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Abstract: The frequency and severity of floods have increased due to climate change and achieving 
successful disaster risk reduction is deemed crucial to attain preparedness and sustainability. The 
responsibility for society’s preparedness mainly resides with local public actors. However, several Swedish 
municipalities have insufficient flood risk management. Research within disaster risk reduction suggests 
that risk can be understood as socially constructed and produced, highlighting the relevance of exploring 
risk perceptions. Yet, previous research has mostly been concerned with objective dimensions of risk and 
largely neglected social dimensions, such as decision-makers’ risk perceptions. Ridolfi and colleagues’ 
theoretical contribution to Cultural Theory of Risk suggests four types of ideal societies, or perceptions, 
which ultimately affect flood risk management: risk neglecting, risk monitoring, risk downplaying, and 
risk controlling perceptions. Yet, the theoretical work has not been applied empirically. This study aims 
to contribute to a deeper understanding of local public actors’ perceptions of flood risk and how this in 
turn may be connected to different flood risk management strategies. This thesis adopts a comparative case 
study design and explores the topic by applying Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to the 
municipalities of Karlstad and Kristinehamn. While Kristinehamn has been criticized for insufficient flood 
risk management, Karlstad has been put forward as a front runner in disaster risk reduction. Surprisingly, 
the results show that the municipalities reason in similar ways about flood risk, suggesting that the 
proposed differences between the two may be overestimated. Both municipalities believe in the capacity 
of technical hard-adaptive measures manipulating the environment and thus largely correspond to the risk 
controlling perception. However, the municipalities differ in some respects, as it can be argued that 
Karlstad shows signs of a risk monitoring perception whereas Kristinehamn shows signs of a risk 
neglecting or downplaying perception, potentially shedding light on the slightly varying approaches. In 
essence, the study’s utilization of the theory indicates that decision-makers’ subjective risk perceptions 
are important to explore in order to understand flood risk management approaches and subsequently 
important processes to achieve overall preparedness and sustainability. By exploring municipal actors’ 
perceptions of flood risk, the study not only contributes empirically by applying mentioned theoretical 
contribution for the first time, but also adds to the wider body of the theoretical knowledge on the 
significance of decision-makers’ risk perception for risk reduction, and thus contributes to a better 
understanding of the social dimensions of risk. 
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Summary: The frequency and severity of floods have increased due to climate change. Several regions 
around the world are experiencing extreme flood events causing massive destruction and even human 
death. According to experts, society must improve its efforts to reduce risk in order to become more 
sustainable. However, a review reveals that several Swedish municipalities are slow to adapt. One of these 
municipalities is Kristinehamn, which is criticized for not considering flood risk enough when planning 
for new developments close to the water. In contrast, the neighboring municipality of Karlstad has been 
put forward as a front runner when it comes to reducing risk. Previous research suggests that different risk 
management strategies may be understood by actors’ risk perceptions, which can be defined as people’s 
subjective interpretation of and approach towards risk. Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to 
the influential Cultural Theory of Risk suggests that there are four ideal types of risk perceptions in society 
which ultimately affect flood risk management. In short, these ideal types vary in their perception of 
society’s capacity to withstand floods and consequently whether they deem it important to try to decrease 
flood risk or not. This study aims to contribute to a deeper understanding of local public actors’ perceptions 
of flood risk as well as how this is connected to different flood risk management strategies. The study 
explores the topic by applying mentioned theoretical contribution to the municipalities of Karlstad and 
Kristinehamn. Surprisingly, the results suggest that the proposed differences between the municipalities 
may be overestimated. Both municipalities believe in the capacity of technical measures and thus largely 
correspond to the same type of risk perception. However, the municipalities differ in some respects, where 
it can be argued that Kristinehamn may neglect or downplay flood risk to a larger degree. Potentially, this 
helps us understand why the approaches differ slightly. In essence, the study indicates that decision-
makers’ risk perceptions are important to explore in order to understand flood risk management approaches 
and subsequently important processes for achieving preparedness and sustainability. 
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1. Introduction 

The frequency and severity of disasters have increased significantly due to climate change (WMO 
2021a). During 2021, several regions around the world experienced extreme flood events, which caused 
massive destruction and even human death (WMO 2021b). In Sweden, heavy rainfall caused severe 
flooding around the country during the summer of 2021 (SMHI 2021a). Recent flooding has received 
much attention in Swedish news media and the monitoring on climate related issues has increased 
(e.g.DN n.d.; SvD 2018; Friborg 2021). IPCC (2022) reports that the risk of flooding, due to heavy 
rainfall and the rising sea level, is likely to increase and intensify as the planet warms. The IPCC report 
and recent flooding events highlight the urgency to combat climate change in the long term, but also to 
deal with the impacts of climate change experienced today in order to achieve sustainable, safe, and 
resilient societies, as reflected in the SDG 11 and 13 of the 2030 Agenda (UN n.d.). Sustainable 
development is defined as “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987:43). Moreover, sustainable 
development is commonly conceptualized through the three pillars of economic, social, and 
environmental sustainability (Franklin & Blyton 2012). Flooding affects society economically, socially, 
and environmentally and therefore must be considered in a broader context of sustainability (Sköld & 
Nyberg 2016). Risk reduction and sustainable development are both concerned with avoiding or 
minimizing the probability that human activity disturbs the preferred state of nature and its development 
(Becker 2014). Thus, managing risk is essential for sustainability (Becker 2014; Kelman 2017).  
 
In addition to the 2030 Agenda, the UN has also adopted the Sendai Framework, which aims at reducing 
the risk for and the consequences of disasters, such as flooding (UNDRR 2015). Moreover, the EU 
member states are required to assess and manage flood risk in line with the EU Floods Directive 
(2007/60/EC). Society’s preparedness rests on the ability to prevent, prepare, and manage crisis 
situations (FOI 2022). In Sweden, the EU Directive is carried out through the Regulation on Flood Risk 
(SFS 2009:956) by the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency [MSB] (MSB 2021a). The agency is 
responsible for improving Sweden’s preparedness and they have made several initiatives to help central 
actors to improve their flood management, such as mapping flood risk (MSB n.d; MSB 2021a.).   
 
Following the above, flood management appears to be crucial for both preparedness and sustainability. 
However, despite the importance and urgency of the issue, it seems like many Swedish municipalities’ 
flood risk management is insufficient. A review made by the Swedish Public Service Television [SVT] 
reveals that 15 municipalities have been criticized by the County Administration Boards [Länsstyrelsen] 
for their flood risk management (Zachrisson Winberg & Sima 2021a). One of the municipalities is 
Kristinehamn, which is criticized for not considering flood risk enough when planning for new 
developments close to the water (ibid.). The municipality of Karlstad is situated in the same region. In 
contrast to Kristinehamn, Karlstad has been appointed a “Resilient City” in line with the UN campaign 
“Making Cities Resilient” because of their initiatives in reducing disaster risk in regard to climatic and 
environmental security (MSB 2015; UNDRR 2020). The topicality of the issue and the seeming 
differences between the municipalities’ approaches make this an interesting topic. 

1.1. Problem Statement 

The intensity and frequency of floods increase as the effects of climate change manifest themselves 
(WMO 2021a; IPCC 2022). Disaster risk emerges from complex interactions between physical and 
human systems, and previous research argues that successful disaster risk reduction is crucial for 
decreasing vulnerability and achieving overall sustainability (Birkmann & von Teichman 2010; Sköld 
& Nyberg 2016; Kelman 2017). As reflected in various policies and initiatives, agencies are actively 
dealing with disaster risk reduction of flooding (EU Flood Directive 2007/60/EC; SFS 2009:956; 
UNDRR 2015; MSB 2021a). In Sweden, the responsibility for increasing society’s preparedness for 
climate change mainly resides with public actors on the local level (SOU 2007:60). However, despite 
various initiatives, Swedish municipalities seem to differ in their approaches to flooding. Even though 
Kristinehamn and Karlstad are guided by the same demands from authorities and have similar 
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preconditions in terms of their natural conditions and the hazards they may face, such as being 
neighboring municipalities, part of the same region, and bordering to the same lake, they seem to differ 
in their risk management. While Kristinehamn has received criticism for insufficient flood risk 
management, Karlstad has been put forward as exemplary in reducing disaster risk (MSB 2015; 
Zachrisson Winberg & Sima 2021a).  
 
Previous research suggests that attention must be directed to the social dimensions of risk (e.g. Di 
Baldassare et al. 2018). The research within risk reduction and hydrology has focused on the objective 
dimensions of risk and largely neglected the social and subjective dimensions (Di Baldassare et al. 
2018). Given the argument of risk as socially constructed and produced, risk and disaster must be 
understood in relation to social processes and human agency (Douglas & Wildavsky 1983; Tierney 
2014; Ridolfi et al. 2020). The emphasis of risk as dependent on subjective interpretations highlights the 
need to explore risk perceptions. Risk perception has been described as a central part of risk management 
and a prerequisite to understand decision-making processes (Renn 2007; Eiser et al. 2012). However, 
even though much of the responsibility for risk management resides with local public actors, the role of 
decision makers’ risk perception for risk management has not received enough attention. 
 
Considering the previous research and the differences between the two empirical cases, it seems 
interesting to study the actors’ risk perceptions and how this in turn may be connected to the varying 
flood risk management strategies. Ridolfi and colleagues (2020) have integrated hydrological modelling 
with social perspectives in their theoretical contribution to Cultural Theory of Risk, originally developed 
by Douglas and Wildavsky (1982). Ridolfi and colleagues (2020) propose four ideal types of society in 
relation to flood risk: risk neglecting, risk monitoring, risk downplaying, and risk controlling societies 
and suggest that the different types of societies entail certain risk perceptions which will ultimately 
affect flood management (ibid.). Yet, the theoretical work has not been applied empirically and a deeper 
understanding of actors’ risk perceptions in practice is needed. Together, the empirical cases and the 
theoretical work on risk perceptions seem like an interesting starting point for a study. 

1.2. Aim and Research Question 

The purpose of the study is to contribute to a deeper understanding of local public actors’ perception of 
flood risk and in turn how this may be connected to different flood risk management strategies. Given 
that the frequency and intensity of flooding are projected to continue to increase as the planet warms, 
the topic of the study is a relevant societal issue worth further attention (IPCC 2022). The study explores 
the topic by applying a theoretical framework about how various society types and their underlying risk 
perceptions may influence behaviour. The theoretical framework is applied to two empirical cases which 
seem to differ in their approach to flood risk. With this comparative approach, the study aims to 
contribute to a better understanding of Kristinehamn’s seemingly insufficient management of flood risk 
in contrast to Karlstad’s seemingly exemplary management, and in a wider sense, how various risk 
perceptions might influence societies overall preparedness and sustainability. As requested by previous 
research, the study explores social dimensions of disaster risk reduction and thus contributes to the 
theoretical debate on the social dimensions of risk. The novelty of the study lies in its application of 
Ridolfi et al. (2020) development of Cultural Theory of Risk, which has not hitherto been applied 
empirically. By applying the theoretical framework on the empirical cases, the study also aims to 
contribute to the wider body of theoretical knowledge on the significance of decision-makers’ risk 
perception for risk reduction in the context of sustainability. Given that disaster risk reduction is tightly 
coupled with sustainability, the study is at the nexus of risk reduction, climate change, and sustainability, 
which are fields in need of improved integration in policy and research (Kelman 2017).  
 
Based on the problem statement and aim, the following research question is to be addressed:  

- How can municipal actors’ flood risk perceptions in Karlstad and Kristinehamn be understood, 
and how may this in turn be connected to flood risk management?  
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The study intends to answer the research question by adopting a qualitative and comparative case study 
design. Each municipality’s risk perception is explored in depth by collecting data through eight semi-
structured interviews in addition to document studies of respective municipality’s comprehensive plan. 
The material is then thematically coded and interpreted trough an operationalization of the theory and 
subsequentially analyzed through qualitative content analysis.  

1.3. Delimitations 

The study is limited to two cases: the municipality of Karlstad and the municipality of Kristinehamn. 
The study’s material consists of documents and interviews. Interviews were held with municipal officers 
and politicians representing the governing coalition in respective municipality. To complement the 
interviews, respective municipality’s comprehensive plan was also part of the material. It would be 
valuable to carry out more interviews with other municipal actors as well as to observe meetings to gain 
a better insight. However, given the scope of the study and the time period of 20 weeks, the made 
delimitations seem reasonable. Since comprehensive plans represent the municipality’s guidelines 
regarding land and water management and since municipal matters are decided upon by politicians and 
then implemented by municipal officials in line with Swedish model of administration, the collected 
material is deemed representative of respective municipality’s attitude (Regeringskansliet 2015; 
Boverket 2020d).  

1.4. Disposition  

The thesis begins with providing a brief empirical background to the phenomenon of flooding and 
Swedish flood risk management in general as well as of the two empirical cases. The next chapter 
provides a theoretical background where previous research connected to the topic of the thesis is 
presented in addition to a theoretical framework explaining the thesis theoretical underpinnings. Next is 
a methodology chapter explaining how the study has been carried out and how the material has been 
interpreted based on the theoretical underpinnings. Afterwards, the results are presented in two parts, 
one part for each case. Following this, the study presents an analysis of the results based on the 
theoretical framework and then provides a more general discussion. Lastly, the thesis ends with a 
conclusion summarizing the main findings and providing suggestions for further research.  

1.5. Empirical Background 

1.5.1. Flooding and Flood Risk Management in Sweden 

Flooding entails that normally dry land is covered by a large amount of water (MSB 2021b). Flooding 
may occur in connection to watercourses, lakes, or along the coast due to for instance heavy rainfall, 
snow melting, or when a dam or a levee break (SMHI 2021b; MSB 2021b). A flood event may also 
occur in urban areas due to extreme rainfall (ibid.). The exposure to flood risk increases as the 
consequences from climate change manifest themselves (IPCC 2022). A flood event can cause 
significant damage in society, as it may bring a wide array of consequences, economic, social, and 
environmental ones. For instance, flooding can damage or disrupt private property or public 
infrastructure, such as electricity or water supply systems, or roads, bridges and harbors (FOI 2017). It 
may also affect human health or disrupt environmental processes in various ways (WWF n.d.). The 
effects of flooding may be prevented or mitigated in various ways. Both physical or non-physical 
measures may be used, such as building levees and dikes or investing in education and establishing 
different kinds of cooperation (Sköld & Nyberg 2016).  
 
On an international level, several initiatives have been initiated to reduce flood risk. In line with the 
SDG 11 and 13 of the 2030 Agenda, all UN countries are to deal with the impacts of climate change and 
to make human settlements inclusive, sustainable, safe, and resilient (UN n.d.). Moreover, the UN 
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countries have adopted the Sendai Framework, aiming at reducing the risk for and the consequences of 
disasters (UNDRR 2015). Additionally, as an EU member state, Sweden is also required to manage 
flood risk in line with the EU Floods Directive (2007/60/EC). The EU Directive is carried out through 
the Regulation on Flood Risk (SFS 2009:956) by the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency (MSB 
2021a). While flood risk management policies are decided upon by higher authorities, public local actors 
are responsible for the actual implementation of climate change related risk reducing strategies (SOU 
2007:60).  
 
In accordance with the Swedish Planning and Building Act (SFS 2010:900), municipalities are 
responsible for planning land- and water-use and to make judgements about an area’s suitability for 
certain purposes. This includes making judgements about the risk of flooding and to plan areas with 
consideration to this (SFS 2010:900 chapter 2 §5). The County Administration Boards are responsible 
for reviewing the municipal plans and have authority to intervene if the risk for flooding is significant 
(SFS 2010:900, chapter 2 §10). However, the responsibility for planning and assessing risk still resides 
with the municipality and the Swedish National Board of Housing, Building and Planning [Boverket] 
(hereby referred to as the Board of Housing, Building and Planning) has developed certain principles 
for the municipalities to follow (Boverket 2020a). Plans should consider certain calculated maximum 
levels, also referred to as “return levels” of rain, flows, and water levels (Boverket 2020b). When it 
comes to rainfall, developments should be planned with consideration to reducing the yearly probability 
of damage to 1/100, meaning that buildings should be planned with consideration to a 100-year return 
level of rain. As for flows and water levels, developments of significant importance for society as well 
as new assembled built environment should consider the “highest calculated flow” which is a probability 
of 1/10 000, or a return level of 10 000 years. As for functions and buildings of less societal importance, 
a probability of 1/200, or a return level of 200 years, is accepted (ibid.). However, the principles set out 
by the Board of Housing, Building and Planning leave room for interpretation. Even though 
municipalities and County Administrations Boards are to consider flood risk, it is pointed out that a 
certain degree of flexibility is necessary, allowing judgements to vary from case to case (Boverket 
2020c). The Board of Housing, Building and Planning states that all scenarios cannot be predicted, and 
that a higher probability for flooding can be accepted if the consequences can be adequately dealt with 
(ibid.). 

1.5.2. Karlstad and Kristinehamn 

The municipality of Karlstad soon reaches a population of 100 000 inhabitants and is located on the 
northern shore of Lake Vänern, at the river delta of Klarälven (Karlstad 2022)(fig. 1). Due to its location, 
Karlstad faces various flood risks, such as the risk of increased water flows in Klarälven or higher water 
levels in Vänern (Karlstad 2012). The municipality of Kristinehamn has a population of 24 500 
inhabitants and is located east of Karlstad, also by the shore of Vänern (Kristinehamn 2021)(fig. 1). Like 
Karlstad, Kristinehamn also faces the risk of flooding due to the proximity to Vänern as well as by 
rivers, such as Varnan (ibid.). Yet, the proximity to water is also an important resource for both 
municipalities. Planning thus entails difficult trade-offs between building close to the water and reducing 
flood risk. Both municipalities have experienced flooding in the past (MSB 2012; Krisinformation.se 
2014). In 2001, both municipalities experienced flooding as the water level in Vänern rose, and in 2014, 
Kristinehamn experienced flooding due to a severe cloudburst (ibid.). 
 
Despite similarities and previous experiences, the municipalities’ approaches towards flood risk seem 
to differ. Kristinehamn has been identified as one of 15 Swedish municipalities with insufficient flood 
risk management (Zachrisson Winberg & Sima 2021a). For instance, the municipality has received 
criticism for not considering flood risk enough when planning for new developments (Zachrisson 
Winberg & Sima 2021b). The municipality has made deviations from the principles set out by the Board 
of Housing, Building and Planning and the County Administration Board of Värmland (hereby referred 
to as the CAB) underlines that the municipality needs to further consider flood risk in correspondence 
with the principles when planning for new developments (Länsstyrelsen 2020). Karlstad has been 
applauded for their initiatives in reducing disaster risk in regard to climatic and environmental security 
and have even been appointed a “Resilient City” in line with the UN campaign “Making Cities Resilient” 
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(UNDRR 2020; MSB 2015). However, Karlstad’s new comprehensive plan, currently under 
development, has also received criticism from the CAB for making deviations from the mentioned 
principles (Länsstyrelsen 2022).   
 

 
Fig. 1. Map of Karlstad and Kristinehamn (Lantmäteriet 2022). 
 

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1. Literature Review  

The subject of the thesis concerns local public actors’ perception of flood risk. The subject is tangent to 
the field of disaster risk reduction and risk management, as well as theoretical perspectives on risk 
perception. The literature review begins broadly and places the study in relation to the field of disaster 
risk reduction and gives a brief account on risk management, before moving on to discussing theoretical 
underpinnings of risk perception.  

2.1.1. Disaster Risk Reduction 

Flooding is a hazard with potential to cause disaster. Dealing with disaster risk is connected to the field 
of disaster risk reduction (DRR). The risk of disaster has increased as a result of climate change in 
combination with society’s vulnerability (Birkmann & von Teichman 2010). DRR is thus closely 
connected to climate change, as well as sustainable development. Flooding affects society economically, 
socially, and environmentally, and flood risk reduction must therefore be considered in a broader context 
of sustainability (Sköld & Nyberg 2016). However, climate change, DRR, and sustainability have not 
been integrated enough in policy and research (Birkmann & von Teichman 2010; Kelman 2017).  
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DRR is a multidisciplinary scientifical field closely related to policy and politics (Hannigan 2012; 
Ullberg & Becker 2016). Since the 1980s, the interest for DRR has grown as the number of disasters 
has increased (ibid.). Ullberg and Becker (2016) describe that although the field of DRR includes 
different research strands and perspectives, the research unites in its concern for prevention intended to 
mitigate or reduce risk for and/or the consequences of disaster. The field is commonly concerned with 
the generation and management of risk in relation to societal development and aims to create an 
understanding for the processes that generate risk for disaster and affect the conditions under which they 
are dealt with (ibid.). 
 
The above description highlights social dimensions of DRR, marking a shift in perspective, from 
viewing disasters as natural to viewing disasters as a result of complex human-environment 
interconnections (Hannigan 2012; Di Baldassarre et al. 2018). Hannigan (2012) describes that the 
general view on disasters within DRR has developed from interpreting disasters as natural, caused by 
physical hazard agents, to perspectives that highlights social dimensions (Hannigan 2012). An 
influential idea affecting a shift in perspective was the description of the “risk society”, established by 
Beck (1992). Risk became a cornerstone of modernity as the economic and technological development 
increased the complexity of the society (ibid.). The field has since then developed with more social 
constructivist views. For instance, Tierney (2014) describes that events do not become disasters of 
nature, but become disastrous because of social, political, economic, and cultural factors. The 
consequences of a hazard, such as flooding, depend on the degree of vulnerability. Vulnerability refers 
directly to the object at risk and its susceptibility and arises from features of systems and sub-systems 
that are important to society, such as ecosystems, infrastructure systems, and social systems (Tierney 
2014; Becker 2014).  
 
The risk concept varies between disciplines and no definite definition exists (Renn 2008). However, in 
line with the development of the DRR field, the interpretation of risk has generally evolved from a quite 
narrow perspective based on probabilities to a broader one highlighting social dimensions and 
uncertainties (Aven 2012). A common definition refers to risk as the “uncertainty about and severity of 
the consequences (or outcomes) of an activity with respect to something that humans value” (Aven & 
Renn 2009:1). Ridolfi et al. (2020) provide an interesting definition of risk as socially constructed and 
produced which seems relevant for this study. In contrast to viewing risk as something objective and 
independent of humans, social constructivists emphasize that risk is dependent on societal worldviews 
and interactions (Douglas & Wildavsky 1982; Smith et al. 2017). Risk is thus understood as socially 
constructed, dependent on people’s subjective interpretations. Risk can also be seen as socially 
produced, as it is dependent on certain perceptions and consequent approaches towards risk (Tierney 
2014). For instance, Tierney (2014) argues that risk emerges as a result of human activity and neglect. 
Similarly, Di Baldassare et al. (2018) describe that risk emerges in complex systems with human, 
technological, and physical interconnections. 
  
The DRR field has generally progressed in a social constructive direction. However, Di Baldassarre et 
al. (2018) suggest that the field is still divided between hazard focused research that highlights the 
natural processes and physical dimensions of disaster and vulnerability focused research that emphasizes 
the social and technical factors that shape vulnerability. The authors argue that a large degree of existing 
research on disaster risk concerns physical and mathematical aspects rather than social ones, illustrating 
a tension between objective and subjective accounts of risk (ibid.). The academic conflict or separation 
between objective and social dimensions of risk has been addressed by the sub-field of socio-hydrology, 
which includes social perspectives in hydrological research (Di Baldassare et al. 2013). The definition 
described above on risk as socially constructed and produced emphasizes the social dimensions of risk, 
but also acknowledges a more objective view on risk as a product of complex interconnections. Though 
both social and objective dimensions have been acknowledged, previous research highlights a need to 
elaborate on the social dimensions of risk, such as perception and awareness of risk (Di Baldassare et 
al. 2018). Given that risk emerges in complex interconnections, we cannot ignore human agency.  
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2.1.2. Risk Management 

Drawing on the discussion and definitions above, there is a strong social dimension to risk and disaster 
(Tierney 2014). Consequently, risk and disaster need to be understood in relation to social processes and 
human agency.  Risk emerges and disaster develops in contexts of varying levels of vulnerability and 
different world views (Eiser et al. 2012). This argument entails that society can prevent or mitigate 
disaster, thus evoking the potential of risk management (Tierney 2014). Risk management can be seen 
as the implementation of DRR, describing the actions or strategies to achieve risk reduction (UNDRR 
n.d.). Additionally, risk management can be described as a process of decision-making with potential to 
affect vulnerability (Breakwell 2014; Bynander 2015). Risk management is also commonly described 
as a handling chain with several steps, where the ultimate decision on whether or not to act upon risk 
could be seen as an end-result of other phases and associated decisions (Renn 2007). However, as we 
shall see, managing risk may be obstructed by numerous factors, and is thus not always straight-forward. 
 
Ideally, decision-making should include rational choices based on objective assessments of different 
alternatives, but the reality often disappoints (Stone 2012; Bynander 2015). Making “good” decisions 
requires a great portion of reflection and analysis, but people are affected by cognitive limitations and 
tend to make decisions based on mental shortcuts (see Kahneman 2013). Moreover, individuals and 
groups perceive reality through different frames, which may promote certain problem definitions and 
causes of action (Entman 2004; Bacchi 2009). People are also influenced by their social context. 
Organizational culture has been put forward as a significant factor that determines behaviour through 
certain norms and values (Christensen et al. 2005; Tierney 2014). For instance, Mitroff et al. (1989) 
have shown how “crisis prone” organizations, develop a false sense of security through denial and quick 
fixes. Boin et al. (2017) have also touched upon organizational barriers to risk management, such as the 
tendency of organizations to define efficiency in terms of what to accomplish rather than what to avoid.  
 
Yet, given its importance for reducing vulnerability and achieving preparedness and sustainability, 
actors need to try to integrate a risk perspective in planning and policy (Renn & Klinke 2013; Sköld & 
Nyberg 2016). Sköld and Nyberg (2016) have evaluated the impact of different flood risk measures for 
preparedness and sustainability for two Swedish cases. Achieving a proper and sustainable risk strategy 
requires analytical skills and holistic thinking, where both short-and long-term implications are 
considered. But as the study shows, integrating economic, social, and environmental aspects is difficult 
and often creates conflicts of interest. Nyberg et al. (2014) exemplify this in their study on the water 
regulation in Vänern. The authors show that while it is beneficial to achieve a low water level in Vänern 
from a flood risk perspective, efforts to lower the water level may have negative consequences regarding 
economical or environmental interests (ibid.). Both Sköld & Nyberg (2016) and Nyberg et al. (2014) 
conclude that risk reduction requires an integration of several aspects and involvement of several 
stakeholders (ibid.). Other studies have also emphasized that complex sustainability issues require 
collaboration and participation from all parts of society (Reed 2008; Innes & Booher 2016; Duit & Löf 
2018).  
 
Sköld and Nyberg’s (2016) study captures how different measures affect sustainability but 
acknowledges that attention also needs to be directed to aspects influencing decision-makers’ values, 
needs, and views (ibid.). As mentioned, social dimensions of risk must be further elaborated on (Eiser 
et al. 2012; Di Baldassare et al. 2018). This seems reasonable given that the actors in charge of risk 
management and preparedness ultimately are humans and thereby affected by human factors (Enander 
2016). The importance of exploring social factors of risk reduction and management is evident from a 
study by Kreibich et al. (2017), which found that increased risk awareness was an important measure, 
among others, contributing to substantially less flood damage in society. However, the study does not 
investigate social aspects in depth. As previously argued, it seems interesting to gain a deeper 
understanding of actors’ subjective interpretations. Enander et al. (2014) have investigated Swedish 
municipal actors’ motivation to increase preparedness. The authors suggest that several motivational 
factors intervene and influence behaviour. For instance, personal-related factors, such as perception of 
risk and the perception of one’s own role is deemed important, together with other groups of factors 
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related to organizational- and activity-related factors. Risk perception has been mentioned as a 
prerequisite to risk management by others as well (Renn 2007; Eiser et al. 2012; Breakwell 2014). Yet, 
from a decision-making perspective, risk perception is merely mentioned as one important factor of 
many and the connection between perceiving and dealing with risk has not been thoroughly explored.  

2.1.3. Risk Perception 

Perceiving risk is an important part of managing risk. However, risk can be hard to detect and act upon 
due to the nature of its development in modern society, characterized by its non-linear dynamics (Boin 
et al. 2017). Climate-related risk, such as flooding, may entail further difficulties. Environmental risk is 
accompanied with big amounts of information, different political views, certain framings, and media 
narratives (Hulme 2009). Moreover, risk related to climate change is characterized by complexity, 
uncertainty, and ambiguity (Renn & Klinke 2013). Despite the difficulties to predict risk, we must act 
as if we can, as famously expressed by Douglas & Wildavsky (1982). This argument evokes the 
potentials of risk management, where risk perception is an integral part (Renn 2007; Eiser et al. 2012; 
Breakwell 2014). There is no certain definition of risk perception, but based on perspectives from 
Cultural Theory of Risk, perception concerns people’s view of their environments (Thompson et al. 
1990). In relation to risk and hazards, risk perception concerns individuals’ and groups’ subjective 
interpretations and judgments about risk, which in turn influence their approaches towards risk (Slovic 
2000; Breakwell 2014). The phenomenon of perceiving risk includes other terms as well. For instance, 
some refer to “risk awareness” (Mondino et al. 2020). As pointed out by Mondino et al. (2020), “risk 
awareness” may entail a more objective view on the presence of risk. “Risk perception” is used here to 
refer more neutrally to how people subjectively interpret and approach risk.  
 
The research on risk perception generally has its roots in the psychological and social branches of risk 
research (Renn 2008; Enander 2016). The research takes somewhat different directions and covers topics 
ranging from individual health threats to public concerns about “natural” and industrial threats (Eiser et 
al. 2012). The literature is concerned with a range of topics, including what factors shape risk perception, 
how people decide upon acceptable risks, and how societal perceptions influence policies (Tierney 
2014). For instance, Kahneman (2013) has been influential in the debate on how cognitive factors shape 
perception. Other influential work on crucial factors is Slovic’s (2000) reasoning on risk characteristics, 
and how a risk is perceived as more severe if it is understood as unknown, hard to control, unnatural, 
and when the potential of disaster (in terms of number of persons affected) is big. Others have 
emphasized societal and cultural aspects, such as how norms and discourses affect perception and in 
turn peoples’ approaches to risk (e.g. Steg & Sievers 2000; Breakwell 2014). For instance, as we will 
return to, Cultural Theory of Risk assumes that people’s perceptions and consequent behaviour are 
determined by worldviews (Douglas & Wildavsky 1991; Breakwell 2014).  
 
Several studies on risk perception in relation to flooding have been carried out, mainly from a citizen’s 
perspective. For instance, many empirical studies have found that individuals’ previous experiences and 
one’s sense of responsibility are important factors influencing flood risk perception (Burningham 2008; 
Grahn & Jaldell 2019; Mondini et al. 2020). Others have studied how different demographic variables, 
such as age and gender, impact risk perception (Kellens et al. 2012). Empirical studies concerned with 
public actors’ perceptions of flood risk lack. However, studies have mentioned that society would benefit 
from engaging local people and their perceptions in awareness-raising processes (Burningham 2008). 
The subject of this thesis will be explored through applying a developed version of Cultural Theory of 
Risk. Cultural Theory of Risk has been applied to several studies of environmental risk and risk 
associated with climate change. The results of previous studies are in line with the theory’s assumptions, 
as they indicate that individuals’ worldviews affect risk perceptions and consequent risk management 
approaches (e.g. Xue et al. 2014; Xie et al. 2014; Lazrus 2016). But as with risk perception research in 
general, empirical studies seem to be almost exclusively concerned with public perceptions (ibid.). 
Ridolfi et al. (2020) have approached flood risk from a broader societal perspective. The study integrates 
Cultural Theory of Risk with socio-hydrological modelling and show how societies’ risk perceptions 
affect flood risk management, and ultimately flood losses. The results indicate that societies that neglect 
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or downplay risk will suffer from substantially more flood losses than societies that control risk, and 
especially compared to societies that monitor risk (ibid.). 
 
When discovered and understood, risk should ultimately be dealt with. However, some argue that the 
relation between perceiving and dealing with risk is not always causal (Wachinger et al. 2013). As 
mentioned, Enander et al. (2016) point to other factors explaining actors’ motivation to increase their 
preparedness. Renn (2007) argues that the phase of perceiving risk is followed by a phase of making 
judgements about risk on whether to accept or, at least tolerate, the risk based on assumptions about the 
character and seriousness of the risk. A non-tolerable risk would require that the risk source is abandoned 
or that the exposure is limited. A tolerable risk would be accepted based on the benefits it brings, but 
some risk reducing or mitigating measures would be implemented. An accepted risk would not require 
any measures (ibid.). Similarly, Wachinger et al. (2013) describe a “risk perception paradox” regarding 
the connection between citizens’ perception and behaviour. In addition to perceiving risk, individuals 
must have a willingness to act. The study proposes three reasons for citizens’ unwillingness to act upon 
risk: 1. The risk is accepted because of its benefits; 2. The individual feels that the responsibility is 
located elsewhere; 3. The individual feels unable to act (ibid.). Yet, as explained by Ridolfi et al. (2020), 
the strength of Cultural Theory of Risk is that the theory not only explain perception of risk, but also the 
connection to behaviour.  
 
In summary, climate change and society’s vulnerability increase the risk for extreme flood events 
(Birckmann & von Techman 2010). Risk reduction through successful risk management is crucial for 
achieving societal preparedness and sustainability (Renn & Klinke 2013; Sköld & Nyberg 2016). Given 
the social dimensions of risk, humans play a crucial role in reducing risk. Yet, previous research on 
flood risk has not given social aspects, such as risk perception, enough attention (Di Baldassare et al. 
2018). Studies that have explored perceptions on flood risk have mainly done so from a citizen’s 
perspective (Kellens et al. 2012). Since local public actors have a great share of responsibility for risk 
management and preparedness, this unit of analysis deserve more attention. Ridolfi et al. (2020) 
showcase the relevance of social and cultural aspects of flood risk and suggest that different society 
types and their consequent perceptions influence flood management. However, the theoretical 
contribution made by the authors has not been applied empirically. By applying the theoretical 
framework described in the next section, this thesis can contribute to the theoretical knowledge on 
decision-makers’ risk perceptions of flood risk.  

2.2. Theoretical Framework 

Cultural Theory of Risk can be used both to describe ideal types of societies and to assume certain 
behaviour based on the societies’ attitudes (Steg & Sievers 2000). This study’s utilization of the theory 
could thus possibly shed light on how Kristinehamn’s and Karlstad’s approaches to flood risk might be 
understood through their respective risk perceptions. Reality is of course more complex, but the theory 
and its ideal types of societies and underlying rationalities provide a lens thought which we may 
understand reality, and consequently enables categorization and analysis. This chapter provides a 
general description of the theory and then explains the study’s theoretical framework, based on Ridolfi 
et al. (2020) elaboration of the theory. The application of the theoretical framework to the empirical 
cases is then described in section 3.3.   

2.2.1. Cultural Theory of Risk 

Cultural Theory of Risk was first formulated by Douglas (1970) and then clarified by Douglas and 
Wildavsky (1982). The theory has then been further elaborated on by several influential authors (see 
review by Johnson & Swedlow 2019). Douglas and Wildavsky’s (1982) contribution has been highly 
influential within risk research and has contributed to the social constructivist view on risk. The theory 
was developed as an explanation as to why people differ in their perception and evaluation of risk. 
According to the theory, cultural aspects of society, such as social structures and norms, give rise to 
different perceptions of risk and preferred management styles (Steg & Sievers 2000). 
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Cultural Theory of Risk asserts that risk perceptions reflect and reinforce people’s preferences of social 
organization (Thompson et al. 1990). Based on different patterns of social relations, certain cultural 
biases, or worldviews, are produced. The theory suggests four ideal worldviews: fatalism, hierarchism, 
individualism, and egalitarianism, which are characterized by their position along the two dimensions 
“grid” and “group” (fig. 2) (ibid.). Grid refers to the degree to which people feel society should be 
stratified and regulated, while group refers to the degree to which people feel society should be socially 
interconnected (Lazrus 2016). A high degree of grid suggests that social interactions are constrained by 
externally imposed prescriptions, such as societal rules and norms, while a low degree entails the 
opposite (Thompson et al. 1990). A high degree of group suggests a sense of community and fosters 
cooperation and strong relations, while a low degree fosters competition and independence (ibid.). 
 
In the context of environmental risks, the worldviews can also be described in correspondence with four 
“myths of nature”. These are nature capricious (fatalist), nature perverse/tolerant (hierarchist), nature 
benign (individualist), and nature ephemeral (egalitarian) (Thompson et al. 1990). The myths convey 
different relationships to nature and perceptions of the fragility or resiliency of the world and are 
symbolized by a ball in an environment, as shown in figure 2 (Steg & Sievers 2000). The fatalist’s nature 
capricious view entails that nature is understood as random and unpredictable. Since everything happens 
by chance, there is no point in learning from random events and society just has to cope. The hierarchist’s 
nature tolerant view perceives nature as stable within limits and has a strong faith in the ability to control 
risk top-down through technical solutions. The individualist’s nature benign view entails a belief in 
global equilibrium, where humans have little impact on the stable nature. Consequently, laissez-faire 
attitudes are fostered. Lastly, the egalitarian’s nature ephemeral view entails that nature is seen as a 
fragile and easily disrupted system. Resources are, unlike needs, uncontrollable and the egalitarian 
requires radical changes in society based on ethical consideration and equality (ibid.). 

 
 
Fig. 2. The worldviews combined with the myths of nature, after Thomson et al. (1990). 
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In conclusion, Cultural Theory of Risk contains multiple interesting ideas, and previous research differs 
in emphasis between grid/group analysis or the myths of nature (compare Steg & Sievers 2000 with Xue 
et al. 2015). Ridolfi et al. (2020) build on the fundamentals of the theory described above, especially in 
regard to the myths of nature. However, the authors have developed the theory in relation to hydrological 
risk, which appears as a suitable approach for this study. 

2.2.2. Cultural Theory in the Context of Flood Risk 

Based on the myths of nature, but in relation to hydrological extremes, Ridolfi and colleagues (2020) 
suggest four ideal types of society based on underlying risk rationalities: risk neglecting, risk controlling, 
risk downplaying, and risk monitoring societies. Risk rationalities are defined as “the fundamental risk 
perceptions in a society that will decide over actions to prepare for and manage flood risks” (Ridolfi et 
al. 2020:13). The authors do not specify what risk perception entails. This thesis adopts the definition 
given previously, of risk perception as individuals’ and groups’ subjective interpretation of and approach 
towards risk and later adopts the term “risk perception” rather than “risk rationality”. Moreover, drawing 
upon the definition of risk as socially constructed and produced, Ridolfi et al. also explain how cultural 
rationalities construct and produce risk. As with the myths of nature, the authors symbolize the 
rationalities by a ball in an environment (fig. 3). The line represents the perceived vulnerability and 
robustness of the system while the ball represents the perceived position of oneself in the built 
environment. As shown, some societies perceive themselves in a stable and robust system, while others 
perceive themselves in a precarious balance. Each rationality is thought to inform and predict society’s 
behaviour towards a potentially perceived risk (ibid.). 

 
Fig. 3. The risk rationalities, after Ridolfi et al. (2020). 
  
The description of the different rationalities is to large part based on Steg and Sievers’s (2000) 
characterization of the myths of nature (see previous section). The risk neglecting society views nature 
as an unmanageable system and sees no point in managing risk or planning for future scenarios (Ridolfi 
et al. 2020). The risk controlling society views nature as robust to a certain degree and deems it important 
to increase preparedness by mainly technical solutions. It relies on top-down approaches through 
government regulations and expert judgements. The risk downplaying society views nature as a robust 
system and thus downplays or underestimates risk. Lastly, the risk monitoring society views nature as a 
system in precarious balance that could easily be disturbed. Inclusive and equality-based flood risk 
management strategies are promoted, with consideration of both the present and the future (ibid.). 
 
Combined with hydrological modelling, Ridolfi et al. (2020) also describe each society and underlying 
rationality in regard to four factors: preparedness, implemented measures, flood memory, and 
demographic growth (see fig. 4 for overview of all factors). The overall preparedness in society is 
defined as the collective action to prepare for and mitigate the negative effects of flooding. The authors 
suggest that preparedness and flood risk management measures will vary between hard- and soft-
adaptive measures, or risk-avoiding strategies such as resettling. Hard-adaptive measures refer to 
physical structures, such as levee systems and reservoirs, while soft-adaptive measures refer to 
enhancing awareness by strategies such as community education and change in land-use planning. Based 
on previous research, the authors conclude that soft-adaptive measures have greater potential to increase 
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preparedness. Additionally, the authors assume that flood memory is an important factor, where low 
levels of flood memory will increase exposure and decrease coping capacity while high levels will 
inform flood governance and increase preparedness. As for demographic growth, the authors suggest 
that populations react differently to flood risk, where some will continue to grow in floodplains while 
others would grow slower, or even relocate (ibid.). 
 
As for the risk neglecting society, preparedness is not prioritized since it assumes that managing risk is 
impossible (Ridolfi et al. 2020). Consequently, the society does not implement any flood risk reducing 
measures. The society’s memory of previous flood events will not influence their decision-making, no 
matter how near the event was in time or how serious it was. Since the society neglects risk, flood risk 
will not affect the population’s settlement decisions. On the contrary, the risk controlling society 
believes that risk can be controlled and therefore prioritizes preparedness. Due to the reliance on 
technical solutions, the society mainly implements structural, or hard-adaptive, measures. As for flood 
memory, the risk controlling society only remembers flood events that overwhelmed their protection 
systems. In such cases, policy making could be affected and protection measures could be re-evaluated 
and re-constructed, based on expert judgement. When it comes to the factor of demographic growth, the 
society will feel safe and remain in flood prone areas as long as it is protected by levees deemed safe by 
authorities. The risk downplaying society’s preparedness is low since it believes itself to be in stable 
equilibrium. Consequently, no measures are taken, and flood memory only lasts for a short period of 
time. Potential flood scenarios are thought to affect the robust environment only temporarily. Therefore, 
the population will grow quickly in floodplains. In contrast, the risk monitoring society has a substantial 
risk awareness and prioritizes policy measures aiming at enhancing preparedness. The society advocates 
inclusive participatory approaches and will implement soft-adaptive measures that bolster population 
awareness. Past flood events will likely be remembered and influence policies for a long period of time. 
Moreover, the participatory approaches would foster an understanding of one’s own role and status as 
well as awareness of flood-prone areas. The realization that people’s needs, in contrast to natural 
resources, can be controlled, could lead to relocation from floodplain areas (ibid.).  
 

 Risk Neglecting Risk Controlling Risk Downplaying Risk Monitoring 
Core 
assumptions 
about 
vulnerability and 
risk   

Nature is seen as an 
unmanageable system 
and risk cannot be 
controlled  

Nature is seen as 
robust to certain 
extent and risk can be 
controlled 

Nature is seen as a 
robust system and risk is 
downplayed or 
underestimated 

Nature is a precarious 
system and while we 
cannot control natural 
resources, we can 
control our needs and 
thus reduce risk 

Preparedness No need for 
preparedness 

Preparedness is 
prioritized  

No need for 
preparedness 

Preparedness is 
prioritized 

Implemented 
measures 

No measures are 
implemented 

Implements hard-
adaptive measures, 
such as levee systems 
and reservoirs 

No measures are 
implemented 

Implements soft-
adaptive measures, 
such as changes in 
land-use planning and 
participatory and 
inclusive approaches 
resulting in policy 
change 

Flood memory Memory does not 
influence decision-
making 

Memory affects the 
society if existing 
protection measures 
are proved 
insufficient 

Memory affects the 
society only temporary 

Memory affects the 
society for a long 
time 

Demographic 
growth 

Grows independently 
of flood risk 

Feels safe within 
flood-prone areas if 
structural measures 
are implemented 

Grows independently of 
flood risk 

Avoids flood-prone 
areas to a great extent 

Fig. 4. Overview of the risk perceptions and affecting factors.    
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3. Methodology  

3.1. Methods  

The study was conducted through a comparative case study design. The qualitative approach allowed 
exploration of a phenomenon in depth within its context and enables consideration to nuance and 
complex relations (Silbergh 2001; Evans 2012). A commonly considered weakness of case studies is 
the difficulty to generalize from single cases, in contrast to quantitative studies with a large random 
sample (Blyton & Jenkins 2012). However, since the purpose of the study was to gain a deep 
understanding of local public actors’ perceptions of flood risk, a qualitative approach seemed 
appropriate (Evans 2012). Moreover, the study’s academic relevance and analytical generalizability 
were strengthened by its theoretical connections (Blyton & Jenkins 2012; Silverman 2015). By applying 
the theoretical framework to the empirical cases, the study contributes to existing academic knowledge 
on risk perception as well as yields new insights. 
 
The multiple or comparative case study design entail that two or more cases are examined through 
identical or similar methods (Bryman 2018). The idea is to use the distinctive features as a base for 
theoretical reflections on contrasting results (ibid.). Using multiple or comparative cases may entail 
several advantages, such as increasing generalizability, increasing the ability to test the explanatory 
value of theory, and to potentially tie the phenomenon in question to certain behaviour or outcomes (Yin 
2009; Bryman 2018; Kanazawa 2018). Cases are often chosen based on their similarities and their 
dissimilarities (Bryman 2018). For instance, a motivation for choosing certain cases could be if many 
of the independent variables are similar across the cases but that the dependent variable differs (ibid.). 
In the light of this, Karlstad and Kristinehamn seemed like interesting cases to explore further. In terms 
of their natural conditions and the hazards they may face, Karlstad and Kristinehamn have similar 
preconditions, such as both being Swedish municipalities as well as being part of the same region and 
bordering to the same lake. But when it comes to flood risk management strategies, they seem to differ 
in their approaches. Yet, it is worth mentioning that Karlstad is a bigger municipality with more 
resources, which could also impact the flood risk management. 
 
The data was collected mainly through interviews. In addition, data was also collected through document 
studies. Interviews allow insight into people’s views and perspectives and therefore suited the aim of 
this study (Vaughan 2012; Bryman 2018). The interviews were semi-structured, which entailed that the 
interview questions were based on theoretical themes (Bryman 2018). An interview guide was 
formulated before the interviews, precising the theoretical themes to address (appendix 1). The questions 
were largely based on the operationalization (section 3.3) to assure that the interviews contributed to the 
study’s overall focus. Simultaneously, semi-structured interviews allow flexibility through for example 
the possibility to ask follow-up questions, which enables the respondent to develop their reasonings 
(Bryman 2018). In sum, semi-structured interviews allow close connection to the theoretical framework, 
while at the same time permitting the respondents to express their experiences (Vaughan 2012).  
 
Yet, interviews require certain skills, for example being attentive and making sure not to ask leading 
questions (Bryman 2018). Conducting interviews also demand ethical consideration. For instance, it is 
important to be clear about the study’s aim and how the data is utilized (ibid.). In total, 14 persons were 
contacted per e-mail, whereof 8 agreed to be interviewed. The interviews took place during four weeks 
(March 16 to April 4) on Microsoft Teams and were about 40 minutes long each. The respondents were 
informed about the overall aim of the study when being contacted. During the interviews, all respondents 
agreed to be mentioned in the thesis by their work title. The respondents also agreed to be recorded, 
which enabled transcription and detailed analysis of the respondents’ own words (transcriptions are 
stored with the author). Transcribing allows for others to examine the material, which contributes to the 
study’s transparency (Bryman 2018). All interviews were conducted and transcribed in Swedish. This 
allowed the respondents to fully express themselves in their own language. However, correct translation 
can be challenging, leaving room for errors. To counteract misinterpretations, all translated direct quotes 
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were double-checked with the respondents to ensure accuracy. Lastly, all information has been stored 
locally and will later be deleted in order to ensure privacy and protection.  
 
As mentioned, the qualitative approach entails a process of meaning-making in the analysis of the 
material (Silbergh 2011). The researcher is inevitably part of the reality that is being studied (Creswell 
2014). In this sense, studies are to some extent influenced by subjectivity. To strengthen the 
dependability and intersubjectivity of the study, transparency regarding approach and selections is 
crucial (Crum 2016). To ensure this, the collected material from the interviews and the documents was 
deductively thematically coded and analyzed through an operationalization of the theoretical framework 
(section 3.3). The operationalization facilitated systematic interpretation of the material and provided 
transparency (Bjereld, Demker & Hinnfors 2009).  By dividing the analysis into operationalized 
questions or tasks of inquiry, assessment was enabled of whether the empirical material reflected the 
theoretical assumptions (Bjereld, Demker & Hinnfors 2009; Bitsch Olsen et al. 2019). Interpretation and 
categorization through the operationalization were made possible through careful reading and 
interpretation of the material. The method utilized to analyze the material was qualitative content 
analysis, which enabled complex interpretations of concepts and their underlying meanings (Boréus & 
Kohl 2018). Though words may lack obvious meaning, manual analysis enabled complex interpretation 
and contextual understanding (ibid.).  

3.2. Material 

The collected material consisted mainly of interviews, but also of documents. The use of two types of 
empirical data enabled various measures of the phenomenon and may have contributed to a more holistic 
view on the subject as well as strengthening credibility (Evans 2012). Weighted together, the material 
was deemed representative of respective actor. 
 
In order to gain a deep insight into the municipalities’ perception of flood risk both municipal officers 
and municipal politicians were interviewed. Swedish municipalities are governed by elected assemblies, 
the Municipal Council, that decide upon municipal matters, which are in turn implemented by municipal 
officers (Regeringskansliet 2015). Given this model of administration, it seemed relevant to interview 
both municipal officers and members of the Municipal Council. From the municipality of Karlstad, one 
municipal officer and two executive members of the Municipal Council were interviewed. The 
interviewed municipal officer worked as Karlstad’s Chief of Planning. One of the executive members 
of the Municipal Council represented the Green Party (MP)(hereby referred to as MP Council Member) 
and the other one represented the Moderate Party (M)(hereby referred to as M Council Member) and 
was also chair of the executive committee. From the municipality of Kristinehamn, two municipal 
officers and three executive members of the Municipal Council were interviewed. One of the municipal 
officers was Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning and the other one was Kristinehamn’s Security 
Coordinator. The executive members of the Municipal Council represented the political parties of the 
Liberals (L)(hereby referred to as L Council Member), the Center Party (C)(hereby referred to as C 
Council Member), and lastly the Moderate Party (M)(hereby referred to as M Council Member), also 
chair of the executive committee. The politicians that were interviewed represented the governing 
coalition of each municipality. The opposing parties were thereby not represented. The people that were 
interviewed were deemed representative for respective organization. The study could possibly have 
discovered additional perspectives and views on flood risk by interviewing more people. However, a 
more holistic view on the matter was hopefully attained by comparing the results from the interviews 
with documents. 
  
The documents that were analyzed was Karlstad’s comprehensive plan from 2012 and Kristinehamn’s 
comprehensive plan from 2021 (Karlstad 2012; Kristinehamn 2021). Karlstad has also developed a new 
comprehensive plan from 2022 which was also used, however, this plan has not yet been accepted 
(Karlstad 2022). The purpose of a comprehensive plan is to present the municipality’s overall guidelines 
regarding the municipality’s management of land and water areas and to present important values and 
interests (Boverket 2020d). Consequently, respective plans were thought to reflect respective 
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municipality’s attitudes towards flood risk. The reading of the material was limited to the parts 
concerning flood management as well as the parts describing the municipalities overall goals.  
 

3.3. Operationalization  

In order to explore which risk perceptions that correspond with respective actor, analytical questions 
were developed based on the theoretical framework (fig. 4). Ridolfi et al. (2020) version of the theory 
was further adjusted to fit the empirical cases and the research question. For instance, for this study, 
society translates to the perception of the municipality, the focus was on the municipalities rather than 
citizens or the whole society, and the theoretical framework was categorized into four main themes. The 
analytic questions elaborated on below guided the content analysis of the material. The questions thus 
worked as a lens through which the material was analyzed and allowed for systematic interpretation of 
how the empirical results reflected the theory. Weighed together, the questions intended to address the 
study’s research question (section 1.2). The interview guide was based on the operationalized questions’ 
themes but was more flexible to allow the respondents to discuss what they deemed important (see 
appendix 1). 
 
Each risk rationality, or perception, described by Ridolfi et al. (2020) is essentially based on their core 
assumptions about vulnerability and risk. The degree to which nature or society is perceived as robust 
as well as whether risk is perceived as manageable or not affect the incentives to deal with risk (ibid.). 
The following question has been developed to investigate this aspect: (1) According to the actor, how 
likely is it that the municipality would be exposed and disturbed by flooding? And how does the actor 
view the feasibility to prevent and manage flood risk? A risk neglecting municipality would not see the 
point in trying to predict flooding or control risk. A risk downplaying municipality would deem it 
unlikely that a flood would disturb society and thus unnecessary to deal with flood risk. If the 
municipality mostly deems itself as robust but at the same time acknowledges that flooding has potential 
to disturb status quo and therefore invest in measures, the view corresponds to a risk controlling 
municipality. The risk monitoring municipality would instead view itself as in a precarious balance that 
could easily be disturbed, and views flood risk management as an issue of changing people’s needs 
rather than manipulating the environment. 
 
Ridolfi et al. (2020) description of preparedness and implemented measures are connected since 
preparedness is defined on whether measures are taken or not. Consequently, the second question ties 
these two aspects together when inquiring: (2). Which risk reducing measures are described as adequate 
and how is the prioritization of increasing the preparedness reflected by the respondents or in municipal 
policies and plans? No implemented measures and no prioritization of preparedness suggest that the 
municipality is either risk neglecting or risk downplaying. A strong focus on increasing preparedness 
indicates that the municipality corresponds with a risk controlling or a risk monitoring municipality. 
But, a risk controlling municipality would advocate hard-adaptive measures, such as levee systems and 
reservoirs, while a risk monitoring municipality would advocate soft-adaptive measures, such as change 
in land-use planning, community education, information campaigns or different kinds of participatory 
approaches. 
 
The next aspect deemed relevant by Ridolfi et al. (2020) is flood memory and if this influences flood 
risk management. This aspect is addressed by: (3) Does the municipality refer to past experiences of 
flooding and potential lessons learned? The process of learning is an extensive topic and will not be 
investigated in depth. Kristinehamn also has more experience of flooding than Karlstad, making the 
municipalities difficult to compare. Yet, if and how the municipality refers to previous experiences and 
learning outcomes could serve as a basis to judge this aspect. A risk downplaying municipality would 
not adjust its flood risk management based on previous experiences. Similarly, but if the municipality 
even deems previous experiences as completely irrelevant to learn from, suggest a risk neglecting 
municipality. If the municipality experienced a flood event that surpassed implemented measures which 
lead to the implementation of new or improved measures, the municipality would be risk controlling. If 
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the municipality actively refers to past flood events and has adapted its thinking and planning based on 
this, it would be a risk monitoring municipality. 
  
Lastly, Ridolfi et al. (2020) describe demographic growth in flood-prone areas as an important indicator. 
For this thesis, this aspect is addressed through the following question: (4) How does the municipality 
reason about building in flood-prone areas? A risk neglecting as well as a risk downplaying 
municipality would plan for new buildings independently of flood risk. A risk controlling municipality 
would feel safe to build in flood-prone areas as long as protective measures are implemented. In contrast, 
a risk monitoring municipality would avoid such areas altogether due to their high awareness of risk and 
the belief in changing people’s needs rather than trying to control natural resources.  
 

4. Results  

4.1. Karlstad 

Karlstad’s (2012:6) comprehensive plan begins with establishing that the municipality’s exploitation 
interest has increased in proximity to the city’s central parts and to the water. Being “Värmland’s engine 
of growth”, it is deemed appropriate to have a “vision aiming at growth” and Karlstad’s location by the 
water is described as an important driving force for achieving this (ibid.:13). Consequently, increasing 
the closeness to water is one of the goals of the comprehensive plan (ibid.:15). However, despite the 
benefits of the location, the municipality describes a “paradox” between increasing the connection to 
the water simultaneously as planning with regard to flood risk (ibid.:12). The newer version of 
Karlstad’s (2022) comprehensive plan aims at the year 2050 and depicts the same challenge: though the 
location by Vänern and Klarälven is an important attraction force, the location makes Karlstad 
vulnerable to flooding (ibid.:210). 
 
All respondents from Karlstad discuss the challenge and risk faced by being located by Vänern and 
Klarälven: “Above all, we are fully aware of Karlstad’s location” (M Council Member, personal 
communication 2022); “we are where we are” (MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). 
All respondents state that Karlstad’s location has made flooding an important issue. The MP Council 
Member describes that the location has contributed to a considerable awareness of flood risk and the 
Chief of Planning states that it is important for the municipality to include a flood perspective in most 
planning processes. Additionally, as expressed in Karlstad’s (2022:12) comprehensive plan, the 
municipality describes that the risk of heavy rainfall and consequent flooding has increased due to 
climate change. Achieving a “climate smart municipality” is part of Karlstad’s sustainability vision, 
along with economic and social sustainability (ibid.:26, 29). Climate change is described as “the biggest 
challenge of our time”, affecting the environment, health, and security as well as the prerequisites of 
urban planning (2022:204). The municipality expresses an ambition to contribute to the development of 
Karlstad’s resilience both short- and long term and dealing with flood risk is described as important to 
mitigate and prevent climate adaption (ibid.:208).  
 
Though the location of Karlstad entails flood risk, the location is an important part of Karlstad’s identity 
and attractiveness (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022). The M Council Member 
describes that though the location entails risk if not managed correctly, the closeness to water is also the 
municipality’s strength and the reason to “why everyone loves and is proud of the city”. In order to keep 
developing Karlstad, the Chief of Planning thinks that the municipality has been forced to think in 
sustainable and climate-adaptive terms. This has been an important factor behind the municipality’s 
extensive work with implementing climate-adaptive measures: “it [adaptive measures] is such an 
important part of the development of Karlstad, so we cannot be careless or close our eyes or not do 
anything because then we cannot build or develop Karlstad” (Chief of Planning, personal 
communication 2022). 
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The M Council Member describes that building in flood-prone areas requires consideration to existing 
knowledge about where the risk is and how severe it is. Given that it is possible to regulate the water 
level of the lake, the M Council Member deems it possible to build close to water if a certain margin is 
taken into account: “so it’s possible, it’s possible to build in Karlstad, the delta, but with consideration 
to this”. Additionally, although climate change is challenging and increases the risk of flooding, both 
the Chief of Planning and the M Council Member underline that Karlstad does not face the same 
challenges as places exposed to a rising sea level. Similarly, Karlstad’s (2012:91) comprehensive plan 
describes that though climate change may increase the risk of flooding of Vänern, the risk is limited due 
to the regulation of the lake. A potential flooding of Klarälven is deemed more likely (ibid.). All 
respondents emphasize this as well. Yet, even with the risk from the river, the M Council Member deems 
it possible to build in Karlstad: “I think that we can build, but with consideration to this. Refraining from 
building altogether, well, that should only be the case when there are very big risks”. The MP Council 
Member describes a political conflict of interest between developing attractive housing and minimizing 
the probability for flooding and states that it is difficult for the political parties to agree on guidelines or 
levels for how close to the water it should be possible to build. The MP Council Member was against 
developing a proposed new area bordering to Klarälven due to the severe flood risk, but mentions that 
the municipality will at least install a levee along the river and says: “I had to give in […] but we live in 
this delta, and I think that there’s a difficulty in building so close to the water […] even if I know it’s 
very attractive”. 
   
The potential risk sources listed by the respondents are lake Vänern, Klarälven, heavy rainfall in general, 
and spring floods. When thinking about what flood risk entails, the M Council Member says that the 
number one aspect to consider is to save lives, by for instance securing nursing homes and the rescue 
services. The second aspect to consider is the destruction of public goods, such as roads. Similarly, the 
MP Council Member is mostly concerned about the risk that the central part would be flooded and that 
important societal functions would be disturbed. Though all respondents mention that floods will most 
likely affect individual residents and private property, such as people’s cellars, this aspect is not as 
prioritized as securing societal functions.  
 
When thinking about the probability for future flooding, the MP Council Member says that it is a 
question of when rather than if. Similarly, the M Council Member deems the probability of flooding as 
a “real risk” which has increased due to climate change. However, as mentioned, the probability that 
Vänern would be flooded is limited according to all respondents. A flooding of Vänern is easier to 
predict and would develop slower than a cloudburst and big flows in Klarälven (Chief of Planning, 
personal communication 2022; MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). Yet, if the 
regulations of Vänern were to fail, the consequences would be severe and last for a long period of time 
(Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022; M Council Member, personal communication 2022). 
Klarälven is deemed more difficult to “control” and such a flood would be harder to manage (ibid.). The 
M Council Member describes that Karlstad, being located by the lowest part of the river, would be 
significantly exposed to big flows from Klarälven if a cloudburst or a spring flood occurs and the ground 
fails to absorb the water. Such flows would not be possible to cope with despite some regulations 
implemented along the river: “So the risk is real so to speak, and we try to counteract it as much as 
possible, but in some specific cases, nature is probably stronger than all preparations” (M Council 
Member, personal communication 2022). The worst scenario described by the MP Council Member 
would be if both Vänern and the river were filled up and if the municipality suffered a cloudburst at the 
same time, but this scenario is deemed unlikely. A similar scenario is described in Karlstad’s (2012:91) 
comprehensive plan, which also concludes that the probability for such an event is so small that it should 
not affect the municipality’s guidelines for planning. The Chief of Planning is confident in what 
consequences a potential flood would bring and refers to the municipality’s flood risk maps: “We know 
exactly what would happen”. The M Council Member also refers to the flood risk maps and says that 
they “at least theoretically” have a quite good idea of where a flood would hit and how it would develop. 
 
Though all respondents describe an unavoidable risk for future floods, the M Council Member describes 
that Karlstad must do what they can to secure important societal functions, such as water, electricity, 
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and infrastructure, based on existing knowledge.  Consequently, implementing measures are deemed 
important. In fact, the alternative to implement measures would be to move Karlstad altogether, 
according to the M Council Member and the Chief of planning. When discussing the measures that the 
municipality has implemented, all respondents discuss the installment of levees and pumps as well as 
floodgates, and flood control structures that also works as bike paths. The installed flood control 
structures around the hospital are particularly highlighted by all respondents as well as in the 
comprehensive plan (Karlstad 2022:210). The MP Council Member describes that the municipality is 
currently trying out other measures as well, such as cloudburst roads and nature-based solutions. The M 
Council Member also emphasizes the regulation of Vänern as an important measure, making Vänern 
less of a threat. Despite several measures, Karlstad’s (2022:211) comprehensive plan states that “all 
events cannot be planned away”. Similarly, the M Council Member says: “We have the contingency and 
we plan as much as possible […] but you never know until it has been fully tested” and the Chief of 
Planning says: “if a flood occurs, then it doesn’t matter what we have calculated for […] the risk is 
imminent all the time, that’s what’s scary”. Though the MP Council Member hopes and thinks that there 
is a capacity for functions of societal value to manage the situation, it will depend on the scale. Moreover, 
the MP Council Member describes that Karlstad has been relatively spared from severe flooding 
hitherto, which may have resulted in a mentality of “it won’t happen here”. 
 
Building with a certain distance to the water is also discussed as a measure. The Chief of Planning refers 
to the calculated probability of a flooding of Vänern and Klarälven and the return periods of flows and 
levels considered when deciding the placements of new buildings. Karlstad (2012:92) has decided upon 
a return level on 1000 years for important societal functions and 200 years for regular buildings and 
functions. When it comes to rainfall, buildings are to be placed on a height that exceeds a 100-year 
return period of rain (ibid.). For the new plans, the municipality is looking at a 10 000 level for important 
societal functions (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022). The Chief of Planning views the 
levels as reasonable if Karlstad is to be able to grow but describes that the CAB has been dissatisfied: 
“when we talk about risk and probability, we don’t really see things in the same way”. While it is 
important to consider risk and probability long-term, a 10 000 year’s perspective is difficult to 
comprehend. Though acknowledging the difficulty to agree on the limits, the MP Council Member 
thinks the municipality could have taken extra measures, building further away from the water.  
 
Both Council Members describe that Karlstad was early to start working with flood issues due to their 
location. The M Council Member that it has been a “long journey” working with different kinds of 
measures and that new measures and approaches have been adapted over time as new knowledge has 
emerged. The MP Council Member thinks that Karlstad has quite a good knowledge as well as an 
awareness of the issue. Karlstad’s attention to flood issues may be explained through the political 
ambitious goals as well as the competent and driven municipal officers, according to the Chief of 
Planning and the MP Council Member. The MP Council Member also adds that Karlstad has more 
resources than smaller municipalities. Karlstad’s (2022:13, 210) comprehensive plan points out that 
Karlstad’s residents have always lived with flood risk and that the municipality has an awareness of the 
issue. This awareness has led the municipality to carry out a significant work with flood risk 
management. For instance, it is pointed out that the municipality has had a full-time Flood Coordinator 
since 2007 and that they have developed a flood plan and made flood simulations. Moreover, the M 
Council Member describes that Karlstad has a valuable cooperation with Karlstad University and makes 
use of their knowledge and insights. The MP Council Member also mentions this but thinks that they 
could be even more involved and take part of their knowledge to a larger degree.  
 
The M Council Member believes that it is important to have a dialogue with external actors, such as the 
ones regulating Vänern as well as the CAB, having a dialogue is deemed important in order to stay 
updated on new knowledge. If new knowledge emerges the municipality would have to adapt their 
approaches. Though the dialogue with the CAB is deemed important, the Chief of Planning feels like 
the municipality and the CAB do not always see things in the same way, as with the levels described 
above. Similarly, the M Council Member describes that the CAB’s objection to dredge in Klarälven 
limits the capacity of Karlstad’s flood risk management. The Council Member sees it as crucial to dredge 
to secure a sufficient flow, but the CAB has stopped such efforts due to environmental values (ibid.). 
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The Chief of Planning describes that even when Karlstad adjusts their plans and builds further away 
from the flood risk source, there are objections in regard to other important values: “and at the same 
time Karlstad is growing, and we need to grow to keep up in the development, so we have a dilemma”. 
Yet, even if it is “annoying”, the Chief of Planning thinks that the pressure and knowledge from the 
CAB has been important for achieving greater resilience: “if one looks a bit further, it’s good that they 
are active and really makes sure that we hold the line”.  
 
All respondents were asked if the municipality has made any efforts to involve the public in flood issues. 
No one could remember any specific efforts, except providing information on the municipality’s 
website. The MP Council Member thinks that the municipality could improve their efforts to inform the 
residents on flood risk and their own responsibility. While the Council Member mentions that the 
municipality has a responsibility to inform, much of the responsibility lies with the individual. 
Moreover, the Council Member says that the property owner has a responsibility to inform the residents 
(ibid.). The Chief of Planning also thinks it would be valuable to increase the dialogue with the exploiters 
about risk. In the future, the MP Council Member thinks it would be good if insurance companies were 
to be tougher on property owners, making it less lucrative to build in flood-prone areas. The M Council 
Member says that when accidents happen, the state and society in large must contribute to finance the 
aftermaths.  

4.2. Kristinehamn 

The introduction to Kristinehamn’s (2021:8-11) comprehensive plan emphasizes that it is essential to 
increase the municipality’s attractiveness in order to grow. The municipality’s comprehensive plan aims 
at the year 2030 and its vision is “Kristinehamn 2030 – The friendly and innovative archipelago 
municipality” (ibid.:13). The closeness to water is emphasized as an important attraction force for the 
municipality. It is described that Kristinehamn has always co-existed with Vänern, which has been an 
important resource and a prerequisite for planning, and since Kristinehamn will keep developing in the 
future, a certain probability for flooding will remain (ibid.:176). 
 
The Security Coordinator sees flooding as inevitable: “we live by the water, we live by Vänern, we have 
flows, we have Varnan and some other lakes, so it will happen, it’s only a question of when […] if one 
lives like we do, one will be affected”. The Chief of Planning also comments Kristinehamn’s location 
and says: “we can’t do much about it. It is where it is”. The L Council Member also describes flooding 
as a topical issue for the municipality given its location: “but first and foremost, it’s an important issue 
for Kristinehamn’s residents, because Kristinehamn’s residents want to live by the water”. The Council 
Member points out that it is important for the municipality to be able to build close to the water in order 
to stay attractive: “that’s what’s a small municipality as ours is dependent on, all the growth that we can 
achieve”, “that’s what we can compete with” (ibid.). 
 
When asked about the probability for future floods in Kristinehamn, all respondents deem the probability 
as high or inevitable. The L Council Member also describes flooding as imminent but do not want to 
comment on the probability per se given that it is “a technical matter”. The Security Coordinator 
describes future floods as a question of when rather than if and estimates that the probability has 
increased due to climate change. The Chief of Planning says: “We will never be able to avoid them 
[floods][…] It will rain, the municipality can’t do anything about it, and with climate change it will rain 
more intensely, and we can’t do anything about that either in Kristinehamn, it is what it is, and we must 
deal with it.”. For The Chief of Planning, it is important that the municipality learns to live with the 
effects of climate change and tries to adapt as much as possible. Planning with consideration to floods 
is described as one of several strategies to achieve Kristinehamn’s (2021:17) target on “Sustainable and 
climate-adaptive urban and regional planning”. The municipality points out that new developments shall 
deal with flood risk by for instance adjusting the location or the technical design (ibid.22-23). 
 
Though most respondents describe the consequences of climate change, it is underlined that Vänern is 
a regulated lake and not the sea: “I mean, we won’t have a rising sea level in Kristinehamn, it’s not like 
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it will be a two meters’ rise in Kristinehamn” (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022); “The 
biggest threat for Kristinehamn over time is not the water level in Vänern” (L Council Member, personal 
communication 2022). Heavy rainfall and consequent big flows are deemed more severe (ibid.). 
Kristinehamn’s (2021:184) comprehensive plan also describes that though increased rain would increase 
the inflow to Vänern, the adopted strategy on water regulation in Vänern has lowered the probability for 
extreme levels. Though extreme rain would have consequences limiting the availability to for instance 
rescue services and health care, the risk of flooding with direct consequences for human health and 
security is limited to only a few places in the built environment (ibid.). 
  
The question of a potential flooding of Vänern and the consequences it would bring has been vastly 
debated. The M Council Member describes that: “the municipality differs from the CAB. Because for 
the CAB, the biggest risk is that Vänern would rise, but that has not been the case the latest occasions”. 
The Chief of Planning feels like the CAB’s criticism towards the municipality has been one-sided: 
“when we did our risk analysis it became very clear that it’s first and foremost cloudbursts that is the 
big problem […]. They [the CAB] only looked at levels in Vänern, and it became very hard to relate to 
such a view. They sat with their own analysis, and we had our analysis that partly said other things, and 
it was extremely difficult to reason with the CAB about the local conditions in Kristinehamn”. The levels 
advocated for by the CAB are based on data inaccurate for Kristinehamn, according to the Chief of 
Planning. The CAB has considered data general for Vänern as a whole, and the levels accounted for are 
therefore “unrealistic” given that Kristinehamn is located in a bay. The Chief of Planning continues: 
“It’s the combination of probability and consequences that makes the risk, and the CAB has not 
understood this, and not the Board of Housing, Building and Planning either”. The Chief of Planning is 
critical to the Board of Housing, Building and Planning’s guidelines on the set return levels that 
municipalities are to consider, but “fortunately, they [the Board of Housing, Building and Planning] 
have added that one can make deviations from these principles”. The Chief of Planning underlines that 
it is important that the balance between probability and consequences is analyzed on a local level. “This 
has been super difficult to talk about with both the Board of Housing, Building and Planning and the 
CAB, and I understand that, because they want a magic wand solution”. 
  
Kristinehamn’s (2021) position is explained in the comprehensive plan as well where it is stated that all 
assessments should vary from case to case. In combination with the value of developing the central city 
in order to create a “functional and attractive city” there are “strong reasons” for making deviations from 
the principles set out by the Board of Housing, Building and Planning (ibid.:176). Therefore, the 
municipality deems it unnecessary to apply general set safety margins. The municipality points out that 
such margins are based on subjective assessments of limited information. By quantifying and calculating 
the risk value based on local conditions, the safety margins are not warranted for. However, the 
municipality does describe that they will evaluate different flood scenarios and account for the 
consequences of a water level in Vänern correlative to a 200-year return level for residences and a 1000-
year return level for vulnerable functions when planning for new developments. Additionally, all 
buildings should be planned for a 100-year return period of rain (ibid.). 
 
The M Council Member also brings up the criticism directed towards the municipality in the news media 
and says that it felt like media wanted to frame the municipality negatively, rather than making an 
objective coverage. The Chief of Planning comments on the media coverage and says: “there is some 
kind of jargon in society that it’s the municipalities’ responsibility”, “they think that exclusive buildings 
close to the water equals that it’s bad and non-responsible”. The Chief of Planning does not know why 
Kristinehamn was pointed out in media and does not think that the municipality differs in their flood 
management in comparison to other municipalities bordering to big lakes (ibid.). The Security 
Coordinator compares Kristinehamn to Karlstad and says: “I live here in Karlstad, and here they almost 
build beneath the water surface”, “it’s quite funny, the authority that works with this, the Civil 
Contingencies Agency, they have built their new office in Karlstad about three meters from the water”. 
 
When reasoning about what consequences a flood would have, the Chief of Planning refers to previous 
experiences and states that the cloudburst in 2014 was in alignment with the municipality’s flood 
analysis: “so we know roughly what would happen”. The cloudburst had a big impact on society with 
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roads closed off and limited availability to important services (Chief of Planning, personal 
communication 2022). Kristinehamn’s (2021:184) comprehensive plan also describes that their 
cloudburst simulation corresponds well with the experiences from 2014, although it is acknowledged 
that all simulations have limitations and cannot fully reflect a real scenario (ibid.). Even if heavy rainfall 
would entail severe consequences for individuals, the Chief of Planning thinks that the municipality 
would manage alright to deal with such a flood. A severe and long-lasting flooding of Vänern would be 
more difficult: “but that is highly unlikely” (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022). The L 
Council Member refers to when Vänern was flooded in 2001 and the consequences that followed and 
says: “I think that neither the politics nor the administration sees such a scenario happening again”, “it’s 
a worst-case-scenario”. The L Council Member believes that the municipality has better overview of the 
regulation of Vänern today through the formalized cooperation with the municipalities around Vänern: 
“A lot has happened since then, because we understood then that well, we need to have better 
anticipation”.  
 
Though the municipality do what they can to prevent the effects of floods, the Security Coordinator 
describes a significant uncertainty in predicting future floods: “We thought that we were on top of the 
situation before 2001, and then this [the flood in 2001] happened, and then the water came from another 
direction in 2014, ‘Shit! We had no idea at all’, and that’s what makes it so unpredictable”. Similarly, 
the C Council Member says: “I think that every municipality, when we got these big floods here a couple 
of years ago, was a bit caught off guard. One had not thought that this could happen”. The municipality 
and its residents lacked experience: “my father-in-law who was 96 years old, he had never experienced 
it”. The C Council Member thinks that the last big flood event in Kristinehamn forced people to start 
thinking about flood risk, resulting in a greater awareness (C Council Member, personal communication 
2022). The Security Coordinator says: “unfortunately, and this is completely my own personal opinion, 
we had to be hit by the cloudburst […]. Maybe events like these must happen for people to understand 
that it can happen”.  
 
Though the C Council Member thinks that the experiences made people aware of the possibility of 
floods, people tend to go back to normality and think: “it won’t happen again, or it won’t happen to me”. 
The tendency of forgetting limits the capability to invest in important flood security measures according 
to the C Council Member. The Security Coordinator thinks that the possibility to prevent and deal with 
floods is big, but “everything is a question of resources and priorities. It was very easy to talk about 
measures in 2014, now it’s 2022, other things become higher priority”. The C Council Member deems 
it important that politicians and municipal officers dare to raise the question: “It’s boring things, it’s 
nothing you win votes on, but it’s very important for building a safe society”. The C Council Member 
thinks that politicians currently do not speak enough about how to protect the municipality and that it 
would be valuable if politicians and municipal officers improved the dialogue about flood issues. 
Moreover, the C Council Member thinks that it is important that the people working with flood 
management are given training and education on how to protect the municipality and that they meet with 
others with different kinds of knowledge. The existing knowledge could also be utilized smarter. For 
instance, the C Council Member suggests that schools could use the information on the municipality’s 
website to educate more about the geographical premises for Kristinehamn and to foster an interest. The 
Security Coordinator also describes that the importance of new knowledge and that the work with flood 
issues is “a learning process”. 
 
The Chief of Planning thinks that the municipality’s knowledge about flood risk is good and describes 
that they have made a flood analysis that works as a basis for all planning processes. However, there is 
room for improvement when it comes to including the knowledge in the daily operative work. Other 
measures that are described are the municipality’s work with different kinds of measures concerning the 
physical planning, such as creating flood storage basins and dikes (Chief of Planning, personal 
communication 2022). The L Council Member highlights the importance of continuing working with 
the regulation of Vänern: “I think that the absolute best thing we can do for Kristinehamn’s municipality 
is to cooperate with other municipalities around Vänern to make sure that the regulation works”. 
Additionally, the Council Member deems it important that the municipality clears the municipality’s 
watercourses from obstacles in order to achieve sufficient flows. The C Council Member describes that 
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the municipality also needs to pay more attention to its sewer systems. This process has stagnated, 
probably because: “It’s easier to invest in ‘hard’ things above ground that are visible […] than to dig 
below ground” (C Council Member, personal communication 2022) 
 
The Chief of Planning also describes that the municipality make sure to place streets and houses on a 
decent height and with certain distance to the water. The M Council Member describes that all planning 
processes consider the area’s suitability for development “and if it isn’t [suitable] from a flood risk 
perspective, well then we won’t build”. The M Council Member gives an example of a new area where 
the houses are built on a plateau and where dikes with sedum have been constructed: “it’s probably our 
most secure area in town”. As mentioned, both the Chief of Planning and the M Council Member discuss 
the criticism the municipality has received from the CAB as well as from the news media and argue that 
the focus directed to potential floods from Vänern is misguided. The M Council Member thinks that the 
levels accounted for, and the measures taken today are sufficient. The Chief of Planning refers to the 
municipality’s flood risk maps and thinks that the municipality has a good overview of how a flood 
would hit and how the water would transport. The C Council Member describes that no one knows what 
will happen in these areas in the future. Though it is important to consider flood risk, the C Council 
Member says: “we need to continue to dare to build on places that are attractive in order for the 
municipality to keep living. Because a municipality depends on its residents who live there and pay their 
taxes. And if we don’t have enough residents paying taxes, then we don’t have anything to create 
preventive security systems with”. Most respondents describe a difficult balance between building and 
minimizing risk. However, for the L Council Member, this is not the most prominent political 
discussion. Instead, the most pivotal issue is that Kristinehamn grows by making it easier to build close 
to the water by alleviating the shoreland protection: “For Kristinehamn, the conflict is not between 
flooding and building really, the conflict is between the shoreland protection and building […] it’s 
[building at the expense of flood risk] a non-question really, when it comes to constructions in areas 
exposed to flood risk. Because that’s not really going on today […] Living in Kristinehamn, we know 
that there is a risk living close to the water. But the political discussion is not about if it’s inappropriate 
because of flood risk, the political discussion concerns shoreland protection” (L Council Member 
personal communication 2022) 
 
Avoiding floods altogether is unrealistic according to the Chief of Planning: “we will never be able to 
build or plan this [flood risk] away […] it’s about creating resilience and robustness, because it will 
happen. There are no solutions, if so, you would need to build a big umbrella covering the whole 
municipality or big levees around Vänern and put a lid on top of it. It’s about understanding the 
consequences that may be, and to be equipped when it happens, and to not build really stupid solutions 
so that we can’t manage when it happens”. Similarly, the Security Coordinator thinks that the 
municipality can never be 100 percent prepared for flooding and its consequences and refers again to 
when the municipality implemented measures after the flood in 2001: “We thought we were well 
prepared, we built levees and stuff […]. Then we were hit by the cloudburst in 2014, and a whole lot of 
water came […]. We were prepared for floods from Vänern, but now the water came from the north, 
putting almost half of the town below water […] we laughed afterwards and wondered where the water 
will come from the next time”. Despite the difficulties, the Security Coordinator deems it important to 
increase the preparedness as much as possible and to secure important societal functions. Similarly, the 
C Council Member emphasizes the importance of trying to protect oneself with the knowledge, 
economical resources, and technicalities that are available: “It’s better to protect oneself a bit too much 
than too little”. 
  
Although the Security Coordinator thinks that the municipality has a will as well as capacity to 
counteract the consequences of floods, there are economical restraints. It is pointed out that 
Kristinehamn is about one third the size as Karlstad and that they only have two people working with 
risk and security: “we have limited resources” and the municipality also needs to prioritize and make 
investments in other areas in need of development (Security Coordinator, personal communication 
2022) The C Council Member also discusses the economical limitations and that it can be difficult to 
motivate expensive measures not needed until further in the future: “should we invest these millions in 
something that might not ever happen? Should we prepare for the worst and hope for the best, that we 
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never need to use it? It’s sort of like a car insurance, you think it’s really expensive, but you don’t sign 
up for it with the belief that you will crash, you always hope that you will make it without crashing”. 
The Council Member describes it as a political question: “Just a few months before the election the 
parties might not go out and say: ‘hello all voters, we will take half of the budget to protect Kristinehamn 
against flooding’ you won’t win any votes on that, because you don’t have an understanding from the 
public, that it could affect them”. Moreover, many investments that need to be done according to the 
Council Member might not be physically visible to the public, and therefore difficult to motivate: 
“because you and me and our parents and grand-parents, they want us to invest in the school, in the care 
for the elderly, on the roads, to attract businesses, to achieve safety and security on the streets” (C 
Council Member, personal communication 2022) 
  
Both the Security Coordinator and the C Council Member recall that some residents were angry with 
the municipality after the last big flood. However, as described by the Chief of Planning, the legal 
aftermaths showed that the responsibility largely rests with the individual. This is described in 
Kristinehamn’s (2021:183) comprehensive plan as well, where it is stated that property owners have 
considerable amount of responsibility for staying updated on potential risk and to protect its own 
property. The Security Coordinator emphasizes that it is important that the municipality focuses on what 
is the municipality’s responsibility, that is securing important societal functions. The Coordinator 
believes that the crisis awareness has increased in society in general, and that people are starting to 
realize that they need to be prepared. The Chief of Planning states that society needs to learn to live with 
the effects of climate change. For instance, residents need to learn to not keep their most valuable objects 
on cellar floors in case of flooding. 
  
When asked if the municipality has made any efforts to involve the public in flood issues, none of the 
respondents can remember any efforts except providing information on the municipality’s website and 
allowing the public to give input on municipal plans. The Chief of Planning thinks the municipality 
could improve when it comes to informing the residents about their own rights and responsibilities. 
Kristinehamn’s (2021:183) comprehensive plan mentions that the municipality is responsible for 
informing about existing risks. The L Council Member says: “It is of course possible to engage the 
public more in this issue, but it’s very technical […] I don’t know. You also got to ask yourself, why 
should the residents be engaged in this question? Is there a purpose with it? Well, for those who build 
and invest, they need to know about the risks”. Though the C Council Member also thinks that a dialogue 
with the public may require a technical interest and certain knowledge, it is deemed important that the 
municipality informs about their investments and the importance of them in order to get the public’s 
support. While the M Council Member acknowledges that information is valuable and that property 
buyers need to be informed about risk, there is also a worry that such efforts could create anxiety if 
directed to certain geographical areas. 

5. Analysis  

5.1. Core Assumptions about Vulnerability and Risk  

According to Ridolfi et al. (2020), core assumptions about risk and vulnerability constitute the basis for 
each risk rationality/perception. The four categories vary between perceiving themselves as robust and 
independent to risk to perceiving themselves as in a precarious balance constantly exposed to risk. The 
different perceptions entail different approaches to risk, where some deem it unnecessary (risk 
downplaying) or impossible (risk neglecting) to deal with risk while others deem it important to do what 
they can to try to control risk (risk controlling) or to change their ways to avoid risk (risk monitoring). 
Ultimately, the actor’s core assumptions result in different management styles (ibid.). 
 
When it comes to how respective municipality perceives themselves, the respondents from both Karlstad 
and Kristinehamn express an awareness about the flood risk entailed by their location. All respondents 
from Karlstad as well their comprehensive plan emphasize that the municipality is exposed to flood risk. 
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Karlstad’s (2022:13, 210) comprehensive plan mentions that their residents have always lived with flood 
risk and that the municipality has a considerable awareness of the issue, which has inspired substantial 
efforts to develop their flood risk management. Similarly, the respondents explain that Karlstad has a 
history of working with flood risk and that the location has forced the municipality to think in climate 
adaptive terms (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022; M Council Member, personal 
communication 2022; MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). Kristinehamn’s 
respondents also discuss the risk entailed by their location and refer frequently to previous experiences 
with flood events. Kristinehamn’s (2021:176) comprehensive plan describes that the municipality has 
always “co-existed” with Vänern. While the closeness to the water entails a certain risk, it is also 
described as a prerequisite for planning (ibid.). According to the L Council Member, the main reason to 
consider flood risk is so the municipality can continue to grow in proximity to the water.  
 
All respondents from both municipalities deem the probability of future floods as high or unavoidable, 
especially due to climate change. The respondents are mostly concerned with heavy rainfall and 
consequent big flows in respective rivers. However, the respondents from Karlstad describe more severe 
scenarios than the respondents from Kristinehamn, and Kristinehamn’s (2021:184) comprehensive plan 
states that even though extreme rain would limit availability, the direct consequences for human health 
and security are limited to only a few places in the municipality (ibid.). A rising water level in Vänern 
is deemed unlikely thanks to the implemented regulations and given that Vänern is a lake and not the 
sea. However, Karlstad’s M Council Member acknowledges that if the regulations of Vänern would fail, 
the consequences would be severe and difficult to deal with. Though the Chief of Planning from 
Kristinehamn mentions that a severe flooding of Vänern would be difficult to manage, such a scenario 
is deemed “highly unlikely”. The flooding of Vänern in 2001 and its consequences is deemed “a worst-
case scenario”, unlikely to occur again, according to Kristinehamn’s L Council Member. Both 
municipalities have however been criticized by the CAB for lack of consideration taken to rising water 
levels in Vänern. Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning says that the CAB’s risk analysis is based on 
inaccurate data and that: “It’s the combination of probability and consequences that makes the risk, and 
the CAB has not understood this”. Similarly, Karlstad’s Chief of Planning says: “when we talk about 
risk and probability, we do not really see things in the same way”. Given that Vänern is not considered 
a major threat by the respondents, Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning and M Council Member think that 
the municipality has done what it can to prevent flooding, and the M Council Member even says that a 
new area built close to the water is “probably the most secure area in town”. When discussing the balance 
between building close to the water, Kristinehamn’s L Council Member even says: “it’s [building at the 
expense of flood risk] a non-question really, when it comes to constructions in areas exposed to flood 
risk. Because that’s not really going on today”. Karlstad’s respondents differ slightly, or at least the MP 
Council Member, who is worried that the municipality exposes itself to risk to a larger extent by building 
in flood-prone areas. 
  
If or when a flood occurs, the Council Members from Karlstad express that the biggest concern is the 
risk of endangering lives and destruction of capital (M Council Member, personal communication 2022; 
MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). While the respondents state that individuals are 
likely to be affected by future floods, this is not the main concern or priority. The priority for the 
municipality is to secure important societal functions (ibid.). The respondents from Kristinehamn also 
express concern for the risk of destruction of public goods or the disruption of important societal 
functions. Like Karlstad, the municipality needs to focus on securing societal functions (Security 
Coordinator, personal communication 2022).  
 
All respondents from Karlstad think that the municipality has a good idea of how future floods will 
develop and express a belief in their capacity to deal with them, at least to secure important societal 
functions. However, Karlstad’s (2022:211) comprehensive plan states that “all events cannot be planned 
away”, and similarly, Karlstad’s M Council Member says that though the municipality does what it can 
to counteract floods “nature is probably stronger than all preparations”. Karlstad’s Chief of Planning 
states that though the municipality plans as much as possible for future flood events, the consequences 
of a flood is difficult to predict, and “the risk is imminent all the time”. While Karlstad’s MP Council 
Member believes that the municipality has a capacity to secure important societal functions, the 
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capability will depend on the scale of the flood. For instance, if a rising level in Vänern, big flows in 
Klarälven, and a cloudburst would occur simultaneously, the consequences would be devastating. 
However, this scenario is deemed unlikely both by MP (ibid.) and Karlstad’s (2022) comprehensive 
plan. Similarly, Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning says that the municipality will never be able to avoid 
floods: “we will never be able to build or plan this [flood risk] away […] it’s about creating resilience 
and robustness, because it will happen”. Yet, the Chief of Planning thinks that the municipality has a 
substantial knowledge about flood risk and that they know “roughly” how a flood would develop. The 
Chief of Planning refers to the cloudburst in 2014 and says that it was is in line with the predictions of 
the municipality’s flood analysis. If a similar event were to happen, the Chief of Planning thinks the 
municipality would manage to deal with it (ibid.). The Security Coordinator seems to be more sceptical 
when it comes to the possibility to predict the development of floods: “We thought that we were on top 
of the situation before 2001, and then this [the flood in 2001] happened, and then the water came from 
another direction in 2014, ‘Shit! We had no idea at all’, and that’s what makes it so unpredictable”. The 
Security Coordinator deems it impossible to prepare oneself against flooding to 100 percent and despite 
the municipality’s considerable capacity to manage floods, it is a question of resources and priorities. 
The resources are limited, and other important municipal issues often receive more attention and thus 
economical support (Security Coordinator, personal communication 2022). 
 
In summary, both municipalities view themselves as in a somewhat precarious balance. Both are 
concerned about the risk imposed by their location and think that a flood could disturb the normal state. 
Yet, to some degree, both municipalities are quite confident in what a flood would entail. When it comes 
to the possibility to prevent and manage flood risk, most respondents express that the municipalities 
need to do what they can. Karlstad’s respondents express that the municipality has a history of working 
with flood issues, and as we will see in the next section, they work actively with different types of 
measures. Though they seem to be quite confident in their contingency, it is acknowledged that one can 
never be fully prepared. Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning emphasizes that the municipality cannot do 
anything to prevent floods but needs to learn to live with floods and become more robust. Moreover, the 
respondents from Kristinehamn describe that their limited resources are an obstacle for preventing and 
managing flood risk. Though both municipalities describe that the consequences of a flood would be 
severe, they think they would manage to secure the most important societal functions. If Vänern were 
to be flooded, the situation would be more difficult, but both municipalities are confident that the 
implemented measures have limited the probability for such floods drastically. Kristinehamn expresses 
a quite technical view on risk and both municipalities have a strong faith in technical measures overall. 
In fact, the respondents do not really consider a Vänern flood that big of a risk at all, given the technical 
measures. For both municipalities, and perhaps especially prominent in Kristinehamn’s comprehensive 
plan and by their L Council Member, the big risk is rather the potential lack of growth.  
 
Given the above, there is no simple answer to the operationalized question: (1) According to the actor, 
how likely is it that the municipality would be exposed and disturbed by flooding? And how does the 
actor view the feasibility to prevent and manage flood risk? Largely, the municipalities reason in similar 
ways and the answers correspond to several of the ideal types of perceptions. Both municipalities 
describe an imminent flood risk and to some extent perceive themselves in a precarious balance, 
corresponding to the risk monitoring view. But at the same time, the municipalities believe in the 
possibility to manipulate the environment by technical solutions. When the results are weighed together 
and given the view on Vänern, both municipalities seem to perceive themselves in a relatively robust 
state, corresponding the risk controlling perception. To some extent, Kristinehamn’s view also show 
signs of the risk downplaying perception, given that the municipality appears to be less worried about 
severe consequences. Moreover, one of the respondent’s “we cannot do anything about it” reasonings 
resemble the risk neglecting perception’s “laissez-faire” attitude, which could in turn counteract more 
substantial efforts to change. While it may be the case that climate change is difficult to mitigate on the 
local level, it is possible to change the way one plans the city or to change one’s desires. Additionally, 
flood risk seems to be accepted as an inevitable consequence of growth by the comprehensive plan as 
well as by one of the respondents. 
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5.2. Preparedness and Implemented Measures 

The next aspects’ shaping risk perception according to Ridolfi et al. (2020) are preparedness and 
implemented measures. An actor’s approach to flood risk may vary from implementing no measures 
(risk neglecting or risk downplaying) to implementing a considerable number of measures, and the 
measures may in turn be either soft-adaptive (risk monitoring) or hard-adaptive (risk controlling). An 
actor that implements measures is considered to have a better preparedness to flooding than an actor that 
does not implement measures. Additionally, soft-adaptive measures are considered to have greater 
potential than hard-adaptive ones. 
 
The respondents from Karlstad describe that the municipality was early to start working with flood 
issues due to their location and that they have tried different kinds of measures and approaches over 
time in order to keep growing (M Council Member, personal communication 2022; MP Council 
Member, personal communication 2022; Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022). Karlstad’s 
Chief of Planning and the MP Council Member think that Karlstad has been prominent in flood issues 
due to ambitious goals from politicians as well as competent and driven municipal and regional officers 
(ibid.). It is also acknowledged that Karlstad has more resources than smaller municipalities (MP 
Council Member, personal communication 2022). Karlstad’s comprehensive plan (2022:210) also 
points out that the municipality has worked extensively with flood risk management. For instance, the 
municipality has made a flood plan and flood simulations and has even employed a full-time Flood 
Coordinator (ibid.). Kristinehamn does not seem to have the same history of working with flood issues. 
As mentioned, Kristinehamn’s Security Coordinator emphasizes that the municipality has limited 
resources compared to Karlstad. Kristinehamn’s respondents however deem flood risk management 
important. The Chief of Planning highlights the municipality’s relatively newly developed flood analysis 
that constitutes a basis for all planning processes. For the Chief of Planning, it is crucial that the 
municipality adapts to extreme weather and creates a greater resilience. 
  
The respondents from Karlstad list several hard-adaptive measures that have been implemented, such as 
building levees and installing pumps (Chief of Planning, personal communication 2022; M Council 
Member, personal communication 2022; MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). The 
municipality are also trying out other kinds of measures, such as nature-based solutions. The respondents 
also highlight the implemented safety structures around the hospital as an important work that the 
municipality has invested greatly in (ibid.). The respondents from Kristinehamn also list, although not 
as many, hard-adaptive measures, such as creating flood storage basins and dikes (Chief of Planning, 
Kristinehamn, personal communication 2022; M Council Member, Kristinehamn, personal 
communication 2022). Some think that the municipality could do more when it comes to clearing 
watercourses and improving the sewer systems (L Council Member, personal communication 2022; C 
Council Member, personal communication 2022). The cooperation with other municipalities to keep 
regulating Vänern is also deemed an important measure (L Council Member, personal communication 
2022). This is mentioned by Karlstad’s respondents as well (M Council Member, personal 
communication 2022). In contrast to Vänern, Klarälven is deemed more difficult to “control”, despite 
some efforts to do so (ibid.). 
 
Respondents from Karlstad describe an abandoning of the risk source (from the lake and the river) as 
extreme or unthinkable as it would require that the whole municipality was moved (Chief of Planning, 
personal communication 2022; M Council Member, personal communication 2022). Similarly, 
Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning comments the municipality’s location with: “we can’t do much about 
it”. The municipalities however decide upon certain distances and heights to the water. When deciding 
upon the return levels for different kinds of developments, the Chief of Planning from both 
municipalities refer to calculations that have been made. Based on this, both municipalities plan for a 
100-year return period of rain and have decided upon a return level of 1000 years for important societal 
functions and a return level of 200 years for more regular functions (Karlstad 2012:92; Kristinehamn 
2021:176). Or Karlstad has decided upon this at least. Kristinehamn is reluctant to applying general set 
safety margins but describes that they will consider these levels when planning for new developments 
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(Kristinehamn 2021:176). Karlstad’s Chief of Planning also says that the municipality is starting to plan 
for 10 000 years for important functions. The M Council Members from both municipalities mention 
that the municipality should only refrain from building if the risk is very severe. Karlstad’s MP Council 
Member appears to be more sceptical and thinks that the municipality could do more to prevent future 
floods by building further away from the water. 
 
Other efforts that are discussed by Karlstad’s respondents is the dialogue with other actors. For instance, 
the collaboration with Karlstad University is deemed an important source of knowledge (M Council 
Member, personal communication 2022; MP Council Member, personal communication 2022). The 
dialogue with the CAB is also important, even if this has sometimes been problematic (Chief of 
Planning, Karlstad, personal communication 2022; M Council Member, Karlstad, personal 
communication 2022). The respondents from Kristinehamn also discuss knowledge and cooperation. 
While the Chief of Planning thinks that the knowledge in the municipality is good, the C Council 
Member thinks that the flood management could be improved by increasing knowledge through internal 
and external dialogue. The L Council Member refers to the cooperation around Vänern as essential.  
 
However, when it comes to establishing a dialogue with the residents, all respondents from both 
municipalities could not think of any specific efforts, except that they provide information on their 
websites. Respondents from both municipalities deem it important to improve the efforts to inform 
residents about their own responsibility (MP Council Member, personal communication 2022; Chief of 
Planning, Karlstad, personal communication 2022; Chief of Planning, Kristinehamn, personal 
communication 2022). Kristinehamn’s C Council Member deems it important to inform the residents in 
order to create an understanding for the investments that need to be done. However, both the C and L 
Council Member from Kristinehamn say that establishing a dialogue would require a technical interest 
from the residents. Kristinehamn’s M Council Member is also worried that information about risk could 
create anxiety. However, all respondents deem it important that property owners are aware of flood risk.  
 
In summary, both municipalities deem it important to counteract flood risk by implementing measures. 
Preparedness is thus prioritized by both Karlstad and Kristinehamn. Karlstad seems to have more of a 
history of working with flood issues and works with many different measures. Both municipalities deem 
hard-adaptive measures as important. However, as mentioned by the respondents, Karlstad is a bigger 
municipality with more resources. Another advantage for Karlstad may be that Karlstad University is 
located in the municipality. Both municipalities mention the importance of knowledge and refer to 
collaborations, such as collaboration with the university and other municipalities around Vänern, 
intended to increase knowledge. Other soft-adaptive measures that have been implemented are the work 
with flood strategies in both municipalities and Karlstad’s employment of a Flood Risk coordinator. 
However, both municipalities acknowledge that they could do more. Neither of the municipalities have 
made any active efforts to include the public in their flood risk management, except for informing about 
risk on their websites and allowing the public to give input on municipal plans.   
 
As for the operationalized question: (2). Which risk reducing measures are described as adequate and 
how is the prioritization of increasing the preparedness reflected by the respondents or in municipal 
policies and plans? Both municipalities seem to correspond to the risk controlling perception. Even if 
they emphasize different kinds of soft-adaptive measures, such as collaboration with other actors and a 
desire to establish a dialogue with the public to bolster awareness, the municipalities mainly advocate 
for technical hard-adaptive measures and thus corresponds to the risk controlling perception. Many 
respondents argue that the municipality needs to do what they can to protect against flooding. Except 
perhaps one of Karlstad’s Council Member, who resembles the risk monitoring perception to some 
degree, none of the respondents is willing or deem it unnecessary to relocate new developments to less 
flood-prone areas. In fact, some do not seem to consider the closeness to water as a risk source at all. As 
mentioned, several respondents, especially Kristinehamn’s respondents’, non-concern about rising 
water levels in Vänern corresponds to the risk downplaying perception, and the attitude to extreme 
weather as something one cannot do anything about resemble the risk neglecting perception. However, 
Kristinehamn does implement several measures and deem this important, pointing to a prioritization of 
preparedness, even if this is perhaps less prioritized than in Karlstad.  
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5.3. Flood Memory 

Flood memory is also thought an important aspect by Ridolfi et al. (2020). While some actors adjust 
their flood management based on experience and learning outcomes (risk controlling and risk 
monitoring), others will not (risk downplaying). Some will even feel like previous experiences are 
irrelevant to learn from (risk neglecting). As mentioned, this aspect is potentially difficult to investigate. 
Though both municipalities in question have experiences of flood events, Karlstad has been less affected 
than Kristinehamn.  
 
The respondents from Karlstad mention that they are sometimes affected by big flows in Klarälven, and 
that the frequency of extreme rain has increased, but no one talks about any specific flood events that 
have affected the municipality. According to Karlstad’s MP Council Member, previous events have 
been relatively easy to manage. Individuals have been affected by cloudbursts getting their cellars 
flooded, and sometimes Klarälven has been high and difficult to manage, but it has not yet resulted in a 
crisis for the municipality. Given that the municipality has been relatively spared from floods, the MP 
Council Member thinks that a mentality of “it won’t happen here” may have emerged. However, all 
respondents from Karlstad view future floods as unavoidable and Karlstad’s Chief of Planning confident 
in what consequences such an event would have. Though the respondents hope that Karlstad has the 
contingency to secure societal functions, “you never know until it has been fully tested” (M Council 
Member, personal communication 2022). 
  
The respondents from Kristinehamn all refer to either the flood of 2001 or the flood of 2014 or both. 
When thinking about what consequences a flood would have for the municipality, the L Council Member 
refers to when Vänern was flooded in 2001 and the material damages that followed. However, the 
Council Member labels this “a worst-case scenario” and thinks that “neither the politics nor the 
administration sees such a scenario happening again”. The L Council Member says that the event made 
the municipality understand that they needed a better anticipation and the cooperation between the 
municipalities around Vänern has increased since then and thus improved the regulation. The Security 
Coordinator refers to the event in 2001 as well and says that the municipality was taken by surprise. 
Afterwards the municipality implemented measures, but then they were surprised again by the 
cloudburst in 2014: “We thought that we were on top of the situation before 2001, and then this [the 
flood in 2001] happened, and then the water came from another direction in 2014, ‘Shit! We had no idea 
at all’”, “We were prepared for floods from Vänern, but now the water came from the north, putting 
almost half of the town below water […] we laughed afterwards and wondered where the water will 
come from the next time” (Security Coordinator, personal communication 2022) 
 
Kristinehamn’s C Council Member also thinks that the municipality was “caught off guard” and that 
“one had not thought that this could happen” given that the municipality lacked experience. Both the C 
Council Member and the Security Coordinator think that the flood events resulted in a bigger awareness: 
“unfortunately, and this is completely my own personal opinion, we had to be hit by the cloudburst […] 
maybe events like these must happen for people to understand that it can happen” (Security Coordinator, 
personal communication 2022). 
 
When it comes to future flood events, Kristinehamn’s Chief of Planning says that the cloudburst in 2014 
was in alignment with the municipality’s flood analysis: “so we know roughly what would happen”. 
Kristinehamn’s (2021:184) comprehensive plan says the same thing, but also acknowledges that 
simulations have limitations when it comes to reflecting a real scenario. Though heavy rainfall would 
limit availability and affect individuals, the Chief of Planning thinks the municipality would manage 
alright. As mentioned, a severe flooding of Vänern would be more difficult: “but that’s highly unlikely”. 
 
Kristinehamn’s Security Coordinator is more sceptical. The Security Coordinator thinks that the fact 
that the municipality was not prepared for any of the two big flood events in the past proves that one 
can never be fully prepared or aware of the consequences. The C Council Member thinks that people 
tend to forget about past events and think that it will not happen again. Both the Security Coordinator 
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and the C Council Member mention that this tendency of forgetting limits the municipality’s possibility 
to invest in new security measures: “it was very easy to talk about measures in 2014, now it’s 2022, 
other things become higher priority” (Security Coordinator, personal communication 2022). 
 
Again, since the municipalities have different experiences, it is difficult to compare the actors. However, 
to answer the next operationalized question, (3) Does the municipality refer to past experiences of 
flooding and potential lessons learned? one can argue that Kristinehamn’s awareness of and approach 
towards flood risk have been affected by past experiences. Though the respondents differ in how much 
they refer to previous events and if they refer to one or both last big floods, all discuss the municipality’s 
experiences in one way or another. Everyone argues that the municipality learnt from the experiences 
and that it affected the municipality’s flood management. However, while some are less confident in the 
capacity to predict future flood events based on past experiences, others refer to past experiences as 
almost a protocol for how a future flood would develop. And as for Vänern, one respondent is confident 
that such a scenario is unlikely to happen again. Kristinehamn resembles the risk monitoring perception 
to some extent, but mostly seems to be risk controlling. While past experiences seem to have led to an 
increased awareness, the municipality has not adjusted their needs and demands, but keep advocating 
for building close to the water due to the belief in implemented measures.  
 

5.4. Demographic Growth 

The final aspect deemed an important indicator by Ridolfi et al. (2020) is to look at the demographic 
growth in flood prone areas. Actors are thought to have a different approach to the risk source, where 
some does not perceive the risk as severe (risk downplaying) or simply ignore it (risk neglecting), while 
others feel safe as long as measures are implemented (risk controlling) or perhaps even avoid the risk 
source altogether (risk monitoring) (ibid.). 
 
Evidently, demographic growth is deemed crucial by both municipalities (Karlstad 2012:13; 
Kristinehamn 2021:8). Both municipalities strive for increasing the growth by building attractive 
housing near the water (ibid.). As for Karlstad (2012:12), the municipality acknowledges that building 
close to the water and minimizing risk is a “paradox”. Kristinehamn’s (2021:176) comprehensive plan 
also describes flood risk as an expected consequence of future development. The closeness to water is 
thought as part of the municipalities’ identities and attractiveness. Karlstad’s M Council Member 
describes the closeness to the water as the reason to “why everyone loves and is proud of the city”. And 
Kristinehamn’s L Council Member points out that: “Kristinehamn’s residents want to live by the water”. 
Building close to the water is seen as essential to attract new residents: “that’s what’s a small 
municipality as ours is dependent on, all the growth that we can achieve”.  
 
Though both municipalities acknowledge that their location entails risk, they differ slightly in their idea 
of how severe the risk is. As mentioned, all respondents point out that a flooding of Vänern is less likely 
than heavy rainfall and big flows in respective rivers. Respondents from both municipalities point out 
that Vänern is a regulated lake and not the sea. All respondents are however worried, to one degree or 
another, about heavy rainfall. Yet, Kristinehamn’s (2021:185) comprehensive plan states that though 
increased rain would increase the inflow to Vänern, the regulation of Vänern lowers the probability for 
extreme levels. The Chief of Planning from both municipalities are also confident in their flood risk 
maps and analyses and think they have a good idea of how a flood would develop and what consequences 
it would have.  
 
Despite that all respondents from Kristinehamn describe a risk living close to the water, the respondents 
deem it important to keep developing the city: “we need to continue to dare to build on places that are 
attractive in order for the municipality to keep living” (C Council Member, personal communication 
2022). Moreover, despite stating that there is a risk living close to the water, Kristinehamn’s Chief of 
Planning does not feel like the risk of flooding from Vänern is as severe as the CAB states. In order to 
create a “functional and attractive city” there are “strong reasons” for making deviations from the 



 30 

authorities’ principles (Kristinehamn, 2021:176). If the risk were to be severe, then the municipality 
would not build, says the M Council Member. The measures taken are sufficient, and the M Council 
Member even thinks that a new area close to the water is “probably the most secure area in town” due 
to the implemented hard-adaptive measures. Karlstad also keeps developing areas close to both the lake 
and the river. The M Council Member deems it possible to build in Karlstad: “I think that we can build, 
but with consideration to this [flood risk]. Refraining from building altogether, well, that should only be 
the case when there are very big risks”. The municipality builds with certain distances and heights to 
the water, and the Chief of Planning thinks the set limits are reasonable if Karlstad is to be able to keep 
developing and grow. To do so, hard-adaptive measures are adopted to shelter areas from flooding. The 
alternative to implement measures would be to move Karlstad (Chief of Planning, personal 
communication 2022; M Council Member, personal communication 2022).  
 
Karlstad’s MP Council Member is not as convinced about the set limits and thinks that the municipality 
could build further away from the water. The Council Member discusses an area being planned along 
the river that the Council Member was against developing due to flood risk. It is mentioned that the 
municipality will at least build a levee along the river, and eventually the Council Member gave in. Yet, 
the Council Member deems it problematic building so close to the water and describes a political conflict 
between developing attractive housing and minimizing the probability of floods. This conflict of interest 
and the difficulty to balance the interests are discussed by most respondents. But the Kristinehamn’s L 
Council Member sees the situation differently. For the Council Member, the most important quest is to 
make it easier to build close to the water and the obstacle is the shoreland protection: “it’s [building at 
the expense of flood risk] a non-question really, when it comes to constructions in areas exposed to flood 
risk. Because that’s not really going on today […] we know that there is a risk living close to the water. 
But the political discussion is not about if it’s inappropriate because of flood risk, the political discussion 
concerns shoreland protection”. 
 
To summarize: (4) How does the municipality reason about building in flood-prone areas? In short, 
both municipalities correspond to the risk controlling perception. As mentioned, when it comes to 
Vänern there is a belief that the municipality is protected by the implemented measures. Moreover, a 
decreasing population seems to be deemed a bigger risk. Consequently, the municipalities argue for 
developing areas close to the water. Yet, Kristinehamn appears to emphasize the importance if growth 
slightly more compared to Karlstad who seems to be more worried about the potential consequences of 
floods and therefore invests greatly in flood management strategies and measures. Flood risk is 
described as a natural consequence of growth. Kristinehamn thus seems to be a bit risk neglecting or 
downplaying as well.   

6. Discussion 

The analysis shows that the municipalities reason about flood risk in similar ways but diverge in some 
instances. It is difficult to categorize the municipalities according to theory given that reality is more 
complex. However, when the answers to the operationalized questions are weighed together, both 
municipalities seem to correspond mostly to Ridolfi et al. (2020) description of the risk controlling 
perception. Some of the material also resemble strands from the other perceptions as well. For instance, 
one of Karlstad’s respondents would, in line with the risk monitoring perception, rather develop new 
areas further away from the water to avoid the risk source. In contrast, the respondents from 
Kristinehamn overall appear to be more confident in the safety of the areas close to the water and seems 
to prioritize demographic growth to a larger degree, confirming to the risk neglecting or downplaying 
perceptions. Moreover, compared to Kristinehamn, Karlstad have more of a history of dealing with flood 
issues and they have made substantial investments in different kinds of measures. As underlined by the 
respondents, Karlstad is a bigger municipality with more resources than Kristinehamn. This could be an 
important factor to consider when trying to understand respective municipality’s prioritization of 
preparedness. Yet, to some degree it is still a choice to prioritize some issues over others.  
 



 31 

Surprisingly, given the proposed differences between the municipalities, the two cases share similarities. 
Even though the municipalities describe themselves as in a precarious balance constantly exposed to 
some degree of risk, they are quite confident in their ability to predict and manage floods, or at least to 
secure important societal functions, thanks to implemented measures. The belief in technical solutions 
is substantial, and given the regulation of Vänern, most respondents, especially from Kristinehamn, talk 
about the lake almost as a non-risk. Though Kristinehamn remembers previous flood events and has 
adjusted their plans accordingly, the respondents are divided when it comes to how they view the 
probability of similar or worse flood events in the future. Some see past events as “worst-case scenarios” 
or almost as a protocol for how future events will develop. None of the municipalities are reluctant to 
soft-adaptive measures but hard-adaptive measures are prioritized. Though many respondents advocate 
that respective municipality must do what they can to counteract flooding, only one of the respondents, 
from Karlstad, considers relocating from flood-prone areas. Given that the decline of growth seems to 
be a bigger risk than potential floods, particularly to one of the respondents from Kristinehamn, the 
development of areas by the water continue.  
 
To summarize and to answer the research question, the interpretation of the material and the subsequent 
answers to the analytic questions show that the municipalities are similar in their risk perception and 
largely confirm to the risk controlling perception. Yet, they differ in some respects, where it can be 
argued that Karlstad shows signs of a risk monitoring perception and Kristinehamn shows signs of a risk 
neglecting or a downplaying perception. Moreover, it seems like both municipalities’ approaches to 
flood risk can be connected to their risk perceptions. Both municipalities have faith, to some degree, in 
the potential to control flood risk through hard-adaptive measures and that the solution is to manipulate 
the environment rather than changing one’s needs and desires. This deepens the understanding of 
respective municipality’s flood risk management strategy, which largely advocate for hard-adaptive 
measures. The municipalities’ confidence in their perceived stable state when it comes to the threat from 
Vänern could explain why other measures, such as avoiding the risk source, are not adopted. If one is 
confident that one is protected from flood risk, there is no point in reevaluating the implemented 
measures. In the long run, this approach could counteract a perhaps more rational evaluation process of 
different options. The suggested division between the municipalities may be slightly overrated. Karlstad 
may have invested more in different kinds of climate adaptive solutions, but the desire to create attractive 
housing appears to overtrump the potential risk also for Karlstad. Both municipalities are criticized by 
the CAB, and both deviate from the principles on return levels set by the Board of Housing, Building 
and Planning (Länsstyrelsen 2021; Länsstyrelsen 2022; Chief of Planning, Karlstad, personal 
communication 2022; Chief of Planning, Kristinehamn, personal communication 2022). However, 
Karlstad is less reluctant to the principles and does not seem to have as severe of a conflict with the 
CAB compared to Kristinehamn, who’s slightly different approach towards flood risk may be 
understood through the signs of a risk neglecting or a downplaying perception. Yet, as will be further 
elaborated on below, the varying flood risk management strategies may also be connected to other 
factors, such as conflicts over prioritizations, the financial and political realities, and the lack of 
agreement between actors.  
 
In line with previous studies that have also utilized Cultural Theory of Risk, it seems like perception 
may be coupled with behaviour (e.g. Xue et al. 2014; Xie et al. 2014; Lazrus 2016). The municipalities 
have based their policies and plans on the calculated risk. Some of the respondents’ perception of risk 
is quite technical and there is considerable faith in how a flood would develop based on this, explaining 
the municipalities reasonings about for instance return levels. The respondents’ descriptions of risk 
differ slightly internally within the municipalities but particularly externally between the municipalities 
and the CAB. Subsequently, it seems clear that risk is dependent on subjective interpretations, in line 
with for instance the work of Douglas and Wildavsky (1982) and Tierney (2014). As argued by Di 
Baldassare et al. (2018), the social aspects of disaster risk deserve more attention. The aspect of human 
agency should not be ignored given that the actors in charge of risk management ultimately are humans 
affected by human factors (Enander 2016). By suggesting that subjective risk perceptions can be 
connected to flood risk management, this study concurs with previous studies when arguing that social 
dimensions such as risk perception need to be further explored. Additionally, this study has explored the 
subject from a decision-maker perspective, which has not been done thoroughly before. It is important 
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to continue studying this unit of analysis in order to create a deeper understanding of society’s approach 
towards flood risk. With that said, as Di Baldassare (2018) argues, the field must integrate social and 
physical aspects of DRR better. Using socio-hydrological modeling, Ridolfi et al. (2020) find that a risk 
controlling perception entails a significant preparedness, even if a risk monitoring perception is even 
more desirable. The intention of this study was not to evaluate the effectiveness of the respective 
municipality’s flood risk management, but to explore the reasonings and attitudes behind them. Yet, it 
would be interesting to look further into the “real” effects of the perceptions and management styles in 
each case. 
 
Despite the themes analyzed within the frame of the theory, other themes emerge when reading the 
material. For example, the instances where growth is prioritized over avoiding risk could be understood 
by Boin et al. (2017) explanation of the tendency for organizations to define efficiency in terms of what 
to accomplish rather than what to avoid, ultimately affecting the organization’s ability to make sense of 
signs of risk. The phenomenon could also be understood through Wachinger et al. (2013) description of 
a “risk perception paradox” which describe why citizens continue with potentially destructive behaviour 
even though a risk has been detected. The reason for the continued behaviour could, according to the 
authors, be understood by an unwillingness to act due to several factors, such as an acceptance of the 
risk because of its benefits (ibid.). Similarly, the behaviour may also be understood through Renn’s 
(2007) explanation of a phase following the perception phase where actors make judgements about 
accepting, tolerating, or not tolerating the risk. Given that the municipalities value the benefits of the 
risk (creating attractive housing and thus increasing the municipality’s economical resources), the 
municipalities seem to tolerate the risk. In contrast to a fully accepted risk, the judgement about 
tolerating the risk may entail that some measures are implemented (ibid.). In the cases of Karlstad and 
Kristinehamn, several hard-adaptive measures thought to mitigate the risk are in place. Although the 
implementation of measures indicates a certain preparedness according to the reasonings by Ridolfi et 
al. (2020), it could also be counteractive. According to Mitroff et al. (1989) “quick-fixes” could bolster 
a false sense of security. For instance, as shown by Nyberg et al. (2014) the so much appreciated 
regulation of Vänern could entail negative consequences when it comes to economic and environmental 
interests. 
 
Another apparent theme may be the difficulty for actors to achieve a holistic perspective where all 
aspects of sustainability is weighed together in a long-term perspective. According to Sköld and Nyberg 
(2016), this is a common problem. Both Karlstad and Kristinehamn seem to prioritize the more short-
term goal of economic growth over more long-term risk reductive goals. They seem to struggle when it 
comes to balancing different interests and both struggle to imagine future scenarios. In line with previous 
research, the results indicate that the integration of risk reduction and sustainability is inadequate in 
public policies (Kelman 2017). Along with several other authors, Sköld and Nyberg (2016) suggest that 
complex sustainability issues require an integration of several aspects by collaboration and participation 
by different actors from all parts of society (see also Reed 2008; Innes & Booher 2016; Duit & Löf 
2018). The respondents from both municipalities describe political conflicts over prioritizations and to 
some degree put the responsibility elsewhere or think that other actors intervene too much. For instance, 
both municipalities describe a conflict with the CAB. The CAB is thought to intervene to much and is 
described as an irritating obstacle. The Chief of Planning from both municipalities describe that the 
CAB has a different view on risk (Chief of Planning, Karlstad, personal communication 2022; Chief of 
Planning, Kristinehamn, personal communication 2022). The described conflict indicates that risk 
perceptions may differ between organizations. In the long run, such conflicts could negatively affect the 
ability to cooperate and thus also affect the capacity to achieve holistic sustainable solutions. This aspect 
is not explored within the frame of the theory but could perhaps be valuable to look into further. 
 
Moreover, there has been no significant attempts to include the public in flood issues. The municipalities 
acknowledge that they have a responsibility to inform but at the same time underline that their primary 
responsibility is to secure important societal functions and that the public must increase their own 
preparedness. The aspect of collaboration and participation could be interesting to investigate further, 
especially given that also Ridolfi et al. (2020) suggest that soft-adaptive measures such as this strengthen 
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preparedness. Given the importance of risk reduction for sustainability, it is important that the 
municipalities keep discussing and perhaps try new ways to develop their approach towards flood risk.  
 
One last theme apparent from the material that deserve more attention is the aspect of experiences.  
Previous studies have shown that experiences affect citizens’ risk perceptions (e.g. Burningham 2008; 
Grahn & Jaldell 2019; Mondini et al. 2020). Though this study touches upon the aspect through Ridolfi 
et al. (2020) analytical category of “flood memory”, it could be interesting to deepen the knowledge of 
the actual importance of previous experiences with floods and how it affects the incentives to work with 
risk reducing measures. For Kristinehamn, past experiences seem to have been crucial for their flood 
risk management. But in Karlstad’s case, the municipality has invested in increasing their preparedness 
despite that they do not have the same kind of experiences. 
 
There are several limitations to the study. As mentioned, it is difficult to apply the theory straight off on 
a municipality steered by different kinds of people with partly different kinds of backgrounds and 
opinions. Even if many of the respondents align in their answers, some diverge and point in other 
directions. This could possibly be explained by the fact that some of the respondents belong to different 
political parties. The study limited the interviews to politicians representing the governing coalition in 
each municipality. Perhaps additional risk perceptions would have been evident if also opposing parties 
were represented. The study could have gained a deeper understanding of the issue if more and deeper 
interviews had been carried out and if the internal political debate had been investigated by for instance 
observing meetings. Moreover, given the reasonings above, other theoretical aspects could also be 
interesting to explore. However, the thesis scratches the surface and can hopefully inspire to deeper 
future investigation of the social dimensions of risk. 

7. Conclusion 

The frequency and severity of floods have increased due to climate change. Including a disaster risk 
perspective in planning processes is crucial for achieving long-term preparedness and sustainability. In 
accordance with previous research, risk can be understood as socially constructed and produced. Given 
the social dimensions of risk, risk and disaster must be understood in relation to social processes and 
human agency. Consequently, it is of interest to explore how the actors in charge of society’s risk 
management view flood risk. As shown in the previous research section, decision-making about risk is 
not a straight-forward or rational process. Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to Cultural 
Theory of Risk suggests four ideal types of society and consequent risk perceptions ultimately affecting 
flood management: risk neglecting, risk monitoring, risk downplaying, and risk controlling societies. 
However, before this study, the authors’ theoretical contribution had not been empirically applied. With 
this as a departure point, the study aimed to contribute to a deeper understanding of local public actors’ 
perceptions of flood risk and how different flood risk management strategies may connected to this. By 
applying Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to Cultural Theory of Risk to two empirical 
cases that seemed to differ in their flood risk management, the study aimed to answer the following 
research question: How can municipal actors’ flood risk perceptions in Karlstad and Kristinehamn be 
understood, and how may this in turn be connected to flood risk management? 
 
In short, both municipalities find flood risk an important issue. To one degree or another, both 
municipalities see themselves as vulnerable to flooding. While Karlstad has a different history of 
working with flood risk management and seems to have invested more in their preparedness, the 
municipalities have similar reasonings. The interpretation of the material shows that both municipalities 
correspond largely to the risk controlling perception, even if they differ in some aspect, where it can be 
argued that Karlstad shows signs of a risk monitoring perception and Kristinehamn shows signs of a risk 
neglecting or downplaying perception. Both municipalities believe in technical hard-adaptive measures 
manipulating the environment rather than to change their needs and desires. This perception is reflected 
in respective municipality’s planning document, even if, as mentioned, Karlstad may invest more in 
such measures and prioritizes preparedness to a larger degree than Kristinehamn. This difference may 
be understood through Kristinehamn’s somewhat risk downplaying or neglecting attitude. Moreover, 
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both municipalities seem to prioritize growth rather than minimizing risk. Both municipalities receive 
criticism from the CAB for not taking enough consideration to flood risk, suggesting that the proposed 
differences between the municipalities may be somewhat overestimated.  Based on the interpretation of 
the material, it seems clear that risk is dependent on subjective interpretation, underlining the relevance 
of exploring and understanding social dimensions of risk, such as risk perceptions. Yet, as shown in the 
discussion, the varying flood risk management strategies could also be connected to other factors, such 
as conflicts over prioritizations, the financial and political realities, and the lack of agreement between 
actors. In essence, risk perceptions can be understood as an important factor influencing flood risk 
management, but they are likely to interplay and compete with other realities as well. While reality is 
more complex than what any theory can predict, Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to 
Cultural Theory of Risk still serves as a useful lens enabling analysis. It is difficult to categorize the 
cases completely into one type of perception or another, perhaps the perceptions rather belong to a scale, 
but exploring each theme suggested by the authors answered relevant questions and overall contributed 
to a deeper understanding of each case’s perception of and approach towards flood risk. 
 
By exploring Karlstad’s and Kristinehamn’s perception of flood risk, the study not only contributes 
empirically by applying Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution to Cultural Theory of Risk for 
the first time, but also contributes to a better understanding of the social dimensions of risk. The results 
suggest that the risk perceptions vary slightly between the actors, possibly showcasing the connection 
to varying flood risk management strategies. In line with previous research arguing that the social 
dimensions of risk must be further emphasized, the study shows that perspectives towards risk on the 
municipal level is not only dependent on objective dimensions but relies on actors’ perceptions and 
consequent approaches towards risk. The study also contributes to the theoretical knowledge of decision-
makers’ risk perceptions and shows how dominant risk perceptions may influence how flood risk is 
dealt with. This unit of analysis is important to explore given that public local actors are highly 
responsible for society’s preparedness and sustainability. As the consequences of climate change 
become even more apparent, the quest of achieving successful risk reduction becomes crucial. Being at 
the nexus of risk reduction and sustainability, the study recalls the importance of integrating these fields 
further.  
 
The study could have achieved both more depth as well as more width by either exploring one case 
deeper or applying the theory to several more cases. An interesting aspect for future research to 
investigate further is actors’ journeys to become more risk monitoring by exploring the utilization of 
different kinds of soft-adaptive measures aiming at increasing participation and collaboration to achieve 
more integrate long-term sustainable solutions. Exploring social dimensions of risk deserves further 
attention and Ridolfi and colleagues’ theoretical contribution could be a suitable starting point also for 
future studies. Contributing to a deeper knowledge of such processes is essential for understanding 
decision-makers’ approaches to risk and in the long term, how this affects society’s efforts to improve 
overall sustainability.  

8. Acknowledgement 
I would like to express my gratitude to my supervisor Frederike Albrecht, without whom this thesis 
would not have been the same. Albrecht has offered helpful feedback and guidance throughout the whole 
process. I would also like to thank my subject reviewer Helena Hermansson, who also has provided me 
with relevant feedback and suggestions for improvement. Moreover, the study would not have been 
possible without the participation of the interviewees who kindly devoted their time to the project. Lastly 
but not least, I would like to show my appreciation for my friends and family who have supported me 
along the process, especially my mum who has helped with proof reading.  
 
 
 
 



 35 

9. References  
Aven T. 2012. The risk concept - historical and 
recent development trends. Reliability Engineering 
and System Safety, 99, 33–44. 
 
Bacchi, C. 2009. Analysing Policy: What’s the 
problem represented to be. Pearson Education 
Australia. 
 
Beck, U. 1992. Risk Society: Towards a New 
Modernity. London: Sage Publications. 
 
Becker, P. 2014. Sustainability Science: Managing 
Risk and Resilience for Sustainable Development. 
Amsterdam and Oxford: Elsevier. 
 
Birkmann, J. & von Teichman, K. 2010. Integrating 
disaster risk reduction and climate change 
adaptation: key challenges—scales, knowledge, and 
norms. Sustainability Science, 5, 171–184. 
 
Bitsch Olsen, P., Apollo Rasmussen, M. & 
Kjærgaard Hansen, U. 2019. ”Project Design in 
Problem-Oriented Project Work” in Bitsch Olsen, P. 
& Pedersen, K. (Ed.). Problem-oriented Project 
Work: A Workbook. Fifth Edition. 
Samfundslitteratur, 51-64. 
 
Bjereld, U., Demker, M. & Hinnfors, J. 2009. Varför 
vetenskap?. Third Edition. Lund: Studentlitteratur. 
 
Blyton, P. & Jenkins, J. 2012. “Generalizing 
Sustainability Research: Some Reflections from a 
Study of Work-Life Integration” in Franklin, A. & 
Blyton, P. (Ed.). Researching Sustainability: A 
Guide to Social Science Methods, Practice and 
Engagement. London: Routledge, 227-241. 
 
Boin, A., ‘t Hart, P., Stern, E. & Sundelius, B. 2017. 
The politics of crisis management. Second Edition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Boréus, K & Kohl, S. 2018. ”Innehållsanalys” in 
Boréus, K & Bergström, G. (Ed.). Textens mening 
och makt. Metodbok i samhällsvetenskaplig text-och 
diskursanalys. Fourth Edition. Lund: 
Studentlitteratur, 49-92. 
 
Boverket [the Swedish National Board of Housing, 
Building and Planning]. 2020a. Översvämningsrisk 
vid planläggning. Available: 
https://www.boverket.se/sv/PBL-
kunskapsbanken/planering/detaljplan/lansstyrelsens
-
tillsyn/tillsynsvagledning_naturolyckor/tillsynsvagl
edning-oversvamning/ (accessed 2022-03-17).  
 

Boverket [the Swedish National Board of Housing, 
Building and Planning]. 2020b. Utgångspunkter för 
bedömning av översvämningsrisk. Available: 
https://www.boverket.se/sv/PBL-
kunskapsbanken/planering/detaljplan/lansstyrelsens
-
tillsyn/tillsynsvagledning_naturolyckor/tillsynsvagl
edning-oversvamning/stod-till-lansstyrelsen-vid-
riskbedomning/utgangspunkter/ (accessed 2022-03-
17).  
 
Boverket [the Swedish National Board of Housing, 
Building and Planning]. 2020c. Tillämpning och 
avsteg. Available: https://www.boverket.se/sv/PBL-
kunskapsbanken/planering/detaljplan/lansstyrelsens
-
tillsyn/tillsynsvagledning_naturolyckor/tillsynsvagl
edning-oversvamning/stod-till-lansstyrelsen-vid-
riskbedomning/tillampning-och-avsteg/ (accessed 
2022-03-17).  
 
Boverket [the Swedish National Board of Housing, 
Building and Planning]. 2020d. Översiktsplanen. 
Available: https://www.boverket.se/sv/PBL-
kunskapsbanken/planering/oversiktsplan/oversiktsp
lanen/ (accessed 2022-04-28).  
 
Breakwell, G. 2014. The psychology of risk. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Bryman, Alan. 2018. Samhällsvetenskapliga 
metoder. Translated by Nilsson, B. Third Edition. 
Stockholm: Liber. 
 
Burningham, K. Fielding, J. & Thrush, D. 2008. It’ll 
never happen to me’: Understanding public 
awareness of local flood risk. Disasters, 32(2), 
216– 238. 
 
Bynander, F. 2015. ”Beslutskontext, beslutsfattande 
och gruppdynamik” i Deverell, Edward., Hansén, 
Dan & Olsson, Eva-Karin. (eds). Perspektiv på 
krishantering. Lund: Studentlitteratur, 45-72. 
 
Creswell, J. W. 2014. Research design: Qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. 
London: SAGE Publications. 
 
Di Baldassarre, G., Nohrstedt, D., Mård, J., 
Burchardt, S., Albin, C., Bondesson, S., Breinl, K., 
Deegan, F., Fuentes, D., Girons Lopez, M., 
Granberg, M., Nyberg, L., Rystedt Nyman, M., 
Rhodes, E., Troll, V., Young, S., Walch, C. & 
Parker, C . 2018. An Integrative Research 
Framework to Unravel the Interplay of Natural 
Hazards and Vulnerabilities. Earth’s Future, 6(3), 
305-310. 



 36 

 
Di Baldassare, G., Viglione, A., Carr, G., Kuil, L., 
Salinas, J.L. & Blöschl, G. 2013. Socio-hydrology: 
conceptualising human-flood interactions. 
Hydrological and Earth System Sciences, 17(8), 
3295-3303. 
 
Directive 2007/60/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 23 October 2007 on the 
assessment and management of flood risks. 
Available: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32007L0060 
(accessed 2021-12-20). 
 
DN. n.d. Klimatet. Dagens Nyheter. Available: 
https://www.dn.se/om/klimatet/ (accessed 2022-02-
15). 
 
Douglas, M. 1970. Natural Symbols: explorations in 
cosmology. New York: Pantheon Books. 
 
Douglas, M. & Wildavsky, A., 1982. Risk and 
culture: an essay on the selection of technical and 
environmental dangers. Berkeley, CA: University of 
California Press. 
 
Duit, A. & Löf, A. 2018. Dealing with a wicked 
problem? A dark tale of carnivore management in 
Sweden 2007-2011. Administration and Society, 
50(8), 1072-1096. 
 
Eiser, R., Bostrom, A., Burton, I., Johnston, D., 
McClure, J., Paton, D., van der Pligt, J. & White, M. 
2012. Risk interpretation and action: A conceptual 
framework for responses to natural hazards. 
International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction, 1, 
5-16. 
 
Enander, A. 2016. ”Varför bryr man sig? Drivkrafter 
för riskreducering och katastorfriskberedskap” in 
Ullberg, S. & Becker, P. (eds). 
Katastrofriskreducering. Lund: Studentlitteratur. 
365-384.  
 
Enander, A., Hede, S. & Lajksjö, Ö. 2014. Why 
Worry? Motivation for Crisis Preparedness Work 
among Municipal Leaders in Sweden. Journal of 
Contingencies and Crisis Management, 23(1), 1-10. 
 
Entman, R. 2004. Projections of Power: Framing 
News, Public Opinion, and U.S. Foreign Policy / 
Robert M. Entman. Chicago: U of Chicago. 
 
Evans, R. 2012. ”Case Study Method in 
Sustainability Research” in Franklin, A. & Blyton, 
P. (Ed.). Researching Sustainability: A Guide to 
Social Science Methods, Practice and Engagement. 
London: Routledge, 54-70. 
 
Franklin, A. & Blyton, P. 2012. ”Sustainability 

Research: An introduction” in Franklin, A. & 
Blyton, P. (Ed.). Researching Sustainability: A 
Guide to Social Science Methods, Practice and 
Engagement. London: Routledge, 3-16. 
 
FOI [Swedish Defence Research Agency]. 2017. 
Höga havsnivåer och översvämningar: Bedömning 
av konsekvenser av inträffade händelse i Sverige 
1980-2017. Available: 
https://www.msb.se/contentassets/b92f1d4d7b174d
9f8614aafa3af83c7d/foi-hoga-havsnivaer-och-
oversvamningar.pdf (accessed 2022-03-17).  
 
FOI [Swedish Defence Research Agency]. 2022. 
Krisberedskap. Available: 
https://www.foi.se/forskning/krisberedskap-och-
civilt-forsvar/krisberedskap.html (accessed: 2022-
02-15). 
 
Friborg, C. 2021. SVT Nyheter kraftsamlar kring 
klimatbevakningen. SVT Nyheter [the Swedish 
Public Service Television]. August 30. Available: 
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/svt-nyheter-
kraftsamlar-pa-klimatbevakningen (accessed 2022-
02-15).  
 
Grahn, T. & Jaldell, H. 2019. Households 
(un)willingness to perform private flood risk 
reduction – Results from a Swedish survey. Safety 
Science, 116(1), 127-136. 
 
Hannigan, J. 2012. Disasters Without Borders. 
Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Hulme, M. 2009. Why we disagree about climate 
change: understanding controversy, inaction and 
opportunity. New York: Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
Innes, E. J. & Booher, E. D. 2016. Collaborative 
rationality as a strategy for working with wicked 
problems. Landscape and Urban Planning, 154, 8-
10. 
 
IPCC, 2022: Summary for Policymakers [H.-O. 
Pörtner, D.C. Roberts, E.S. Poloczanska, K. 
Mintenbeck, M. Tignor, A. 
Alegría, M. Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. Löschke, V. 
Möller, A. Okem (eds.)]. In: Climate Change 2022: 
Impacts, Adaptation, 
and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II 
to the Sixth Assessment Report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change [H.-O. Pörtner, D.C. Roberts, M. 
Tignor, E.S. Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, A. 
Alegría, M. Craig, S. 
Langsdorf, S. Löschke, V. Möller, A. Okem, B. 
Rama (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press. In Press. 
 
Johnson, B. & Swedlow, B. 2021. Cultural Theory’s 



 37 

Contributions to Risk Analysis: A Thematic Review 
with Directions and Resources for Further Research. 
Risk Analysis, 41(3), 429-455 
. 
Kahneman, D. 2013. Tänka, snabbt och långsamt. 
Translation: Svensson, P. Stockholm: Volante. 
 
Kanazawa, M. 2018. Research methods for 
environmental studies: A social science approach. 
New York: Routledge. 
 
Karlstad Municipality. 2012. Översiktsplan 2012. 
Available: 
https://karlstad.se/globalassets/filer/bygga-och-
bo/samhallsutveckling_planering/oversiktsplan_201
2_120916.pdf  (accessed 2022-03-17).  
 
Karlstad Municipality. 2022. Översiktsplan 2050. 
Available: https://karlstad.se/globalassets/karlstad-
vaxer/projekt/op/samradshandlingar/oversiktsplan-
for-karlstads-kommun-2050---samradshandling.pdf 
(accessed 2022-03-17).  
 
Kellens, W., Terpstra, T. & De Maeyer, P. 2012. 
Perception and Communication of Flood Risks: A 
Systematic Review of Empirical Research. Risk 
Analysis, 33(1), 24-49. 
  
Kelman, I. 2017. Linking disaster risk reduction, 
climate change, and the sustainable development 
goals. Disaster Prevention and Management, 26(3), 
254-258. 
 
Kreibich, H., Di Baldassarre, G., Vorogushyn, S., 
Aerts, J.C.J.H., Apel, H., Aronica, G.T., Arnbjerg-
Nielsen, K., Bouwer, L.M., Bubeck, P., Caloiero, T., 
Chinh, D.T., Cortès, M., Gain, A.K., Giampá, V., 
Kuhlicke, C., Kundzewicz, Z.W., Llasat, M.C., 
Mård, J., Matczak, P., Mazzoleni, M., Molinari, D., 
Dung, N.V., Petrucci, O., Schröter, K., Slager, K., 
Thieken, A.H., Ward, P.J. and Merz, B. 2017. 
Adaptation to flood risk: Results of international 
paired flood event studies. Earth's Future, 5(10), 
953-965. 
 
Krisinformation.se. 2014. Om översvämningar i 
Värmland. Available: 
https://www.krisinformation.se/nyheter/2014/augus
ti/om-oversvamningar-i-varmland (accessed 2022-
03-17).  
 
Kristinehamn. 2021. Översiktsplan. Available: 
https://www.kristinehamn.se/contentassets/9ac80c0
4dc6b4d3d913c36d47083b290/oversiktsplan2021_
antagande.pdf (accessed 2022-03-17).   
 
Lantmäteriet. 2022. Available: 
https://minkarta.lantmateriet.se/ (accessed 2022-03-
17). 
 

Lazrus, H. 2016. “Drought is a Relative Term:” 
Drought Risk Perceptions and Water Management 
Preferences among Diverse Community Members in 
Oklahoma, USA. Human Ecology, 44, 595-605.  
 
Länsstyrelsen Värmland [County Administrative 
Board of Värmland]. 2020.  
Översiktsplan för Kristinehamns kommun – 
Utställning 2. Ref. 401-5326-2020 [pdf]. 
 
Länsstyrelsen Värmland [County Administrative 
Board of Värmland]. 2022.  
Översiktsplan för Karlstads kommun 2050. Ref. 401-
5129-2021 [pdf]. 
 
Mitroff, I. I., Pauchant, T., Finney, M. and Pearson, 
C. 1989. Do Some Organizations Cause Their Own 
Crises? The Cultural Profiles of Crisis-Prone Vs. 
Crisis-Prepared Organizations. Industrial Crisis 
Quarterly, 3(4), 269-283. 
 
Mondino, E., Scolobig, A., Borga, M. & Di 
Baldassarre, G. 2020. The Role of Experience and 
Different Sources of Knowledge in Shaping Flood 
Risk Awareness. Water, 12(8). 
 
MSB [the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency]. 
2012. Översvämningar i Sverige 1901-2010. 
Available: 
https://www.msb.se/RibData/Filer/pdf/26098.pdf 
(accessed 2022-03-17).   
 
MSB [the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency]. 
2015. Resilient Cities in Sweden – Six inspiring 
examples of DRR action. Available: 
https://www.msb.se/siteassets/dokument/publikatio
ner/english-publications/resilient-cities-in-sweden--
-six-inspiring-examples-on-drr-action.pdf (accessed 
2022-02-15). 
 
MSB [the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency]. 
2021a. Förordningen om översvämningsrisker – 
Sveriges genomförande av EU:s 
översvämningsdirektiv. Karlstad: Myndigheten för 
samhällsskydd och beredskap. Available: 
https://rib.msb.se/filer/pdf/29445.pdf (accessed 
2021-12-20).  
 
MSB [the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency]. 
2021b. Översvämning. Available: 
https://www.msb.se/sv/amnesomraden/skydd-mot-
olyckor-och-farliga-amnen/naturolyckor-och-
klimat/oversvamning/ (accessed 2022-03-17).  
 
MSB [the Swedish Civil Contingencies Agency]. 
n.d. Översvämningsportalen. Available: 
https://gisapp.msb.se/Apps/oversvamningsportal/in
dex.html (accessed 2021-12-20). 
 
Nyberg, L., Evers, M., Dahlström, M., Andreas, P. 



 38 

2014. Sustainability aspects of water regulation and 
flood risk reduction in Lake Vänern. Aquatic 
Ecosystem Health & Management, 17(4), 331-340. 
 
Reed, M. 2008. Stakeholder participation for 
environmental management; A literature review. 
Biological Conversation, 141(10), 2417-2431. 
 
Regeringskansliet [Government Offices of Sweden] 
2015. The Swedish model of government 
administration. Available: 
https://www.government.se/how-sweden-is-
governed/the-swedish-model-of-government-
administration/ (accessed 2022-03-10). 
 
Renn, O. 2008. Concepts of Risk: An 
Interdisciplinaty Review Part 1: Disciplinary Risk 
Concepts. GAIA – Ecological Perspectives for 
Science and Society, 17(1), 50-66. 
 
Renn, O. 2007. ”The Risk Handling Chain” in 
Bouder, F., Slavin, D. & Löfstedt, R. (eds). The 
Tolerability of Risk: A New Framwork for Risk 
Management. London: Earthscan, 21-74. 
 
Renn, O. & Klinke, A. 2013. A Framework of 
Adaptive Risk Governance for Urban Planning. 
Sustainability, 5(5), 2036–2059. 
 
Ridolfi, E., Albrecht, F., & Di Baldassarre, G. 2020. 
Exploring the role of risk perception in influencing 
flood losses over time. Hydrological Sciences 
Journal, 65(1), 12-20. 
 
SFS 2009:956. Förordning om översvämningsrisker 
[Regulation on Flood Risk]. 
 
SFS 2010:900. Plan- och bygglagen [Building and 
Planning Act]. 
 
Silbergh, D. 2001. Doing Dissertations in Politics. 
London New York: Routledge. 
 
Silverman, D. 2015. Interpreting Qualitative Data. 
London: SAGE Publications. 
 
SMHI [Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological 
Institute]. 2021a. Augusti 2021 - Skyfall gav 
översvämningar och höga flöden. Available: 
https://www.smhi.se/klimat/klimatet-da-och-
nu/manadens-vader-och-vatten-sverige/laget-i-
sveriges-sjoar-och-vattendrag/augusti-2021-skyfall-
gav-oversvamningar-och-hoga-floden-1.173433 
(accessed 2021-12-20). 
  
SMHI [Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological 
Institute]. 2021b. Översvämningar. Available: 
https://www.smhi.se/kunskapsbanken/hydrologi/ov
ersvamningar/oversvamningar-1.5949 (accessed 
2022-03-17).  

 
Smith, A.O., Alcántara-Ayala, I., Burton, I. & 
Lavell, A. 2017. The social construction of disaster 
risk: Seeking root causes. International Journal of 
Disaster Risk Reduction, 22, 569-474. 
 
SOU 2007:60. Sverige inför klimatförändringarna – 
hot och möjligheter. 
 
Steg, L. and Sievers, I., 2000. Cultural theory of 
individual perceptions of environmental risks. 
Environment and Behavior, 32(2), 248–267. 
 
Stone, D. 2012. Policy Paradox: The Art of Political 
Decision Making. W.W. New York: Norton & 
Company. 
 
Sköld, Y. & Nyberg, L. 2016. Effective and 
Sustainable Flood and Landslide Risk Reduction 
Measures: An Investigation of Two Assessment 
Frameworks. International Journal of Disaster Risk 
Science, 7(4), 374-392). 
 
Slovic, P. 2000. The Perception of Risk. London: 
Earthscan. 
 
SvD. 2018. SvD hyllas för klimatbevakning. 
Svenska Dagbladet. March 28. Available: 
https://www.svd.se/hyllas-for-klimatbevakning--
svd-bast-i-sverige-igen (accessed 2022-02-15) 
 
Thompson, M., Ellis, R., & Wildavsky, A., 1990. 
Cultural theory. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
 
Tierney, K.J. 2014. The social roots of risk : 
producing disasters, promoting resilience. Stanford: 
Stanford University Press. 
 
Ullberg, S. & Becker, P. 2016. 
”Katastrofriskreducering: ett mångvetenskapligt 
forskningsfält och ett tvärsektoriellt 
politikerområde” in Ullberg, S. & Becker, P. (eds). 
Katastrofriskreducering: Perspektiv, praktik, 
potential. Lund: Studentlitteratur. 23-60. 
 
UN. The 17 goals. Available: 
https://sdgs.un.org/goals (accessed 2021-12-20). 
 
UNDRR. 2015. Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction 2015-2030. Sendai: United Nations 
Office for Disaster Risk Reduction. Available: 
https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-
framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030 
(accessed 2021-12-20). 
 
UNDRR. 2020. Making Cities Resilient 2030 
(MCR2030) - initial proposal. Available: 
https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/ho
me/article/making-cities-resilient-2030-mcr2030-
initial-proposal.html (accessed 2022-02-15). 



 39 

  
UNDRR. n.d. Disaster risk reduction & disaster risk 
management. Available: 
https://www.preventionweb.net/understanding-
disaster-risk/key-concepts/disaster-risk-reduction-
disaster-risk-management (accessed 2022-03-03).  
 
Vaughan, S. 2012. “Elite and Elite-lite Interviewing: 
Managing Our Industrial Legacy” in Franklin, A. & 
Blyton, P. (Ed.). Researching Sustainability: A 
Guide to Social Science Methods, Practice and 
Engagement. London: Routledge, 105-119. 
 
WCED. 1987. Our common future. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
WMO. 2021a. WMO Atlas of Mortality and 
Economic Losses from Weather, Climate and Water 
Extremes (1970–2019). Geneva: World 
Meteorological Organization. Available: 
https://library.wmo.int/index.php?lvl=notice_displa
y&id=21930#.YisTcRPML0s (accessed 2021-12-
20). 
 
WMO. 2021b. Summer of extremes: floods, heat and 
fire. Available: 
https://public.wmo.int/en/media/news/summer-of-
extremes-floods-heat-and-fire (accessed 2021-12-
20). 
 
Zachrisson Winberg, J. & Sima, L. 2021a. 
Kommuner kritiseras – vill bygga på platser med 
översvämningsrisk. SVT Nyheter [the Swedish 
Public Service Television]. September 8. Available: 
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/kommuner-
kritiseras-vill-bygga-pa-platser-med-
oversvamningsrisk (accessed 2021-12-20). 
  
Zachrisson Winberg, J. & Sima, L. 2021b. Här 
bygger man nära vattnet – trots risken för 
översvämningar. September 8. SVT Nyheter [the 
Swedish Public Service Television].. Available: 
https://www.svt.se/nyheter/inrikes/har-bygger-man-
nara-vattnet-trots-risken-for-oversvamningar 
(accessed 2022-03-17). 
 
WWF. n.d. Klimatförändringarnas konsekvenser. 
Available: 
https://www.wwf.se/klimat/konsekvenser/ (accessed 
2022-04-28).  

 
Xie, X.L, Lo, A., Zheng, Y., Pan, J. & Luo, J. 2014. 
Generic security concern influencing individual 
response to natural hazards: evidence from 
Shanghai, China. Area, 46(2), 194-202.  

Xue, W., Hine, D. W., Loi, N. M., Thorsteinsson, E. 
B., & Phillips, W. J. 2014. Cultural worldviews and 
environmental risk perceptions: A meta-analysis. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 40, 249-258. 
 
Yin, R. 2009. “How to do Better Case Studies (With 
Illustrations From 20 Examplary Case Studies” in 
Bickman, L & Rog, D.J. (Ed.). The SAGE Handbook 
of Applied Social Research Methods. Second 
Edition. Los Angeles: SAGE, 254-282. 

Personal Communication 

Chief of Planning, Karlstad Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 27.  

Chief of Planning, Kristinehamn Municipality. 2022. 
Interview April 4.  

Executive Member of the Municipal Council, C [the 
Center Party], Kristinehamn Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 23. 

Executive Member of the Municipal Council, L [the 
Liberals], Kristinehamn Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 21.  

Executive Member of the Municipal Council, M [the 
Moderate Party], Karlstad Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 22.  

Executive Member of the Municipal Council, M [the 
Moderate Party], Kristinehamn Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 29.  

Executive Member of the Municipal Council, MP 
[the Green Party], Karlstad Municipality. 2022. 
Interview March 16.  

Security Coordinator, Kristinehamn Municipality. 
2022. Interview March 21. 

 
 
 
 
 



 40 

10. Appendices  

Appendix 1: Interview Guide 
 
The questions and themes described below is used to guide the interviews. To not steer the interviews 
too much, no specific questions regarding the themes are formulated in advance. The introductory and 
concluding questions are however formulated in advance in order to achieve a certain degree of ethical 
consideration. The introductory questions end with a broad introductory question acting as a departure 
point for the interviews. All questions regarding the themes will then be asked spontaneously during 
the interviews based on the topics addressed by the respondents. By the possibility to ask follow-up 
questions, the interviews still follow a certain pattern in order to make sure that the interviews 
contribute to the thesis aim.  
 
Introductory questions 
 

English Swedish 
- May I record the interview?  
- May I refer to your work title in the text?  
- Would you like to read potential quotes in advance?  
- Can you describe your role at the municipality? 
- How would you describe the municipality’s work with 

flooding? 

- Får jag spela in intervjun? 
- Kan jag referera till dig genom din arbetstitel i 

texten? 
- Vill du läsa potentiella citat i förväg? 
- Kan du beskriva din roll på kommunen? 
- Hur skulle du beskriva kommunens arbete med 

översvämningar? 

 
Themes to address 
 

Theme Description  
Flood Memory This theme explores the municipality’s memory of previous flood events and if such 

experiences have yielded any new knowledge that have influenced the actors’ approach 
towards flood risk. The theme is explored by seeing if the respondent refers to previous 
experiences and potential learning outcomes.  

Preparedness and 
implemented measures 

This theme explores what kind of measures (soft-adaptive, hard-adaptive, or a mixture) the 
municipalities have implemented and thus if preparedness is prioritized. The theme is explored 
by listening to the respondents’ reasoning about different kinds of measures and their 
usefulness as well as if preparedness is referred to as an important goal.  

Core assumptions about 
vulnerability and risk   

This theme explores the municipalities attitudes towards risk and vulnerability, and whether 
the actors perceive themselves as in a stable state and if a potential flood would disturb the 
normal state. The theme is explored by listening to the respondents’ reasoning about flood risk 
in general and for example the possibility that the municipality would be exposed to and 
negatively affected by flooding and how they view the possibility to deal with flood risk.  

Demographic growth This theme explores the municipalities attitudes towards building in flood-prone areas. The 
theme is explored by listening to the respondents’ reasoning about building in flood-prone 
areas.  

 
Concluding questions 
 

English Swedish 
- Would you like to add anything? 
- May I get back you if I have any additional questions? 

- Skulle du vilja lägga till något? 
- Kan jag återkomma om jag har några ytterligare 

frågor?  
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