetlands, the conversion and 
loss of wetlands, and initiatives for wetland creation and restoration is presented. Next, literature that 
justifies the importance of advisory services in agri-environmental schemes and wetland creation is 
introduced. Further, a presentation of the background on farm advisory systems is provided. Finally, 
the advisory system and the wetland advisors within GN are described. 
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2.1. Wetlands 

2.1.1. The functions of wetlands 
The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (Swedish EPA) defines wetlands as “areas where the 
water table for the main part of the year is close below, at, or above the ground level, including 
vegetation-covered lakes. A site is called a wetland when at least 50% of the vegetation is hydrophilic, 
i.e. water loving. An exception is periodically flooded shores along lakes, seas and rivers, which are 
classified as wetlands despite a lack of vegetation” (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009, p.10).  This 
definition is also applicable to wetlands in the agricultural landscapes. In the context on this thesis, it 
is also relevant to define constructed wetlands, which have previously been described as “areas where 
either raising the water table (damming) or lowering the ground level (excavating) have led to the new 
existence of open water surfaces in the landscape, permanently or temporarily during the year” (Strand 
& Weisner, 2013, p.15). 

Wetlands are commonly known for providing a number of key functions and include a broad range of 
characteristics and environments. They play an important role in hydrological and biological processes 
and can also provide cultural and recreational services for humans (Zedler & Kercher, 2005). The 
ability of wetlands to enhance nutrient retention and provide habitats for biodiversity has long been 
recognized in the context of wetland creation in Swedish agricultural landscapes (Fleischer et al., 
1994; Jansson et al., 1994). 

In addressing eutrophication, wetlands are essential as they have the capacity to store and remove 
nutrients, and thus improve the water quality. This occurs mainly through the processes of 
denitrification, sedimentation and sorption (Craft, 1996; Vymazal, 2007). Wetlands are also 
recognized for their ability to support a high level of biodiversity, and are important habitats for birds, 
insects, amphibians and plants. Many vulnerable species, at risk of extinction, rely on wetland 
ecosystems for their survival (Gibbs, 2000). The location and design, including depth, size and 
vegetation, determine the efficiency of the wetland (Jordbruksverket, 2004; Hansson et al., 2005). 
Long term management of wetlands, which can include the removal of vegetation and sediment, is 
also essential to maintain the functions of wetlands (Jordbruksverket, 2004).   

Additional wetland ecosystem services are their ability to function as water reservoirs (Bullock & 
Acreman, 2003), stabilize water flows and reduce flood risk (Acreman & Holden, 2013; 
Naturvårdsverket, 2019) and sequester and long-term store carbon (Mitsch et al., 2013). They are also 
recognized for providing cultural values and opportunities for recreation and hunting 
(Naturvårdsverket, 2009). 

2.1.2. The conversion and loss of wetlands in Sweden 
Management in Swedish production landscapes have historically focused on drainage to maximize 
agricultural output. Since the early 1800s, vast amounts of wetlands in Sweden have been subject to 
human interventions, resulting in the loss of many wetland areas. Drainage of wetlands was previously 
encouraged by Swedish agricultural policy, with the aim to increase food production in response to a 
growing population during the 1800s (Krug, 1993; Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). Many of the 
wetlands that are still remaining in Sweden are impacted by drainage and other human interventions 
in agricultural and forest landscapes (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009).  

According to Silvia et al. (2007) the conversion to farmlands in Sweden has led to a loss of 
approximately 67 % of the wetlands in south-western Sweden in the last 50 years. Löfroth (1991) 
found that 90 % of the wetlands in Skåne and Mälardalen regions have been lost due to drainage. Only 
20 % of the wetlands still remaining are completely intact (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). Wetlands 
have also been severely impacted by peat extraction, which has led to large-scale changes of the 
hydrology and biodiversity in the landscapes. Efforts to restore affected areas have proved to be time 
consuming and challenging (Rochefort & Lode, 2006), and only a few studies in Sweden have 
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investigated possibilities to restore wetlands that have been impacted by peat extraction (Gunnarsson 
& Löfroth, 2009).  

Restrictions on wetlands exploitation were implemented in Sweden during the 1990s, which resulted 
in a significant reduction of drainages within agriculture and forestry. Nevertheless, aforementioned 
landscape interventions as well as current activities, such as deforestation and construction of forest 
roads nearby or on wetlands, still affect wetland functions negatively (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). 

2.1.3. Wetland initiatives and funding in Sweden 
The growing attention towards the loss of wetlands has led to restoration initiatives on both an 
international, national and local scale. The first global environmental agreement seeking to conserve 
natural resources, The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, was adopted in 1971 and is to date the only 
international treaty with the main purpose to promote wetland conservation (Matthews, 1993; The 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, 2015).  

Simultaneously, the importance of wetlands and their services gained increased attention in Sweden, 
and in 1977 the Swedish Parliament assigned the Swedish EPA the mission to map out the distribution 
of wetlands in Sweden (Gunnarsson & Löfroth, 2009). During the end of the 1900s, the nutrient 
retention capacity of wetlands was further investigated (Lindkvist, 1992; Lindkvist & Håkansson, 
1993; Jansson et al., 1994), and construction projects of wetlands in the agricultural landscape were 
developed (Fleischer et al., 1991). 

The first financial support system for wetlands construction, NYLA (‘Nya inslag i landskapet’) 
operated during the beginning of the 1990s, with an aim to reduce areas for crop production, reduce 
phosphor leaching and strengthen biodiversity (Löfroth et al., 2005). There has since been different 
types of investment programs and subsidies available for wetland restoration and creation, including 
the Local Investment Programmes (LIP), which had resources available for municipalities between 
1998-2002 (Svensson et al., 2004). 

The promotion of wetland implementation was further enhanced when the Swedish EQOs were 
adopted in 1999, including ‘Thriving wetlands’, ‘Reduced eutrophication’ and ‘A Rich Diversity of 
Plant and Animal Life’. A numeric goal of constructing at least 12,000 ha of wetlands by 2010 was 
set (Prop. 1997/98:145; Prop. 2000/01:130). However, the aim to achieve the objectives up until 2020 
did not succeed. The annual assessment of the objectives in 2020 concluded that the implemented 
measures for wetlands have been successful, however, the general trend for wetlands is negative and 
efforts to preserve the functions of wetlands need to be accelerated. On a local scale, measures have 
resulted in positive outcomes. However, these outcomes have, on a larger scale, been counteracted by 
the negative impacts that stem from changes in the hydrology, climate change and excessive levels of 
nutrients in the landscapes (Naturvårdsverket, 2020a). The Swedish EPA has communicated that the 
objectives will still remain active with the new aim of reaching the targets until 2030 
(Naturvårdsverket, 2020b). 

Currently, financial support for costs related to construction and maintenance of wetlands and dams 
are available for public actors, organizations and private persons mainly through the partly EU-funded 
Swedish Rural Development Programme (RDP). Likewise, advise provision on wetland creation and 
management are financed through the RDP (SJVFS 2021:12). In recent years, funding for wetland 
initiatives has also been offered to municipalities through LONA (‘Lokala naturvårdssatsningen’) and 
to municipalities and non-profit organizations LOVA (‘Lokala vattenvårdsprojekt’). Individuals have 
the opportunity to initiate or partake in wetland projects financed through LONA and LOVA if done 
in cooperation with municipalities or organizations (SFS 2017:1299; SFS 2021:207).  
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2.2. The need for advice in agri-environmental schemes 

Previous studies have highlighted that the possibilities to reach wetland implementation goals highly 
depend on voluntary participation by landowners and managers (Falconer, 2000; Hansson et al., 2012). 
Landowners often call for self-control rather than strict regulations in pro-environmental schemes 
(Plieninger et al., 2004), and voluntary programs have been proven to be the most effective in reaching 
goals (Kauneckis and York, 2009). Accordingly, schemes aiming to encourage landowners to 
participate in pro-environmental activities are often based on voluntariness (Macdonald & Johnson, 
2000; Toma & Mathijs, 2007), which also applies for wetland implementation in Sweden.  

Researchers have investigated factors that motivate and enable landowners in pro-environmental 
programs and wetland implementation. Findings indicate that land managers call for increased access 
to knowledge on alternative land and water management methods and wetland benefits (Bratt, 2002; 
Söderquist, 2003; Hansson et al., 2012; Graaversgaard et al., 2021). Support in the form of advice and 
information has been identified as critical in order to motivate landowners and managers in wetland 
implementation, which includes providing information on how wetland benefits relate to each farmer’s 
land and practices (Söderquist, 2003; Graaversgaard et al., 2021), as well as support during the 
construction phase and additional follow-ups (Hansson et al., 2012). Graaversgard et al. (2021) found 
that advice from actors on both state, regional and local level is of importance to increase the 
participation in wetland implementation schemes.  

The studies above point to the fact that landowners and managers are more willing and encouraged to 
create and manage wetlands when they have more knowledge on wetland functions as well as public 
and local benefits. The studies also suggest that the delivery of information and support by public and 
local actors is of great importance for wetland implementation. Hence, to increase wetland 
implementation in Sweden, provision of knowledge, support and advice to landowners and managers 
are key drivers. 

2.3. Farm advice and knowledge systems 

2.3.1. Farm advisors as knowledge holders 
Advisors have been acknowledged as experts holding a specialized set of knowledge, experiences and 
competencies, from which they draw on when providing their services. They identify challenges, 
develop new abilities and work with a variety of information and sources (Engel, 1990). Traditionally, 
farm advisors, or extensionists, have been argued to hold a powerful and persuasive role against 
farmers. However, as advice is becoming more demand driven and dependent on voluntary farmer 
participation, the land managers do potentially also occupy an influential role in this relationship 
(Ingram, 2008).  

Sustainable agricultural practices have been argued to incorporate a paradigm shift, in which 
knowledge sharing and interaction between stakeholders are crucial drivers (Vanclay, 1992; Röling & 
Jiggins, 1994; Pretty 1995). While advice can be provided through a variety of methods, including 
group arrangements and off-farm interaction, the individual on-farm visit is one of the most effective 
and valued methods in communication between land managers and advisors (Jones et al. 1987; Eldon 
1988; Fearne 1990; Angell et al. 1997). 

2.3.2. Farm advice and knowledge systems in a Swedish context 
Farm advisors are part of knowledge networks, referred to as Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation 
Systems, in which knowledge and support services are shared between a diversity of actors operating 
in rural areas. These networks or knowledge systems can be described as a set of agricultural 
organizations and individuals, as well as the relations among them, that are involved in the production, 
transformation, storage, integration, distribution and consumption of knowledge and information. The 
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variety of actors who operate within these systems of knowledge, including actors from research and 
education, the public sector, the private sector, land managers and landowners, demonstrate the 
pluralization and decentralization in the delivery of advisory services in Europe (PRO AKIS, 2014). 

The provision of advisory services in Sweden date back to the 1800s. In the 1960s the Swedish 
Parliament decided that the County Administrative Boards (CABs) would provide advice, aiming to 
develop and rationalize Swedish agricultural practices. In the 1970s the market for advice provision 
opened up for cooperatives and farming organizations, and since the 1990s advice has mainly been 
provided through commercial advisory organizations, financed both through private and public funds. 
Advice is also provided by the CABs. Advisory services in Sweden are mainly carried out through 
individual on-farm visits, but also through group arrangements on or off farms, and often relate to 
crop-production, economy and to a certain degree environmental issues and renewable energy (PRO 
AKIS, 2014). 

Since 2000, the national project GN has been operating in Sweden. The current aims of GN are to 
reduce leaching of nutrients and emissions of greenhouse gases, and to ensure a safe use of crop 
production products by providing advice to farmers free of charge. Advisors linked to GN provide 
advice on, among other things, nutrient strategies, plant protection and, relevant in the context of 
Swedish wetland implementation, advice on wetland creation and management (Greppa Näringen, 
2020).  

2.4. The wetland advisors within Greppa Näringen 

As the problems with eutrophication and toxic algae blooms along Swedish coastlines gained increased 
attention in the 1980s, deliberations on potential environmental measures within the agricultural sector 
were held. These discussions coincided with the new period in the RDP, in which experiences of 
advice provision and financial support from the first RDP period, between 1995-2000, could aid the 
establishment of a new advisory system. Simultaneously, the implementation of the Swedish EQOs 
steered focus towards the role of the agricultural sector in measures to reduce eutrophication. 
Discussions on whether strict or non-binding forms of regulations should be implemented to reduce 
nutrient leaching resulted in the decision to focus on voluntary participation by farmers, rather than 
strict and binding policy regulations. A new model for agricultural advice was developed within the 
project GN, in which voluntary farmer participation was combined with advice provided by farm 
consultants (Hoffman et al., 2011). 

In 2001 the first advisory visits within GN were carried out. The project was initially co-funded 
through EU budgets and the revenue from a Swedish nitrogen tax on fertilizers. During the first two 
years, GN operated in the southern counties of Skåne, Blekinge and Halland in Sweden, but has 
gradually expanded to more counties. The advisory services within GN are currently offered in all of 
Sweden and is funded by the Swedish RDP. The project is run in cooperation between the Swedish 
Board of Agriculture (SBA), the CABs, and the Swedish Federation of Farmers (LRF, ‘Lantbrukarnas 
riksförbund’), as well as free-standing consultancy firms (Hoffman et al., 2011). 

The central focus in GN was initially to promote reduced eutrophication. Today, GN also addresses 
the need to reduce the release of greenhouse gases and to ensure a safe use of plant protection products. 
The project aims to encourage and enable farmers to reduce the environmental impact from Swedish 
farmlands while simultaneously improving farm profitability (Hoffman et al., 2011). 

The advice is provided by consultancy firms and organizations, who are assigned advisory visits 
through a process of bidding and public procurement managed by the CABs. The advisors are, hence, 
not employed by GN but merely related to the project through the advisory services. To ensure that 
the advice maintains a high quality, all advisors are required to have a degree within a relevant field. 
The CABs are assigned to determine whether the knowledge and education level of each advisor is 
sufficient for the advisory services within GN. New advisors are required to take part of a two-day 
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introduction course and are also recommended to take part in the educational courses on the different 
advice modules that GN offers on a regular basis. In the role as wetland advisors, the consultants 
assess whether the land is suitable for a wetland, estimate environmental benefits, provide information 
on projected costs and financial support, give advice on appropriate design and construction 
techniques, and encourage the farmer to proceed in the process (Greppa Näringen, 2020). The wetland 
advice provided within GN does, accordingly, not include analysis and design, consultation during 
notification or permit processes as well as during applications for financial support, and construction 
of the wetland. 

Farmers interested in receiving advice sign up for a membership in GN, which includes a mandatory 
‘start visit’ and ‘follow-up visit’, as well as the possibility to choose from over 30 different types of 
advisory visits, also called ‘modules’. During the start visit, potential measures are discussed, and 
different advice modules are suggested, based on the interest of the farmer. Landowners and managers 
interested in constructing and managing a wetland have since the establishment of GN been able to 
receive advice through two different modules: ‘Planning of wetland creation’ (14a) and ‘Management 
and restoration of wetlands’ (14b). However, landowners or farmers requesting advice on wetlands do 
not need a membership and are, hence, not required to take part in the start and follow-up visits 
(Greppa Näringen, 2020). Those offered advice on wetlands are, accordingly, not under the same 
requirements as other members within GN and can sign up for receiving an isolated advice session on 
wetland creation or management. This is because there can be suitable conditions for wetland creation 
on a landowner’s private property even though the landowner does not personally operate any farming 
activities or request other types of advice. The wetland advisors within GN do therefore not only turn 
to farmers and producers, but also to landowners and managers who do not conduct farming or 
production activities, yet are still are interested in wetland creation. Most landowners who are not 
members in GN do likely find the information on wetland advice via the CABs or by reading on GN’s 
website (Key agent within Greppa Näringen, personal communication, 2021-02-25). 

 

3. Theoretical concepts 
This chapter introduces the theoretical concepts that guide the analysis of the empirical findings. It 
presents previous literature on the role of advisors within implementation of agri-environmental 
program, and this is followed by a summary in section 3.5.  

3.1. Local-level actors in agri-environmental policy implement-
ation 

The role of agri-environmental advisors or extensionists have been of interest to multiple scholars. 
Advisors have previously been described as ‘street-level bureaucrats’ (Cooper, 1999; Juntti & Potter, 
2002), drawing on Lipsky’s (1980) elaboration on local-level implementers as agents who operate 
between policy makers and target groups, and deliver the policy down to the field level. Other scholars 
have portrayed agricultural advisors as ‘change agents’, referring to their task to address sustainability 
in the interaction with farmers (Cerf et al., 2011). These agents are characterized by a diversity and 
subjectivity in how they view changed practices on farm level, and in how they approach knowledge 
exchange and delivery of their services (Cerf et al., 2011). Juntti & Potter (2002) also highlight that 
each advisor personally interpret policy as they deliver their services to target groups, thus restructure 
policy based on their own values and judgements. The policy implementation outcome is, hence, 
influenced and perhaps also determined by the perceptions, beliefs and knowledge of the advisor. 

3.2. Knowledge exchange and mutual learning 
Agricultural advisors are argued to be responsible for the ‘environmental re-skilling’ of land managers 
(Curry & Winter, 2002), and a key part of this process is to shift the mindsets of farmers. Through 
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encouragement and knowledge transfer, advisors enable farmers to recognize environmental values 
on their farm and complement farmers’ “existing expertise with new environmental knowledge and 
helping them to harness their skills into environmental protection” (Juntti & Potter, 2002, p.218). The 
concept of learning as a dynamic process, in which knowledge is integrated in the interactions between 
different actors, has been discussed by previous researchers (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Lave, 1993 
[1996]; Wenger, 2002). Illeris (2007) defines learning as “any process that in living organisms leads 
to permanent capacity change and which is not solely due to biological maturation or ageing” (p.7), 
which in the context of this study refers to wetland implementation being the permanent capacity 
change. 

A critical component in the delivery of advice is how knowledge, and also what type of knowledge, is 
transferred (Juntti & Potter, 2002). By drawing on both explicit knowledge (gained through articles, 
books, etc.) and tacit knowledge (gained through experience and interaction with others), advisors 
translate information in the context of specific farms and refine their own knowledge as well as the 
knowledge of the farmer (Klerkx & Proctor, 2013). Wolf et al. (2001) makes a distinction between 
information and knowledge and explains that whereas information is generalized and often explicit, 
knowledge is instead context-specific and often tacit. The construction of knowledge occurs when 
information is shared in relation to a specific context and during interaction between actors (Werr & 
Strjernberg, 2003). As put by Klerkx & Jansen (2010), knowledge construction is “a dialogue in which 
information is exchanged between farmer and advisor with the purpose of joint knowledge creation, 
so actually co-shaping the advice” (p.150). 

Ingram (2008) investigated how advisors facilitate their influence during interaction with farmers, and 
found that advisors on the one end merely act as proactive experts and at the other end, although still 
providing expert knowledge, are reactive in their services and mainly respond to farmers’ requests. In 
between these ends are the advisors that transfer their knowledge to the farmers through consultation, 
dialogue and a mutual sharing of information and insights. Rather than trying to persuade farmers to 
changes in their farm practices, these advisors guide the farmers in their understanding of problems 
and opportunities in relation to their own farm (Ingram, 2008). 

Sharing a common understanding of challenges and opportunities can facilitate an efficient exchange 
of knowledge where both farmers and advisors are willing to learn from each other, and also support 
the establishment of long-term relationships (Ingram, 2008). This type of mutual learning between 
actors has been highlighted as a key component in policy implementation in general (Grin & van de 
Graaf, 1996), and advice provision to farmers in particular (Sheath & Webby, 2000). As put by Sheath 
& Webby (2000), collective learning is more likely to be successful if the actors involved have a 
shared understanding of problems and goals. Furthermore, mutual information sharing rather than 
‘expert lecturing’ is vital for farmers’ motivation to adhere to advice (Sheath & Webby, 2000), as is 
the ability of the advisor to understand the farmer’s challenges and goals (Ingram, 2008). Using on-
farm visits as a method for advice provision can give advisors an intimate understanding of the 
farmer’s perspective and, thus, facilitate the establishment of relationships and a learning process 
(Ingram & Morris, 2007). 

Mills & Winter (2000) highlight that the vast amount of scientific knowledge available today, 
including regarding agricultural practices, can be hard for both advisors and farmers to navigate 
through and relate it to specific farms. Therefore, it is increasingly important to share knowledge and 
experiences between the actors involved, in order to facilitate a learning process and in turn achieve 
sustainable practices (Mills & Winter, 2000), in this case wetland implementation. 

3.3. Trust in the context of knowledge sharing 
A critical component in the relationship between farmers and advisors, and thus the motivation of 
farmers to learn from the advisor, is that farmers believe the advisor to be a trustworthy, 
knowledgeable and reliable source of information (Juntti & Potter, 2002; Sutherland et al., 2013; 
Taylor & van Grieken, 2015). Carolan (2006) examine farmers’ acceptability of sustainable 
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agriculture and knowledge claims about alternative agricultural practices, and how this relates to trust 
in social networks. The author argues that we are more likely to accept the information if we trust the 
source. Taylor & van Grieken (2015) draw on these findings and discuss the relation between trust 
and social relations in decentralized implementation of agri-environmental programs. They find that 
farmers who believed local advisors were credible and knowledgeable also accepted the programs to 
a higher degree (Taylor & van Grieken, 2015).  

Sutherland et al. (2013) identify two critical dimensions of trust in the delivery of advisory services; 
personal trust and institutional trust. Personal trust incorporates the trust farmers has toward advisors 
and is related to the extent to which farmers experience advisors to respect and understand the goals 
of the farmer (Marshall, 2011). Longevity in the provision of advice as well as the experience and 
expertise of the information source are other factors that influence trust (Sutherland et al., 2013). 
Advisors do not gain the confidence of farmers automatically, but it rather has to be earned (O’Keefe, 
2002). Institutional trust relates to the trust farmers have in societal institutions (Sutherland et al., 
2013), in this case the formal source of the message, i.e., governmental authorities. The combination 
of experience, a clear message and a credible source increases the chances that the receiver trusts and 
adheres to the information (O’Keefe, 2002). 

3.4. Summary of theoretical concepts 
The presentation of theoretical concepts indicates that advisors can be described as local-level 
implementers who carry out policy while they deliver their services to and create relationships with 
target groups. By drawing on explicit and tacit information sources, advisors communicate, transfer 
and co-create knowledge and advice with landowners and managers. And by sharing a common 
understanding of challenges and goals, and finding solutions through dialogue, a process of mutual 
learning will take place. This will in turn further motivate landowners and managers to adhere to 
advice and suggestions on sustainable land and water practices. Furthermore, the establishment of 
trust bonds is particularly essential in the context of knowledge sharing. If the recipient of the advice 
believes the source of the information to be trustworthy, they will more likely accept and learn from 
the information.  

Knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual learning and trust are essential components in the 
relationship between advisors and landowners. These aspects have therefore been in focus when 
developing the research design and analyzing empirical findings in this study. This is further described 
in section 4.1. on research design and section 4.3. on data analysis method. 

 

4. Methodology 
In the next chapter, the research design, data generation and data analysis methods are described 
and justified. This is followed by a discussion on ethical considerations and a critical reflection on 
design and methods. 

4.1. Research design 
This study examines the role of wetland advisors in Swedish wetland implementation. A case study 
approach was applied and semi-structured interviews with wetland advisors were used to gather data 
on how wetland advisors perceive their role and to identify barriers and potential improvements. The 
units of analysis in the present study are the wetland advisors within GN, as they offer an interesting 
case to study in-depth.  

According to Yin (2014), case studies are appropriate when investigating “a contemporary 
phenomenon (the “case”) in depth and within its real-world context” (p.16). They can provide a deeper 
knowledge and understanding of individuals, groups or organizations and related phenomena (Yin, 
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2014). The aim of this study is to seek answers on how wetland advisors perceive their role in 
encouraging and enabling landowners, what barriers they experience and what potential changes they 
suggest, why a case study is considered to be a suitable approach. 

Data was gathered through semi-structured interviews, which is an appropriate method for studying 
people’s perceptions and opinions on certain topics (Barriball & While, 1994). It allows for diverse 
ideas and perceptions to be expressed and identified (Cridland et al., 2015). Semi-structured interviews 
also give an opportunity to ask additional follow-up questions during the interview, in order to enable 
a deeper understanding of the respondent’s answer (Rubin & Rubin 2005). Semi-structured interviews 
are guided by pre-determined questions and topics but incorporate a flexibility and dialogue between 
the interviewee and participant (Holloway & Wheeler, 2010; O’Keeffe et al., 2016), which was an 
advantage in the case of the present study as it gave the chance to further examine and understand the 
perceptions of the wetland advisors within GN. 

Before conducting the interviews, relevant documents (e.g. GN policy and recommendation 
documents and evaluation reports) were reviewed to gain an understanding of GN and its mission. The 
information was complemented with personal communication via telephone calls with key agents 
within GN. A pilot interview with an experienced wetland advisor within GN was also conducted, in 
order to test and refine interview questions. 

The interviews were carried out using an interview guide, which was developed based on the basic 
information about GN and the key components that were revealed in the theoretical framework, i.e., 
knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual learning and trust. The interview guide in full is presented 
in table 1 below, including a note on where the empirical findings are discussed in the results section 
in this thesis (section 5.). 

Table 1. The table shows the interview questions that guided the interviews with wetland advisors within GN. 
Respondents were informed that the questions regard wetland advice within GN. 

Interview question  Section in results 
Background questions    
1. Do you currently work as a wetland advisor within GN? 

5.1. 

2. How many years have you worked as a wetland advisor within GN?  

3. Do you have any previous experience of providing advice to farmers or 
landowners (prior to working within GN)?  

3a. If yes, in what area and for how many years? 
4. What counties do you offer wetland advice in?  

5. Do you offer/have you previously offered advice within other modules beyond 
the wetland modules?  

5a. If yes, which other modules?  

6. Approximately, how many advisory visits within each wetland module (planning 
of wetland creation respectively maintenance of wetland) do you conduct each 
year? 

7. Do you experience that the number of wetland advisory visits (conducted by you) 
per year have decreased, are unchanged or have increased since you started 
providing advice within GN?  

7a. If possible, could you describe why?  

8. How have landowners usually gotten in contact with you, i.e., through start visits 
or directly to the wetland modules via information from CABs or other sources? 
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9. How often have you and/or the firm you are employed at also participated in 
design and construction of the wetland? 
 
In italics, responses to choose from: 
Never / Very rarely / About half / Very often / Always 

Advisors' knowledge   

10. How important are the following options for your personal knowledge 
acquisition about wetland functions and how they are to be designed, constructed 
and managed? (if possible, rank each option from 1-5, 1=not important at all and 
5=very important) 
 
- Scientific articles 
- Non-scientific articles and reports 
- GN courses 
- Conversations and interaction with other wetland advisors 
- Conversations and interaction with landowners 5.2.1. 

11. Are there any other sources or types of information that are important (ranked 
4-5) for your knowledge acquisition?   

12. What access do you have to information on wetland functions and where/how 
they are to be located and designed? (if possible, rank from 1-5, 1=very low and 
5=very high) 

13. Are there any other sources or types of information that you lack access to or 
would like to have more of, and in that case which ones? 

Landowners' motivations and interests   
14. What are the most common motivations among landowners that you have 
provided wetland advice to? (if possible, mention the three most common 
motivations) 
 
Nutrient retention / Biodiversity / Water supply/irrigation / Flood control / 
Recreation (esthetical values, hunting, ice skating, etc.) / Other 

5.2.2. 

14a. If other, which ones? 

15. How often do landowners have an initial idea on location of the wetland prior 
to advisory visits? 
 
Never / Very rarely / About half / Very often / Always 

16. If landowners have and initial idea on location, how often have you assessed 
that location to be suitable for a wetland? 
 
Never / Very rarely / About half / Very often / Always 

16a. What are the most common reasons for the location not being suitable? (if 
never/very rarely) 

Purpose of discussed wetlands   
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17. What are the most common main purposes of wetlands that have been 
discussed and suggested by you during advisory visits? (if possible, rank the options 
from most-least common main purpose) 
 
Nitrogen retention / Phosphorous retention / Biodiversity 

5.2.3. 

18. Is it common to discuss and suggest other main purposes, and in that case 
which ones? 

Factors that influence location of wetlands   

19. In general, to what degree do landowners’ interests influence the location of 
wetlands? (if possible, rank from 1-5, 1=very low and 5=very high) 

5.2.4. 20. In general, to what degree do opportunities for financial support influence the 
location of wetlands? (if possible, rank from 1-5, 1=very low and 5=very high) 

21. Are there other factors that influence the location of discussed wetlands, and in 
that case which ones? 

What contributes to landowners’ increased motivation   
22. How many landowners do you believe have gained an increased interest in 
constructing and managing a wetland after the advisory visit? 
 
None / Very few / About half / Very many / All 5.2.5. 

23. What do you believe is important in the interaction between advisor and 
landowner in order to successfully increase the interest of the landowner? 

What contributes to landowners’ increased knowledge   
24. What type of information do you believe is important to share with landowners 
during advisory visits? 

5.2.5. 

25. How often do you experience that landowners have gained an increased 
knowledge after advisory visits?  
 
Never / Very rarely / About half / Very often / Always 

26. What do you believe is important in the interaction between advisor and 
landowner in order to successfully increase the knowledge of the landowner? 

Barriers   
27. Do you experience any challenges or barriers in you work as a wetland advisor?  

5.3. 
27a. If yes, what challenges and barriers? 
Potential changes   
28. Are there any important changes within the structure of the GN advisory system 
that are necessary to encourage and enable more landowners to create and 
manage wetlands?  

5.3. 28a. If yes, what potential changes? 

29. Are there any important changes, on a larger scale, that are necessary to 
support the creation of wetlands in Sweden? 

29a. If yes, what potential changes?   
Demography   
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30. Do you have a degree from higher education? 
5.1. 

30a. If yes, within what field? 

 

4.2. Data generation 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with wetland advisors within GN. 25 individuals who were 
identified to have worked as wetland advisors within the last five years were reached and asked to 
participate in the interviews, and 14 advisors, from eight different consulting firms, agreed to partake. 
Of those who did not participate in the interviews, two did not respond to the request, while others 
provided important reasons for objection, such as none experience in advising, several years break in 
advising, or retirement. 

The interviews were conducted from the end of March to the beginning of April 2021 via video call 
(see brief description in table 2). All interviews were recorded with the consent from the interviewees 
and transcribed in full.  

Table 2. The table shows the interview length per interview. 

Interview respondent no. Interview length 
(minutes) 

Interviewee 1 65 
Interviewee 2 44 
Interviewee 3 73 
Interviewee 4 37 
Interviewee 5 50 
Interviewee 6 24 
Interviewee 7 30 
Interviewee 8 25 
Interviewee 9 42 
Interviewee 10 32 
Interviewee 11 45 
Interviewee 12 50 
Interviewee 13 50 
Interviewee 14 58 

 

4.3. Data analysis method 
The analysis was conducted by thoroughly reviewing the transcribed interview data and by 
thematically organizing the data in categories, guided by the use of thematic analysis. Braun & Clarke 
(2006) define thematic analysis as “a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting patterns (themes) 
within data. It minimally organizes and describes your data set in (rich) detail” (p.79). The analysis is 
then to be proceeded with by generating codes and identifying themes. Thematic analysis is rooted in 
the analysis of subjective viewpoints derived from interviews (Braun & Clarke, 2006), why it is 
considered to be a suitable approach for analysis of the data in this study. 

To ensure a systematic and thorough analysis, the transcribed data from the interviews were coded 
and categorized thematically. For example, one main category was ‘important sources for advisors’ 



14 

knowledge’, with the sub-categories ‘scientific articles’, ‘interaction with other wetland advisors’, 
‘interaction with landowners’, etc. Other main categories were, among others, ‘factors influencing 
landowners’ motivation and knowledge’, with the sub-categories ‘discuss multiple benefits’, 
‘realistic’, ‘respect’, ‘dialogue’, etc., and the main category ‘barrier - financial support systems’, in 
which the sub-categories ‘complex’, ‘short time periods’, etc. were identified.  

The results were then analyzed and compared to previous research and theories. In order to interpret 
the data in relation to the theoretical concepts, studies that have investigated the interaction between 
farm advisors and their clients were reviewed and summarized (see section 3.). According to Collings 
& Stockton (2018), “theories make sense of difficult social interactions and phenomena, and 
articulating a theoretical framework help the sense-making process to be more explicit” (p.6). The 
theoretical concepts are in this paper used as a framework that guides and enriches the analysis of the 
wetland advisors’ perceptions, opinions and experiences. They place the emerging findings in a wider 
context that incorporates ideas on knowledge, motivation, dialogue, mutual learning and trust. 

4.4. Research ethics 
When conducting any type of research, ethical considerations are of utmost importance (Bryman, 
2012). Bryman (2012) has described four ethical codes that are to be considered, namely, to protect 
participants against any harm, to fully inform participants, to ensure anonymity and confidentiality 
and to guarantee no deception.  

To ensure that these ethical requirements were met, participation in the interviews was voluntary. 
When initially contacted, participants were informed of topic and purpose of the study, as well as how 
the gathered data from interviews would be used. This information was repeated prior to interviews. 

Each respondent was given the option of being anonymous. However, due to the fact that the 
respondents make up a limited group of people in Sweden, the author of this thesis decided that all 
interviewees were to be anonymous. This was to guarantee that the identities of the participants were 
protected and not traceable in relation the data presented in the results (Bryman, 2012).  

All interviewees were asked for permission to record the interviews, in order to guarantee an accurate 
transcription of the data. They were assured that both recordings and transcripts would remain 
confidentially contained. During interviews, respondents had the opportunity to reject questions at any 
time and to ask any questions or demand explanations regarding the interview questions or any other 
points.  

4.5. Critical reflection of methods and data sources 
Qualitative research and interviews are characterized by a degree of subjectivity. It is vital to be aware 
of how the interviewer’s approach, perspective and background can influence data generation and 
analysis. While it is difficult to strive for absolute objectivity, maintaining transparency in regard to 
research strategies and methodology can increase the credibility of the study (Denscombe, 2009). 
During the work of this study, potential problems were consequently paid attention to, and objectivity 
and a non-biased approach was strived for during interviews and analysis of empirical data.  

A common objection regarding case study research is the limited ability for generalization of the 
results. Case studies are, however, “generalizable to theoretical propositions and not populations or 
universes” (Yin, 2009, p.15). The aim of case study research is to develop, extend and generalize 
theories, and not to statistically generalize from a sample (Yin, 2009). While the empirical findings in 
the present study describe the perceptions and experiences of the 14 interviewed GN wetland advisors, 
the research aims to add knowledge to the research field and theories on how farm advisors, and in 
particular wetland advisors, perceive their role and how they interact with their clients. 

Qualitative research has been critiqued for being low in reliability. Reliability refers to the ambition 
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that the study’s approach and operations can be repeated, and also generate the same results. This 
includes the credibility of the data generation and analysis processes as well as the ambition to 
minimize errors and biases (Yin, 2014). In the present study, reliability was assured by thoroughly 
documenting the steps of the process and keeping frameworks for data collection, e.g. an interview 
guide and coding matrix. It is, however, essential to be aware of the subjectivity in the respondents’ 
answers, which are based on their personal experiences and opinions (Bergström & Boréus, 2012). To 
increase the credibility of the present work, 14 advisors with varying experiences and perspectives were 
interviewed. Only a limited number of people do currently work with wetland advice within GN in 
particular, and in Sweden in general. The 14 interviewees make up a large share of this group and 
could therefore be argued to reflect the perspectives and opinions of wetland advisors within GN. 

Within case study research, validity is of great importance, meaning the use of accurate operational 
measures of the investigated concepts (Yin, 2014). The validity of this thesis was heightened by 
conducting a pilot interview with an experienced wetland advisor prior to the gathering of data, during 
which interview questions were tested and refined. Pilot testing allows for identifying potential 
limitations and revising the research design and interview questions, thus increasing the validity 
(Kvale, 2007; Hayashi, Abib & Hoppen, 2019). 

It should also be noted that advice on wetland construction in Sweden is not only provided by the 
advisors related to GN, but also by other actors such as experts at the CABs and water councils. The 
views and opinions of other wetland advisors could provide important and perhaps different insights 
on the wetland advisory services in Sweden. However, the focus on GN wetland advisors offers an 
interesting case to study with regard to the time frame and resources of this thesis. 

 

5. Results 
This chapter includes the empirical findings of the study. First, a brief description of the wetland 
advisors’ backgrounds is provided in section 5.1. Next, the findings related to research question 1, 
‘How do wetland advisors perceive their role in encouraging and enabling landowners to restore and 
create wetlands?’, are presented in section 5.2. Lastly, the results related to research question 2, 
‘What barriers do wetland advisors experience in their work and what potential changes could reduce 
these obstacles and, as result, further promote wetland implementation in Sweden?’ are presented in 
section 5.3. 

5.1. Advisors’ background and experience 
Almost all of the interviewed advisors do currently work as wetland advisors within GN, with the 
exception of two respondents. The advisors’ experience of working as wetland within GN varies in 
number of years, ranging from a few months to 20 years, namely since the start of GN (see table 3).  

Table 3. The table shows how many years the respondents have worked as a wetland advisor within GN.  

Interview respondent no. Years as wetland 
advisor within GN 

Interviewee 1 <1 
Interviewee 2 10 
Interviewee 3 20 
Interviewee 4 20 
Interviewee 5 20 
Interviewee 6 5 
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Interviewee 7 11 
Interviewee 8 <1 
Interviewee 9 15 
Interviewee 10 4 
Interviewee 11 11 
Interviewee 12 20 
Interviewee 13 <1 
Interviewee 14 13 

 

More than half of the respondents conduct 1-10 advisory visits per year in general, three advisors 
conduct 11-20 visits per year, and two other advisors conduct 31-40 respectively 81-90 visits per year 
(see table 4). Only two respondents provide advice within other modules beyond the two wetland 
modules. 

Table 4. The table shows respondents per the (approximate) number of GN wetland advisory visit conducted 
per year. 

Advisory visits/year Number of 
respondents 

1-10 9 
11-20 3 
21-30 0 
31-40 1 
81-90 1 

 

Most visits regard planning of wetland creation (module 14a) while only a small number of the visits 
regard maintenance of wetlands (module 14b). About half the respondents stated that the number of 
advisory visits they have conducted has varied throughout the years, although due to different reasons. 
Some of them explained that the number of visits depends on prioritization of other projects in relation 
to advice within GN. One advisor has experienced that the general interest among landowners has not 
varied to a significant degree, but that the variation in number of conducted visits can rather be 
explained by the availability to financial support, i.e., when there are more funds available, more 
landowners are encouraged to seek advice. Another interviewee, who has been working as an advisor 
since the start in 2001, explained that they experienced the highest demand and interest for wetland 
advisory services between 2007-2012, but that it has since declined and stayed relatively constant, 
perhaps due to the market partly being saturated. 

The advisors who currently work as wetland advisors within GN provide their services in a variety of 
counties in Sweden (see table 5). 

Table 5. The table shows the respondents per county they currently provide advice within. The two advisors 
who do not currently work as advisors within GN are not included in the table. 

County Number of 
advisors 

Blekinge 1 
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Dalarna 1 
Gävleborg 1 
Halland 2 
Jönköping 1 
Kronoberg 1 
Skåne 7 
Stockholm 3 
Södermanland 3 
Uppsala 1 
Värmland 1 
Västmanland 2 
Västra Götaland 1 
Örebro 2 
Östra Götaland 1 

 

Nearly all participants have academic backgrounds within biology (mainly limnology), ecology or 
environmental science (see table 6). One advisor does not have a degree from higher education but 
has previous experience considered equivalent. 

Table 6. The table shows the respondents distributed per academic background (from higher education). 

Academic background 
(from higher education) 

Number of 
respondents 

Biology 7 
Ecology 2 
Environmental science 2 
Bioscience 1 

Nature conservation 
engineering 1 

None 1 

 

All interviewees work at consultancy firms that offer services within nature and water conservation 
and management. A few of these firms have a specific focus on agricultural lands and practices. 
Almost all interviewees handle issues regarding water restoration and wetland projects in their daily 
work. Many of them also have previous experience of, or do currently work with, providing advice 
beyond GN. This includes, among other things, advice and support to private landowners in projects 
initiated by municipalities or related to specific catchments and water councils. When asked how often 
the advisors or their consultancy firms also partake in the following steps beyond the GN consulting 
(initial estimation of potential location and design of the wetland and information on financial 
support), i.e. the application process, analysis, design and construction, they gave varying answers 
(see figure 1). Four respondents stated that they participate in the following steps after GN visits very 
often, or even in all cases, while three others stated that they do in about half the cases. The six 
remaining explained that they very rarely or never partake in the design and construction phase after 
providing GN advice. The reasons behind that are, among other things, that they mainly work with 
design and construction within other projects outside of GN, or that landowners already have another 
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consultancy firm in mind. Two advisors work at consultancy firms that do not offer services on 
wetland design and construction.  

 

Figure 1.  The figure shows how often advisors and/or their consultancy firm also participate in analysis, design 
and construction after providing wetland advice. 

When asked how landowners, in general, have gotten in contact with the wetland advisors, they 
claimed that nearly all landowners have been recommended by the CABs or through marketing by the 
consultancy firms, and not through recommendation via other GN advisors, i.e., during start-up visits. 

 

5.2. The role of wetland advisors 
In this segment, the results on advisors’ knowledge (section 5.2.1.), advisors’ experience of 
landowners’ interests (section 5.2.2.), the purpose of discussed wetlands (section 5.2.3.), aspects that 
influence the location of wetlands (section 5.2.4.) and enabling and encouraging factors (section 
5.2.5.) are presented. 

5.2.1. Advisors’ knowledge 

5.2.1.1. Access to information 
The interviews revealed that the respondents gather information and knowledge on wetlands from an 
array of sources, for example written sources and interaction with other stakeholders (see figure 2). 
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Figure 2. The figure shows what sources respondents believe are important or very important for their 
information acquisition on wetland functions and design and construction of wetlands. Respondents answered 
on a scale from 1-5, where 1=not important at all and 5=very important. Included in the graph are sources given 
the number 4 and 5. 

More than half of the participants claimed that scientific articles are important sources for their 
knowledge acquisition. This is especially important in order to stay updated on new findings in the 
area on, for example, construction solutions as well as calculations of environmental benefits and cost-
efficiency. Some of the interviewees stated that while scientific articles were important information 
sources when they were new to the area, they are less important today, with the exception of when 
new findings are published. Other non-scientifically published reports and articles are also common 
and important sources for gaining knowledge, according to many of the respondents. 

Another essential source of information is the interaction with other wetland advisors, both within and 
beyond GN. This includes sharing new scientific findings and discussing how technical problems have 
been solved as well as issues regarding financial support and permits. This form of interaction and 
knowledge exchange seems to take place mainly between advisors working at the same consultancy 
firm, but occasionally also between firms. For example, the courses that are offered to wetland 
advisors by GN are mentioned by a few respondents as good opportunities for knowledge sharing 
between wetland advisors. One of the respondents explained that their network of wetland advisors in 
Sweden is essential for learning more about how different issues have been solved and for discussing 
technical solutions. Especially valuable are the conversations with advisors that have extensive 
experience, i.e. 10-15 years, of working with water related issues.  

In addition to interaction with advisors, conversations with other experts within the industry are also 
valuable. This includes experts at different companies or governmental authorities that work with 
wetland related questions. Regular contact with governmental authorities, that are responsible for 
managing financial support systems and application processes, is also important in order to understand 
what factors authorities prioritize when processing applications. Respondents claimed that this makes 
the interaction with landowners easier, as advisors have a greater opportunity to give more definite 
answers to landowners on financial support and administrative processes. Some of the respondents 
also mentioned the personal interaction with contractors as important, as they hold valuable knowledge 
on how different construction methods and designs affect the landscape, and how practical challenges 
can be solved. One of the advisors explained that a number of different aspects must be considered 
and weighed in order to find a suitable solution for wetland creation, including the landowners’ 
expectations, projected function and efficiency of the wetland, as well as considerations regarding 
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management of the wetland, which is why it is important to gather and combine knowledge from 
different sources.  

Some respondents mentioned interaction with landowners as an important knowledge source. These 
advisors referred to the knowledge that landowners have on their own lands and knowledge on the 
practical use of machines in different situations. Discussions with landowners to whom the 
respondents previously have delivered wetland advice is also described as rewarding, because advisors 
can receive information on how the wetland has developed over time and what management measures 
have been required. However, a number of advisors claimed that they do not believe they gain 
knowledge from the interaction with landowners, as it is the mission of the advisor to be the one 
providing the knowledge. Follow-up visits could, although, provide important insights and 
opportunities for learning.  

Three of the advisors explained that their most important knowledge source is to work with design 
and construction of wetlands, because they can get feedback and new insights from seeing the final 
results. These respondents stated that this enables them to provide advice with higher quality. One of 
these advisors, who did not work with wetland design and construction during their initial years as a 
wetland advisor, claimed that they have gained valuable knowledge since they started to offer their 
services in the steps after advisory visits, namely the application process, design and construction. 
Furthermore, another respondent claimed they have a knowledge gap due to not having experience in 
design and construction 

5.2.1.2. Lacking sources and information 
Almost all the interviewees declared that their access to information about wetland functions, design 
and construction is high or very high. However, some of the interviewees have experienced certain 
gaps in the knowledge and research produced within wetland related issues. For example, a few 
respondents claimed that there is a lack of scientific research on technical solutions and promotion of 
environmental benefits in the creation of wetlands. One of the interviewees believed that knowledge 
on two-stage ditches, meaning that the ditch is constructed with two levels, and their assumed positive 
effects on nutrient retention in insufficient. The advisor also calls for research on how to deal with 
soil masses from excavation. When landowners do not have a suggestion on where to place these 
masses, it is the task of the advisor to give advice on the matter. However, as explained by the 
respondent, the existing knowledge gap creates difficulties in providing the advice requested by 
landowners. 

Three other respondents have experienced that there is a lack of scientific research on certain functions 
of wetlands in the agricultural landscape. More specifically, it regards research on how wetlands can 
be constructed and designed to optimally contribute to reduced greenhouse gases, including their 
function as carbon sinks and the release of methane gas. According to these respondents, there is also 
a lack of research on how wetlands can be used for multiple purposes. The functions of wetlands need 
to be further investigated and communicated from a more systemic and holistic perspective, in which 
promotion of nutrient retention and biodiversity as well as water supply and maintenance, flood 
regulation and groundwater formation are acknowledged. One of the advisors claimed that the 
discussions on wetlands too often are divided into specific purposes, and that the multiple benefits of 
wetlands should be communicated more widely. Another advisor also stated that they wish for more 
research on solutions that are naturally adapted to the characteristics of the landscape, rather than 
focusing on artificial and technical constructions, as this is key to restoring the hydrological system 
in our landscapes. 

Two interviewees mentioned that they would appreciate more courses and gatherings for wetland 
advisors and other actors who work with wetland related issues in general. This is important both for 
sharing information, which they believed is vital for the quality of the advice, and for building 
relationships and networks with other experts within wetland related issues. 



21 

5.2.2. Landowners’ motivation and interests 

5.2.2.1. Landowners’ motivations 
When interviewees were asked about the most common motivations among landowners prior to 
advisory visits, they gave varying answers. Responds include, among other things, recreation, nutrient 
retention, water supply and irrigation and biodiversity (see figure 3). 

  

Figure 3. The figure shows what motivations for wetland restoration and creation advisors experience as the 
most common among landowners. Note that respondents were asked to mention the three most common 
motivations, and the figure presents the total sum of all mentioned motivations. Some respondents mentioned 
less than three motivations, while one did not mention any but instead explained that it is often a combination 
of a number of different motivations. 

One of the most common motivations among landowners is, according to the advisors, a desire to 
create opportunities for recreation. This includes enhancing esthetical values, birdwatching, wildlife 
and hunting, and ice-skating during wintertime. The advisors have experienced that many landowners 
want to create an area where they can spend leisure time and enjoy the scenery. Other common 
motivations are to promote nutrient retention and biodiversity. Biodiversity is, as explained by the 
interviewees, often also related to recreation and bird watching. One of the respondents described that 
as the importance of nutrient retention has long been highlighted by GN and other actors in Sweden, 
it is commonly known among many landowners and farmers that their efforts in wetland creation 
contribute with public environmental benefits. However, a few other interview respondents stated that 
nutrient retention is not a personal motivation of the landowners per se, but rather something that 
landowners know increases the chances to receive a permit and financial support for the wetland, and 
therefore emphasize nutrient retention as a motivation. Another respondent expressed that instead of 
nutrient retention and biodiversity promotion being the personal motivations of the landowners, they 
have a general environmental awareness and a will to show other people and neighbors that they are 
taking measures to promote ecological values.  

Since the dry summer of 2018, several interviewees have experienced that more landowners have 
realized the importance of using wetlands as water reservoirs. However, it still does not seem to be 
one of the more common incentives. One of the respondents explained that irrigation purposes are not 
fully aligned with the aim and goals of GN. Therefore, they choose not to do advisory visits at locations 
they estimate wetland creation would not contribute to nutrient retention and biodiversity. Another 
advisor stated that while water supply and irrigation purposes are not very common, they, as advisors, 
still attempt to explain the potential benefits of a water reservoir to when the effects from climatic 
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changes become more noticeable. 

An additional motivation mentioned by two interviewees is the possibility to make use of an area that 
is not suitable for farming or other productive purposes, and instead create a wetland at the location. 
According to the interviewees, alternative land use can often contribute to the economic profitability 
of the farm as landowners have the opportunity to receive financial support for both construction and 
maintenance of the wetland, meaning they get an income for an area that would otherwise not be used.  

5.2.2.2. Landowners’ ideas on location of wetland 
According to the interviewees, almost all landowners they have provided advice to have an initial idea 
of the potential location of the wetland (see figure 4), and in certain cases also an idea about design. 
Several interviewees emphasized that landowners are experts on their own lands and often know where 
the land is damp and suitable for a wetland.  

 

Figure 4. The figure shows how often landowners have had an initial idea on location of a wetland. 

In most cases, the discussions on location and design of the wetland are based on the initial idea of 
the landowner (see figure 5). The location and design are, however, very often modified in order to 
optimize environmental benefits and cost-efficiency. A few advisors mentioned that when discussing 
what is ‘suitable’, it is important to have in mind that while a location can be suitable, construction is 
not always appropriate due to low cost-efficiency or low chances to receive financial support. One 
advisor also explained that they evaluate the area by using maps and similar sources prior to visits, 
and only prioritize requests they believe concern land that is appropriate for wetland creation. 
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Figure 5. The figure shows how often the landowners’ ideas on location are suitable for wetland creation. 

According to most of the interviewees, advisors and landowners mutually come to an idea on where 
the wetland could be placed and how it could be designed. The respondents explained that it is vital 
to engage and include landowners in the discussions when making new propositions on potential 
locations and designs. 

5.2.3. The purpose of discussed wetlands 
When asked about the most and least common purposes (among nitrogen retention, phosphorous 
retention or biodiversity) of the wetlands that are suggested to landowners, multiple respondents 
explained that they would prefer not to answer by ranking them from most to least common. Instead, 
the respondents stated that they often discuss and promote all three of them, and that they, in general, 
do not separate nitrogen from phosphorous when discussing nutrient retention. However, the 
interviewees explained that it is more probable that landowners receive financial compensation for 
wetlands promoting nutrient retention compared to wetland promoting biodiversity, nutrient retention 
is often the primary focus. Nitrogen retention seems to be discussed slightly more often than 
phosphorous retention. One advisor has experienced that while nitrogen previously was the main 
focus, phosphorous retention has gained increased attention in recent years due to new scientific 
findings. Another respondent explained that it is relevant to mainly focus on biodiversity enhancement 
when the nutrient retention capacity is low. However, two respondents stated that they discuss 
biodiversity purposes more often than nutrients. According to these respondents, the focus on 
biodiversity could potentially be explained by the fact that wetlands have already been created by 
many of the most optimal locations for nutrient removal in the agricultural landscape in south-west 
Sweden, where these advisors work. 

The advisors often discuss multiple benefits of wetlands, and besides discussions on nutrient retention 
and biodiversity some respondents also mention the ability of wetlands to stabilize water flows, store 
water and reduce the release of greenhouse gases. However, due to the fact that most private 
landowners and managers seek financial support through the RDP, the main purposes are often nutrient 
retention and biodiversity, while other benefits are not in focus but still promoted. Four of the advisors 
mentioned alternative funding options, such as LONA and LOVA, but also explained that it is more 
common that landowners apply through the RDP. 
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5.2.4. Aspects influencing the location of wetlands 

5.2.4.1. Landowners’ motivations and interests 
The interviews revealed that the interests of the landowners are taken into account to a very high 
degree when discussing the purpose and potential locations for wetlands (see figure 6). Several 
respondents highlighted that maintaining and facilitating the interest of landowners is completely 
crucial, as the Swedish model for wetland implementation is based on voluntary participation by 
landowners. However, two interviewees declared that they only let landowners’ motivations influence 
the location of the wetland to a moderate degree. One of these advisors clarified that it is vital to 
explain to landowners that public funds are not to be used for landowners’ private interests that go 
beyond the aims and goals of GN. 

 

Figure 6. The figure shows the degree to which landowners’ interests influence the location of wetlands that 
are discussed during advisory visits. Respondents answered on a scale from 1-5 where 1=not at all and 5=very 
high degree. 

5.2.4.2. Financial support 
The possibilities to receive financial support are also vital in wetland creation (see figure 7). 
According to the respondents, only a few landowners are willing to privately finance a wetland. 
Multiple interviewees highlighted the importance of explaining estimated environmental benefits, and 
how they relate to the opportunities to get financial support, to landowners. The nutrient retention 
capacity is often the determining factor. Three of the respondents did not grade to what degree they 
believed financial opportunities influence the discussions on location, why their responses are marked 
as n/a in the diagram. For example, one advisor explained that the question is difficult to answer 
because the financial considerations enter the process at a later stage in the process. Another 
interviewee said that the influence of funding opportunities depends on the motivations of the 
landowners and their willingness to finance the wetland privately.  
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Figure 7. The figure shows the degree to which opportunities for financial support influence the location of 
wetlands that are discussed during advisory visits. Respondents answered on a scale from 1-5 where 1=not at 
all and 5=very high degree. 

5.2.4.3. Environmental benefits and physical conditions 
Closely related to funding opportunities are the potential environmental benefits and the physical 
conditions of the location, namely topography, hydrology, high biological or cultural values, and the 
estimated cost-efficiency. One of the interviewees explained that the key is to find a balance between 
the landowner’s interest, opportunities for financial support, environmental benefits, and technical, 
hydrological, biological and cultural aspects. Several interviewees mentioned that is important to 
make certain that wetlands are placed where they contribute with environmental benefits to a high 
degree. A small number of the advisors claimed that this is even more important than it is to maintain 
the interest of the landowners. However, one interviewee stated that wetlands are often not constructed 
at the most optimal locations or with the most optimal designs, due to the fact that the maximum level 
of financial compensation is not high enough to cover expenses for, e.g., the excavation work required. 
Because of this, landowners do often instead proceed with a solution that advisors believe can be 
financially compensated. 

5.2.5. Enabling and encouraging factors 

5.2.5.1. Advisory visits’ impact on landowners’ motivation and knowledge 
All interviewees have experienced that most of the landowners have gained an even higher interest in 
wetland construction and management after the advisory visit (see figure 8). However, as one advisor 
put it, most landowners do already have an interest as the system presupposes that the landowners take 
the initiative to receive advice. One of the advisors believed that it is difficult to estimate landowners’ 
motivation from the advisor’s perspective and is therefore marked as n/a in the diagram. 
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Figure 8. The figure shows the share of landowners who advisors believe have been further motivated in wetland 
implementation after advisory visits. 

Nearly all of the interviewed advisors also believed that they have contributed to increasing 
landowners’ knowledge (see figure 9). One of the advisors expressed that it is their duty to successfully 
share knowledge to landowners. Two respondents explained that new knowledge and findings are 
continuously generated within this area, which is why new information should be shared even in cases 
when landowners already have extensive knowledge on their lands. 

However, two interviewees claimed that it is hard for them to assess whether they have contributed to 
increasing the knowledge of landowners, as there is no opportunity for follow-ups within the system 
of GN, why their answers are marked as n/a. Follow-ups are something they would like to conduct, as 
it, according to them, could increase the advisors’ knowledge on how wetlands develop and change 
over time as well as what functions they deliver. 

 

Figure 9. The figure shows how often advisors believed landowners have gained an increased knowledge after 
advisory visits. 
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5.2.5.2. Factors influencing landowners’ motivation and knowledge 
When respondents were asked what factors they believe influence if they successfully facilitate the 
motivation and increase the knowledge of landowners, several interviewees highlighted the 
importance of listening to landowners. There ought to be a dialogue between advisor and landowner, 
rather than ‘lecturing’. Another common answer is to be flexible and adaptable to different persons, 
situations and possibilities. Relevant in this context, according to some respondents, is to understand 
the landowner’s interests, estimate how open they are for receiving knowledge, and ask the right 
questions in order to share relevant information to each particular landowner. The respondents also 
highlighted the need to respect the ideas and the knowledge that landowners have. As mentioned by 
some of the advisors, landowners are experts on their own lands and can provide valuable insights. 
The personal meeting, during which advisor and landowner gather on-farm and walk the surroundings, 
is also a critical component in the delivery of advice, according to some interviewees. 

Several respondents pointed to the importance of discussing multiple environmental and societal 
benefits of wetlands from a holistic perspective, and to provide information on practical and technical 
details as well as information on the next steps in the process, including notifications and permits, and 
opportunities for financial support. They believed that by explaining the benefits of wetlands and how 
these relate to each specific farm, advisors can further encourage landowners. Some advisors also 
mentioned the positive effect of sharing good examples and showing pictures, which they believed 
can give landowners a clearer idea of the final result as well as more courage to proceed in the process.  

Another critical aspect, which was raised by a few interviewees, is to be realistic when explaining the 
possibilities for wetland construction and to receive financial support. Wetland construction and 
management are commitments that stretch over time, and the advisors highlighted that it is important 
that landowners understand the scope of these commitments. This is also mentioned as important in 
order to maintain the trust of landowners, and to assure that landowners do not believe information 
has been withheld or not fully explained. One interviewee explained that the role of the advisor 
includes being a link between landowners and governmental authorities, to which the landowner can 
feel trust and turn to with any questions, which further emphasizes the importance of trust. Another 
interviewee mentioned the aspect of experience and explained that executing a great amount of 
wetland projects has made them more confident in the advice they provide. This is in turn, according 
to the interviewee, noticed by landowners and can generate trust and motivation. 

5.3. Barriers and potential changes 

In this section, the results related to research question 2, ‘What barriers do wetland advisors 
experience in their work and what potential changes could reduce these obstacles and, as result, 
further promote wetland implementation in Sweden?’ are presented, which includes obstacles within 
the structure of the advisory system (section 5.3.1.) and barriers on a larger scale (sections 5.3.2. to 
5.3.5.). 

Many of the respondents expressed that GN is successful through its means of providing a link between 
authorities and landowners. They also stated the wetland advisory visits are crucial as a first step for 
landowners who are interested in wetland creation. One advisor described that GN offers a 
combination between theory and practice, in which the dialogue between advisor and landowner is the 
key to success. A number of interviewees also referred to the flexibility in the wetland modules, since 
landowners do not have to be previous members of GN and are not under the same requirements as 
other members of GN. This flexibility opens up for more landowners to gain information on wetland 
construction and management. Nevertheless, some of the interviewees raised certain obstacles and 
suggestions on potential changes related to their role as wetland advisors, which both concern the 
structure of the advisory system and barriers on larger scale. In the following sections, first the barriers 
linked to the structure of GN are described (section 5.3.1.), and then larger scale barriers are presented 
(sections 5.3.2. to 5.3.5.). However, the latter type of barriers were more frequently mentioned by the 
advisors than barriers regarding the structure of system within GN. 
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5.3.1. Structure of the GN advisory system 

5.3.1.1. Limitations in resources 

A few respondents mentioned the limited budget for and time of GN advisory visits as a barrier. They 
believed this in turn limits the amount of data that can be gathered on site and the amount of 
information that can be shared to the landowners. Some advisors explained that they do not have a 
chance to go into detail and explain the functions and role of wetlands on a larger scale. An opportunity 
to be more thorough, gather more data and share detailed information with landowners could heighten 
the quality of the advisory visits, and in turn motivate landowners. 

5.3.1.2. Lack of coherent support-chain 

The importance of additional support in the following steps after GN advisory visits, e.g., the 
application process and the design and construction of wetlands, was also mentioned by a number of 
participants. Some respondents claimed that the lack of a clear and long-term support chain, including 
follow-up visits, is a barrier in the work with wetland implementation. Wetland creation is, according 
to the interviewees, an often long and sometimes complex process, and it is difficult for advisors to 
know if landowners choose to proceed with construction when not being able to further support them 
in the process. Instead, respondents believed a longer and more comprehensive support chain could 
encourage more landowners. In addition, follow-up visits after two to five years could possibly provide 
an opportunity to evaluate the wetlands and their functions, and to provide maintenance support.  

In relation to this, a small number of participants mentioned the recently initiated project LEVA 
(‘Lokalt engagemang för vatten’), in which measures within 20 pilot projects, located by different 
catchments in Sweden, aim to reduce eutrophication. The projects are coordinated by local catchment 
officers who organize measures, identify challenges and propose solutions on a local scale. The 
catchment officers have also been able to promote the advisory services within GN and cooperate with 
GN advisors (Havs- och vattenmyndigheten, 2021). Nevertheless, the respondents in the present study 
still claimed that more work is needed in order to develop a clearer support chain from initial advice 
to finished wetland. 

5.3.1.3. Narrow focus on nutrient retention 

A few respondents have experienced that the main focus on nutrient retention within the wetland 
modules in GN is a limitation. Some suggested that attention should also be steered towards other 
benefits such as reduced carbon emissions, water supply and maintenance, and groundwater formation. 
One of the respondents referred to GN being the only option for landowners to receive advice free of 
charge, why the focus should be wider in order to include more interested landowners. The wish for a 
wider focus also concerns the communication and marketing of GN, in which sharing good examples 
of wetlands with varying purposes could potentially motivate a larger share of landowners and farmers, 
including both members and non-members of GN.  

5.3.1.4. Potential role of other advisors 

The potential role of other advisors within GN, who deliver advice on nutrient balances, crop 
production, feeding and plant protection, etc., is also mentioned by a small number of interviewees. 
This especially concerns the advisors that conduct start-up visits. The ‘start-up advisors’ are to suggest 
and recommend modules within GN that are suitable for each specific farm. They can, e.g., recommend 
the wetland creation module (14a) if they believe that wetland creation is suitable. However, one of 
the respondents explained that, in their experience, it is often the same small number of start-up 
advisors that have recommended farmers and landowners to proceed with the wetland creation module. 
Two interviewees suggest that this could be due to a lack of knowledge and motivation amongst 
advisors within other focus areas, why it is likely that the wetland modules are recommended by start-
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up advisors who feel confident in their knowledge. This could, according to two advisors, perhaps be 
solved through cooperation between advisors working with different modules, to exchange knowledge 
and encouragement. 

5.3.1.5. Need for prioritization of requests 

A few advisors explained that, as consultants they need to prioritize the requests they receive. They 
often do not have enough resources to proceed with offers that mainly regard biodiversity, climate 
adaptation or groundwater formation, but instead choose the visits that focus on nutrient retention, in 
which the landowners’ chances for getting their application accepted and receiving financial support 
are higher. Since a number of the consultancy firms offer their services on design and construction of 
wetlands, which is beyond what can be planned and discussed during GN visits, prioritizing among 
requests can increase the opportunities to execute these following steps after the initial planning. This, 
however, generates a group of landowners who have an interest in wetland creation, but yet does not 
receive advice. Interviewees believed this group will most likely not proceed with their plans when 
not receiving GN advice. However, another advisor shared a different view, and explained that since 
advisors are paid for each advisory visit, they have the opportunity to conduct advisory visits that they 
otherwise not would have proceeded with due to the uncertain potential and conditions for wetland 
construction. 

5.3.2. Financial support systems 
While several respondents emphasized the importance of the different opportunities for financial 
compensation for landowners, almost all interviewees believed there are obstacles within the structure 
of the financial support systems. The support systems are described as complex and not 
comprehensive, which creates uncertainties on what measures can be compensated financially. As an 
advisor, it is of particular importance to provide correct information to landowners. However, the 
complexity of the system can, according to the respondents, cause difficulties when estimating if 
landowners will receive financial support in each case.  

Furthermore, the financial support systems can, according to the respondents, be lacking in its 
continuity. For example, several interviewees mentioned that the funds from the RDP in Sweden was, 
without notice, withdrawn during a period in 2020. This created an uncertainty among landowners on 
whether they would receive financial support for their planned wetland or not. Multiple advisors 
expressed that such events can potentially damage the trust landowners have in both advisors and 
authorities. Some of the participants also explained that their mission as advisors becomes harder to 
fulfill, as they cannot provide answers which they are confident will be true also in the near future. 

Several advisors stated that the financial support systems often are focused on short periods, while 
water operations in the landscape is a process that stretches over long time periods. For example, 
administrative processing at the CABs, court decisions and handling of opposing interests, such as 
drainage associations, can take months or in some cases over a year. Accordingly, the opportunities 
for funding do not correspond to the long time periods that the practical process of wetland 
implementation requires. One respondent did, however, mention that improvements have been made 
in recent years, due to LONA and LOVA being available for projects stretching over one or several 
years. 

Moreover, the compensation for wetland maintenance, which is funded through the RDP, is often an 
essential income for the landowners. However, in the current period of the RDP, landowners can only 
be granted compensation for a five-year period. This too can create an uncertainty among landowners 
because they often plan to manage the wetland at least one or two decades ahead. 

At the heart of the problem, according to one of the interviewees, is that Swedish authorities are not 
responsive to landowners’ and managers’ situations. Landowners take a financial risk when investing 
in a wetland and privately funding preparatory analysis and assessments as well as administrative 
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processing. Therefore, landowners wish to be certain on being compensated for their expenses and on 
receiving support for wetland maintenance. The interviewee explained that since the Swedish model 
for wetland creation is based on voluntary participation by landowners, wetland implementation 
should be seen as a cooperation project between authorities and landowners. However, the larger the 
gap between authorities and landowners, the harder it is for advisors to bridge this gap.  It should, 
according to the respondent, be of interest for authorities to build trust towards the landowners, and 
to reduce obstacles that could hinder the ability for landowners to participate.  

One of the respondents suggested that instead of managing wetland implementation funds with varying 
objectives and responsible authorities, the funds should be gathered under the same system and be 
based on longer time periods. Another respondent also mentioned that when funding is sought via 
LONA, the applicant receives 75 % in advance and the remaining 25 % after construction, as compared 
to funding via RPD in which the whole sum is received after the wetland is created and evaluated. 
Receiving a share of the funding in advance would likely motivate more landowners to proceed with 
wetland creation. Worth noting is, also, that landowners more commonly seek funding through RDP 
than LONA and LOVA (which is done via municipalities or organizations). 

5.3.3. Notification and permit processes 

A number of interviewees mentioned issues regarding the administrative processing by CABs and 
Land and Environment Courts.1 The respondents stated that the basis for decisions varies between 
counties. For example, applications that are accepted by the CAB in one county might not be accepted 
in another county. This is experienced as a challenge, as it can be difficult for advisors to stay updated 
on regulations in each county, as well as to motivate landowners who experience that the permit 
process is difficult to understand. Some of the respondents explained that less complex and more equal 
processing of applications among CABs is desired. Furthermore, several interviewees described that, 
occasionally, uncertainties arise on whether landowners are to notify the CAB or apply for a legal 
permit via the Environment Court, which can make the landowners less confident and motivated in 
proceeding with an application.  

5.3.4. Holistic view on wetland implementation 

Several advisors expressed that the general discussions on wetlands and the structure of the financial 
support systems focus mainly on nutrient retention, which excludes landowners that have an interest 
in constructing wetlands for other purposes. They instead called for a more holistic approach to 
wetland implementation in Sweden, in which the multiple wetland benefits are acknowledged (see 
also discussion on this issue in relation to the structure of the advisory system, in section 5.3.1.3). 
Nevertheless, one interviewee admitted that the multiple benefits of wetlands have been further 
recognized in Sweden in the past years, in particular since the summer of 2018 when the awareness of 
wetland benefits during droughts linked to climate change grew.  

A few participants emphasized the importance of evaluating where wetlands have existed historically. 
One of the respondents mentioned that while municipalities and water councils already do this type of 

 

 

1 For wetlands smaller than 5 ha, applicants go through a notification process which is handled by the CABs, in 
which it must be demonstrated that there are no conflicts of interests or risks for damages. For wetlands larger 
than 5 ha, or where there are potential conflicts of interests, a legal permit must be granted by the Land and 
Environment Courts (Länsstyrelsen Skåne, n.d.). 
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work, these projects could be extended and further related to wetland restoration in the agricultural 
landscape. Another interviewee claimed that there often is a focus on constructing wetlands that 
require extensive excavation operations, which is not always cost-efficient. Instead, the aim should be 
to restore and rewet larger areas where less excavation is required. Efforts to restore drained peatlands 
and consequences from forest interventions are also cost-efficient and important measures, according 
to one respondent. The advisor referred to the potential these initiatives could have on restoring the 
hydrology of the landscapes as well as reducing the release of greenhouse gases and enhancing 
biodiversity.  

5.3.5. Opposing interests and conflicts 

Other obstacles that the respondents raised concern opposing interests. Some of the advisors 
mentioned the agricultural drainage associations2 as a challenge. If the construction of a wetland 
potentially has an impact on a drainage association, it requires the acceptance from all members of the 
association. A reassessment of the association and the permit may also be necessary. One respondent 
explained that this is necessary even in cases when associations are outdated. It is, therefore, in many 
cases necessary to compromise and limit the location and design of the wetland, which can reduce the 
potential environmental benefits of the wetland. Furthermore, court errands regarding drainage 
association permits are often time consuming, which makes it more difficult to cover all costs by 
financial support. This can be a challenge as it risks decreasing the motivation of the landowner. One 
of the advisors claimed that this problem is particularly present in cultivation-intensive landscapes, 
where the number of drainage associations are high. The same advisor also expressed that issues that 
regard land property can limit the potential locations for wetlands, as water operations cannot be 
performed too close to neighboring properties. According to one respondent, both advisors, 
consultancy firms, CABs and Environment Courts need more experience in handling drainage 
associations in the context of wetland implementation, in order to achieve a less complex handling of 
errands. 

One respondent mentioned the conflict between the usage of land for agricultural activities and 
environmental aspects. The advisor explained that this issue is complex and too difficult to discuss 
and solve during a limited advisory visit, even if the question is raised by the landowner. The root of 
the problem, according to the respondent, is that there is a lack of consensus amongst authorities and 
decision makers on how to handle these two opposing interests.  

 

6. Analysis and discussion 
This study has explored the role of wetland advisors in the creation and management of wetlands, as 
well as what barriers they experience and potential improvements they suggest in their mission to 
enable and encourage landowners and managers to implement more wetlands. The results show that 
there are numerous factors that respondents perceive as important in their role as wetland advisors and 
that there are many aspects they need to consider in their relationship with landowners. The study also 

 

 

2 The purpose of agricultural drainage associations is to improve drainage of agricultural lands, in order to optimize 
land use and agricultural output. Agricultural drainage associations include both the association that manages the 
drainage system as well as the permit that regulates the drainage system (Hammarberg, M., 2015).  
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reveals different barriers in both the advisory system and on a larger scale that may hinder efficient 
implementation of wetlands. It also provides a set of recommendations on potential improvements.  
 
This next chapter includes a discussion on the most important findings in relation to previous findings 
and theoretical concepts. 

6.1. The role of wetland advisors 

In this section, the results related to research question 1, ‘How do wetland advisors perceive their 
role in encouraging and enabling landowners to restore and create wetlands?’, are discussed and 
analyzed with key focus on the most important knowledge sources for advisors, the factors that are 
central for advisors to consider when discussing the wetlands, and the central components of the 
interaction between advisor and landowner. 

6.1.1. Advisors’ access to knowledge 

The results indicate that wetland advisors gather information and develop knowledge from both 
written sources, such as scientific articles and non-scientific reports, experience and interaction with 
a number of different stakeholder and experts. These findings support Klerkx & Proctor’s (2013) 
suggestion that advisors draw knowledge from both explicit and tacit sources. 

While scientific and non-scientific articles and reports are among the most essential sources for 
information, some advisors believed there is a lack of scientific research within the field. This includes 
research on technical solutions and how the multiple functions of wetlands can be further enhanced in 
wetland construction, for example regarding climatic gases.  

It is evident that interaction with other actors is of utmost importance for the advisors’ knowledge 
acquisition, in particular within the network of wetland advisors. This is, for example, illustrated by 
the advisor who declared that the interaction with experienced wetland advisors is substantially 
meaningful. Similar thoughts are expressed by many other respondents when referring to the daily 
conversations with co-workers. These findings closely relate to ideas of knowledge being created 
during interaction between different actors and in relation to specific contexts (Klerkx & Jansen, 
2010). 

Furthermore, empirical findings point to the need to share knowledge and experiences among different 
stakeholders, which has previously been recognized as critical in order to navigate through the 
immense amount of information available today (Mill & Winter, 2000). As one advisor explained, a 
variety of different aspects must be considered and weighed in order to find solutions, which illustrates 
the complexity of wetland related issues. The interaction with other advisors, experts, contractors and 
government officers seems to be key in handling the different aspects embedded in wetland 
implementation and advice provision.  

The interaction with landowners is also described as valuable, as landowners are believed to be experts 
on their own lands and on how the lands can be managed. Nevertheless, a few of respondents did not 
share this view and instead expressed that it is their mission as advisors to be the expert and to transfer 
knowledge. This reflects two different approaches to advisors’ role, namely ‘top-down’ where 
advisors are seen as the key experts, and ‘bottom-up’ or ‘participatory’, where landowners are 
acknowledged as essential knowledge-holders. The latter view corresponds with previous literature 
that highlights the importance of mutual learning and dialogue (Mills & Winter 2000; Sheath & 
Webby, 2000; Ingram, 2008; Klerkx & Jansen, 2010), while the former, to a certain degree, opposes 
the idea of mutual learning between landowner and advisor. However, these results are somewhat 
ambiguous, as nearly all the interviewees mentioned the importance of listening and being open to the 
ideas of landowners when they answered other questions during interviews, which supports previous 
claims that knowledge is constructed during the personal meeting between farmer and advisor. 
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6.1.2. Aspects influencing purpose and location of wetlands 

The findings on the main purpose of wetlands and factors influencing the location of wetlands shed a 
light on the numerous aspects that advisors need to consider when they deliver their services. Almost 
all interviewees claimed that because voluntary participation is crucial for wetland implementation in 
Sweden, landowners’ interests and motivations are taken into account to a high or very high degree 
when discussing the purpose, location and design of wetlands. 

The prospects for receiving financial support for wetland construction and maintenance do also 
determine the purpose, location and design of wetlands to a high or very high degree. Several 
interviewees mentioned that opportunities for economic compensation are closely related to the 
environmental benefits, since the wetland’s efficiency in delivering ecosystem services determine the 
chances for and the amount of financial support received.  

As mentioned in the results, most landowners are not willing to privately finance their wetlands and 
instead often seek financial support through the Swedish RDP, in which chances to receive funding, 
according to the interviewees, are the highest for measures aiming to enhance nutrient retention. 
Because of this, landowners often highlight the aspects that will increase their chances for financial 
support, even though their personal motivations might be, for example, recreation or opportunities for 
hunting. This suggests a need for potential changes in the funding system, so that it covers other values 
beyond nutrient retention and biodiversity, and also offers higher compensation for wetlands mainly 
aiming to support biodiversity. If more wetland benefits and functions are included, it would perhaps 
be possible to facilitate the initial interest of more landowners and farmers, which in turn could support 
the implementation of wetlands in Sweden.  

While most advisors highlighted that the environmental benefits, in particular nutrient retention and 
to a certain degree biodiversity, are of utmost importance when discussing potential location and 
design of wetlands, a number of respondents also expressed that they would like to further discuss and 
combine other benefits and purposes when planning wetland creation during advisory visits. The 
results show that respondents believed a more holistic view on wetland functions could further support 
wetland implementation. The importance of promoting additional wetland benefits is also addressed 
in the Swedish EQOs. Within the objective ‘Thriving wetlands’, the Swedish government has specified 
the importance to acknowledge multiple wetland functions, including the support of biodiversity and 
habitats, carbon storage, stabilized water flows, water purification, water supply and maintenance, and 
recreation (Ds 2012:23). Hence, it can be argued that efforts on wetland implementation ought to be 
in line with and contribute to achieving national wetland goals adopted by the Swedish government.  

6.1.3. Essential components in the interaction between advisor and 

landowner 

The empirical findings show that dialogue, respect, and a mutual understanding of challenges and 
solutions are crucial in maintaining a good relationship between advisors and landowners. In order to 
maintain and potentially increase the motivation of landowners in wetland implementation, it is vital 
to adhere to their interests and to adapt the discussions based on each case. As advisors, it is their 
mission to have a dialogue with and acknowledge the interests of the landowners. The importance of 
dialogue and mutual learning between farmer and advisor has previously been emphasized (Sheath & 
Webby, 2000; Klerkx & Jansen, 2010), as has the aim of coming to a shared understanding of problems 
and opportunities when establishing relationships and accommodating change within sustainable land 
and water practices (Ingram, 2008). In addition, on-farm visits are valuable for advisors to gain an 
intimate understanding of the farmer’s perspective (Ingram & Morris, 2007), which was also declared 
as critical by a number of respondents in the present study.  

The importance of being realistic when proposing solutions and explaining potential chances for 
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permits and financial support, and to not withhold important information, was also highlighted by the 
advisors. To be a credible and trustworthy link between landowners and authorities, where advisors 
acknowledge the interests of the landowners while simultaneously carry out policy, is a vital part of 
advisors’ mission. Previous studies have highlighted the establishment of trust bonds as critical in the 
provision of advisory services (Juntti & Potter, 2002; Sutherland et al., 2013; Taylor & van Grieken, 
2015), in which the personal trust between landowner and advisors is essential (Sutherland et al., 
2013). If landowners and farmers trust the source of the information, they are more likely to adhere to 
the content shared (Carolan, 2006; Taylor & van Grieken, 2015). The results also showed that advisors 
believed their extensive experience increased their credibility, which is an additional factor that is 
assumed to promote trust (Sutherland et al., 2013). These ideas and claims on trust in the context of 
advice delivery are, hence, further supported by the findings in this study.  

6.2. Barriers and potential changes  

In this section, the results related to research question 2, ‘What barriers do wetland advisors 
experience in their work and what potential changes could reduce these obstacles and, as result, 
further promote wetland implementation in Sweden?’ are discussed and analyzed, with particular 
focus on suggestions for improvements in the wetland implementation system. 

6.2.1. More coherent and reliable financial support systems and 

application processes 

As presented in the results, one of the most common barriers advisors have experienced in their 
mission to support landowners, and in turn promote wetland implementation, is the complexity and 
lack of continuity of the financial support systems. This is believed to demotivate landowners, which 
potentially leads to a lower number of wetlands being created. The sudden and temporary withdrawal 
of the RDP funds in 2020 was described as damaging for the trust landowners have had in both advisors 
and authorities. This has important implications, as the trust between landowners and advisors as well 
as authorities previously has been identified as vital to encourage land managers to participate in agri-
environmental programs and adhere to information (Carolan, 2006; Sutherland et al., 2013; Taylor & 
van Grieken, 2015). This is further supported by the results in the present study, as the interviewees 
believed a decreasing trust from landowners will result in a lower number of landowners being 
interested in wetland creation. In addition, uncertainties regarding notification and permit processes 
do also constitute an obstacle and make it more challenging for both advisors and landowners to 
understand how regulations apply. Instead, measures for more reliable financial support systems as 
well as a less complex processing of wetland applications are vital to maintain the trust and the 
motivation of landowners.  

The SBA recently presented the results from an online survey that mapped out executed and planned 
measures on phosphorous management, and what knowledge farmers have on funding opportunities. 
The survey was sent out to farmers in Sweden, including both members and non-members of GN. The 
results revealed that improved opportunities for financial support and possibilities to receive advice 
when proceeding with an application could potentially increase farmers’ motivation to create 
phosphorus dams (Malgeryd et al., 2020). These findings strengthen the conclusion that there is a need 
for improved and less complex funding and application systems. 

6.2.2. More holistic view on wetlands’ benefits 

Moreover, a wider focus on the benefits of wetlands could encourage more landowners and managers, 
in regard to both financial support systems, research and focus areas of GN. Particularly, funding 
directed to wetland implementation could go further beyond nutrient retention purposes and embrace 
additional wetland functions to a higher degree. This concerns both the need to increase the 
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compensation for wetlands that mainly promote biodiversity, and to further include other purposes 
such as water supply, irrigation, climate adaptation and recreation. This is particularly important, as 
the results imply that financial support is a crucial determinant in wetland implementation and that 
most landowners are not willing to fund operations privately. 

Steps towards a more holistic view within the financial systems have been taken in recent years, for 
example by dedicating a certain share of LONA to wetland implementation, with the aim to maintain 
and preserve the ecological and hydrological functions in the landscape. Since 2021, funding has also 
been available for additional wetland purposes, including a reduced release of greenhouse gases, 
promotion of biodiversity, reduced eutrophication, stabilized water flows and promotion of 
groundwater formation and climate adaptation (SFS 2021:206). Even though landowners mainly apply 
for funding through the RDP, these recent changes in LONA increase the opportunities for landowners 
to, in cooperation with municipalities, receive funding for additional purposes beyond nutrient 
retention.  

The results also indicate that more research on wetland design and construction techniques that 
enhance multiple wetland benefits, such as both nutrient retention, biodiversity and carbon 
sequestration, is needed, as well as evaluations on where wetlands have existed historically in order 
to restore and create wetlands within their natural distribution areas. This could increase the 
knowledge of advisors and in turn heighten the quality of the advisory visits, which is vital to achieve 
implementation of long-term sustainable wetlands. The need to strengthen multiple wetland benefits 
and to ensure that “wetlands of all types are represented throughout the country within their natural 
distribution areas” is also defined in the specifications for the Swedish EQG ‘Thriving Wetlands’ (Ds 
2012:23, p.79), which further motivates and justifies the call for a wider focus within wetland 
implementation. 

6.2.3. Communicate and reach out to more landowners and managers 

Further communicating the different functions of wetlands within the advisory system of GN could 
capture the interest of more landowners and farmers. The findings in this study reveal that advisors 
believed the main focus on nutrient retention within the wetland modules in GN exclude landowners 
with additional interests. As the results indicate, the motivations of landowners often go beyond 
nutrient retention, and in particular relate to recreation. Sharing information on recreational 
opportunities more broadly could, thus, encourage more landowners to create wetlands. In general, 
providing landowners and managers an opportunity to gain an increased understanding of wetland 
functions can further motivate them (Graversgaard et al., 2021). Therefore, the inclusion and 
communication of multiple wetland benefits could promote wetland implementation in Sweden. 

The results also indicate that most landowners to whom the interviewees have provided advice have 
been recommended by the CABs, and not from start visits within GN. This shows that the structure 
and flexibility of the wetland modules within GN is an advantage as it enables for landowners, who 
are mainly interested in wetland advice, to receive advice without being under the same requirements 
as GN members in general. However, the potential role of advisors who provide advice within other 
modules, and in particular during start-up visits, in suggesting the wetland modules, could also be 
considered. 

Perhaps there is a general need to further communicate wetland benefits and reach out to target groups 
who do not initially have an interest in wetland creation, including both members and non-members 
of GN. This could capture the interest of and encourage more farmers and landowners that are not 
aware of the possibility to receive advice on wetland creation, as well as the different services 
landowners and farmers could gain from a wetland. 
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6.2.4. More comprehensive support chain   

The need for a more thorough, longer and clearer support chain from advice to finished wetland, 
including follow-up visits is also central, since advisors believed this is desired by landowners. An 
opportunity to gather more data and to provide more detailed advice could result in more optimized 
locations and designs of wetlands, and a chance to more widely discuss and explain wetland benefits 
in relation to each specific case could encourage more landowners. Moreover, long-term support and 
follow-up visits have previously been identified as essential for landowners and managers to feel 
confident in proceeding with wetland creation (Hansson et al., 2012). A longer support chain could 
also enable and promote the establishment of trust bonds between landowners and advisors, which 
would increase landowners’ motivation to accept and adhere to the information they receive 
(Sutherland et al., 2013). 

The previously mentioned online survey published by the SBA also showed that a majority of the 
survey respondents would consider phosphorus dam or wetland creation only if given advice on 
analysis and design as well as during the application process (Malgeryd et al., 2020). This further 
supports the findings of the present study, which indicate the necessity of a longer advise and support-
chain. In addition, a recent evaluation of the project LEVA showed the importance of a long-term and 
holistic perspective when coordinating measures to reduce eutrophication (Havs- och 
vattenmyndigheten, 2021). A small number of respondents in the current study mentioned the work 
within LEVA as an example of a longer support chain (see section 5.3.1.2.). However, it is, according 
to the results, still necessary advance the work towards a support and advice system with a holistic 
and long-term perspective.   

6.2.5. Knowledge and experience on handling opposing interests 

According to the results, there are also opposing interests that hinder the implementation of wetlands 
in Sweden, for example agricultural drainage associations. Because of that, the location and design of 
wetlands have to be a compromise between different interests, which in turn influences the potential 
efficiency of the wetland. Also, administrative processes can often be time consuming and lead to 
higher financial expenses than expected. As wetland implementation is promoted on a national scale 
in Sweden, for example through the Swedish EQOs, a stronger knowledge base and more experience 
among both advisors, CABs and Environment Courts on how to handle opposing interests is necessary 
in order to achieve national goals on wetland implementation. 

 

7. Conclusions and future implications 

In this chapter, the main findings are presented and summarized, and the research questions are 
answered. The chapter also provides a set of suggestions and recommendations as well as a 
description of future implications. 

This study aimed at increasing the understanding on what role wetland advisors have in enabling and 
encouraging landowners in wetland implementation, and at investigating what factors either hinder or 
could further promote this implementation. In addition, it had the ambition to contribute with 
knowledge on how advisors, and in particular wetland advisors, interact with their clients, i.e. 
landowners. 

The empirical findings revealed that the wetland advisors are characterized by a variety of perceptions, 
experiences and beliefs, which influence how they approach their mission to share knowledge and 
motivate landowners. They gather information from an array of sources and develop and refine their 
knowledge in the interaction with other stakeholders. The advisors have to consider numerous aspects 
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when delivering their advisory services to target groups, and they are required to identify challenges, 
formulate solutions, and transfer and adapt knowledge based on each specific case. It is evident that 
the wetland advisors are an important link between landowners and authorities, and therefore are key 
actors in promoting wetland implementation in Sweden.  

Furthermore, the establishment of relationships between landowners and advisors is central in order 
to achieve a mutual understanding of challenges and goals, and in turn accommodate change. There is 
a pedagogical aspect embedded in the interaction between landowners and advisors, in which dialogue, 
respect, mutual learning and trust can further encourage and enable landowners to create and manage 
wetlands.  

The discussions in this study are much permeated by ideas on acknowledging the perspective and 
needs of the landowners and potential benefits they may get from wetlands. The aims of reaching 
Swedish policy goals on wetland implementation highly depend on voluntary participation. 
Consequently, support, regulations and funding systems should be structured and managed in a way 
that is experienced as coherent and reliable by landowners and farmers. While the access to 
information and advice, such as the services offered by GN, is essential, the results in this study 
revealed a number of obstacles that hinder advisors in their mission to provide high quality advice and 
promote wetland implementation. These regard the need for a longer support-chain, less complex and 
more reliable systems for financial support, more coherent administrative processing of notifications 
and permits, more knowledge and experience on handling opposing interests such as agricultural 
drainage associations, and to further acknowledge wetland benefits beyond the current focus on 
nutrient retention. In order to optimize the potential of wetland support and advice in promoting 
wetland implementation, it is necessary to take measures on a national and regional level to reduce 
these obstacles. 

In conclusion, there seems to be a need for a holistic long-term advisory system that enables 
knowledge transfer, trust building and learning about landowners’ needs and motivations. It is also of 
importance that the structure of regulations and financial support systems acknowledges the 
perspective and challenges perceived by landowners and managers, in order to reduce barriers to 
participation in wetland creation and management. In addition, wetland functions ought to be further 
investigated and communicated from a holistic landscape perspective, in which the historical 
distribution of wetlands as well as their multiple functions are recognized. This could aid advisors in 
their mission to transfer knowledge to landowners as well as heighten the quality of the advisory visits, 
and in turn motivate more landowners and managers to participate in the implementation of long-term 
sustainable wetlands in Sweden.   
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