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Executive Summary 

 How decisions are made and the management of community and stakeholder 

consultations can have a significant effect on the acceptability of the decision or 

policy and the credibility of the decision-making body.  

 

 It is recommended that motivations, cultural values, hopes, fears and 

expectations are discussed openly and included at the outset of community and 

stakeholder consultations.  

 

 There is scope to increase the range of evidence considered as legitimate and 

relevant to consultations. 
 

  
 

  

 

 

Background 

 

 

  

 

 
 

Dr. Saville is an environmental and cultural geographer and 

a member of the Svalbard Social Science Initiative. In 2012 

– 2016 she conducted PhD research on value, decision 

making and environmental politics surrounding 

conservation in Svalbard. Field trips in 2013, 2014 and 2015 

included over 70 interviews, a tourist survey and 

ethnographic observations undertaken in Longyearbyen, 

Barentsburg and Pyramiden. The PhD was completed in 

2017, entitled “Saving Svalbard: Contested value, 

conservation practices and everyday life in the high Arctic.” 
 

 

 

 

Dr. Saville has been granted funding to extend this research and publicise the results 

during 2019 as part of the “Svalbard Futures: Value and Adaptation in the 

Anthropocene project.” More information and full copies of publications and thesis is 

available:      Email: sms10@aber.ac.uk         www.samsaville.org  

  

mailto:sms10@aber.ac.uk
http://www.samsaville.org/
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Overview and Purpose 
It is recognised that Svalbard, and Longyearbyen in particular, is undergoing rapid 

socio-economic and environmental change, accompanied by increased discussion of 

future strategies and management. This report summarises the key messages from Dr 

Saville’s research that could be useful in informing future decision-making processes. 

Much of this may already be known to those in Svalbard, but given the tendency for 

fast personnel turnover this document may also help mitigate “institutional memory 

loss.”  

 

The first section relates the guiding theoretical framework to practical applications in 

decision-making. Section 2 summarises research on science-policy interfaces. Section 3 

reports the empirical results from the thesis and 2019 research, focusing on the 

example of the East Svalbard Management Plan. Section 4 makes some 

recommendations from the basis of this research. Some key points and previous 

studies are referenced along with guidance for where evidence and discussion of the 

findings can be found in the full thesis. 
 

 

  

Conservation is an inherently value laden 

activity, for it rests upon assumptions 

about what nature ought to be conserved. 

Carolan 2007, p.740 

 



 

4 

 

1. Value and Decision Making  
1.1. Value, simply put, is a judgement of how important something is. Within the social sciences 

and humanities it is widely agreed value is not a fixed, objective “thing” but is highly 

dependent on what is being evaluated, by whom and for what purpose. Therefore valuation 

exercises and assessments are highly political, contestable, subjective and context 

dependent.1  

 

1.2. However, in policy and practice circles, value is seen as being stable, fixed and objective 

through various means of measurement and criteria, both qualitative and quantitative. In 

order to develop such measurement or judgement systems we need to categorise (e.g. 

employ terms such as “cultural heritage” or “wilderness”) in order to work out what kind of 

things are relevant, possible or strategically important to account for (or leave out).  

 

1.3. Value, values and emotions are related concepts that work together in our decision-making 

processes. However, emotions and personal feelings are largely excluded, or made invisible 

from valuation processes.2 

 

1.4. Within cultural heritage and environmental management, the assessment of values of 

artefacts, sites, species and habitats is a common and important part of developing 

management policies. This is the case in Svalbard. Such assessments are important for 

understanding what may be included or excluded in management policies and regulations. 

Often criteria are used to assist such valuation for example, cultural heritage in Svalbard is 

assessed firstly by whether it dates from earlier or later than 1946.  

 

1.5. There are limitations to these kinds of assessments: 

 Philosophically and ethically, such assessments do not take account of how things 

(species, habitats, cultural heritage) matter to us – measurements need social and cultural 

context that is rarely included.   

 Creating an “objective” or “scientific” measurement of value can de-politicise the matter 

at hand and shut down debate, if treated as the answer or solution to management 

questions.  

 Scientific and expert techniques cannot measure everything to the same degree of 

accuracy or detail. There will be more data and knowledge about particular species, areas, 

artefacts, etc depending on available equipment, expertise, access to sites, scientific 

interest, funding, etc. This creates a distortion and imbalances of focus on some areas of 

expertise over others or on the measurement/assessment process itself.  

                                                

 
1 (Carolan 2013) See Chapter 2 of Saving Svalbard for full discussion. 
2 (Deonna and Teroni 2015) See chapter 5 of Saving Svalbard.  
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Policy cannot simply be derived from knowledge…research 

findings rarely, if ever speak for themselves…only when 

interpreted in a particular context and related to some particular 

concerns, interests and values, can knowledge be “used” by 

decision makers. 

 Underdal 2000, pp.5–6 
 

2. The Science-Policy Interface 
 

2.1. Often evidence-based policy is assumed to take scientific knowledge (and only scientific 

knowledge) as the basis for policy. This is not and should not be so straightforward. Both 

scientific knowledge production and the policy-making it may influence, are subject to 

political forces and societal and personal values.  
 

2.2. Science-Policy Interface scholars have devised a framework that can be used to evaluate the 

evidence feeding in to policy decisions and the process of decision and policy-making, called 

CRELE (Credibility, Relevance and Legitimacy).3  

Credibility: Whether the evidence in use is perceived as adequate and valid in terms of 

scientific methodology. Whether the policy-making process, including consultations with 

stakeholders is using the evidence in an appropriate way and information is being exchanged 

well.  

Relevance: Whether the evidence used is perceived as relevant and/or whether the policy 

and consultation is seen as relevant to society’s needs.  

Legitimacy: Whether the knowledge production process is perceived as unbiased and the 

processes and decision-making is seen as fair and balanced. 

 

2.3. The CRELE framework is useful in dissecting the process of making policy decisions, and 

trying to create balance between political and expert authority.  
 

2.4. CRELE does not, however, fully account for the politics, emotions, values and cultural 

contexts in which such processes take place.   

                                                

 
3 (Sarkki et al. 2015; Tangney 2017) See Chapter 6 of Saving Svalbard. 
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3. Research Findings 
 

3.1. Interviews, tourist surveys and observations all found (unsurprisingly) that “nature” and 

Svalbard’s wilderness are highly valued across Svalbard’s communities. It is a key draw for 

people coming to live and visit and an important part of life. That it should be treated with 

respect and is in need of protection is not an area of dispute.4  

 

3.2. There are, however, different ideas and beliefs regarding what wilderness means (e.g. 

whether it means having no trace of human presence), the influence of Norwegian national 

identity and cultural ideals (e.g. friluftsliv and friluftsloven) and how it should be protected 

and by what means (e.g. voluntary guidelines or strict regulations).  

 

3.3. Cultural heritage is also valued, to a lesser extent. The history of exploration and resource 

exploitation is a point of interest for both visitors and residents. However, the ideas 

surrounding what is categorised as cultural heritage and what that should mean (whether 

things should be cleaned up, left in place, restored etc) are more contested. There is a 

conflict between ideals of pristine nature and landscapes that contain “rusty old junk” from 

previous industrial activity, and between different ideas of management and protection 

measures.  

Interviews, 2014 

“I like the mixture between the nature that’s so wild 

and the urban life…you always see the signs of 

cultural activity on Svalbard long before we came” 

“The law for protecting stuff in Svalbard 

…it’s ridiculous, just get rid of it! It’s junk” 

 

 

                                                

 
4 (Kaltenborn 1998; Hagen et al. 2012) See Chapter 4 of Saving Svalbard.  
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3.4. In general, local views on environmental protection regulations are mixed. Some resent the 

loss of freedom to go and do what they like in the wilderness areas, others are disappointed 

restricted access can mean access becomes unfair or uneven across different user groups 

and learning opportunities are curtailed. Some very much recognise the need to have some 

forms of regulation, but the specific level of regulation can be seen as unfounded, not 

strongly evidenced and over the top. There is awareness that not all regulations are 

consistently adhered to by residents or visitors. Others suggest that voluntary guidelines 

could work better than hard regulation.5 
 

Interview 2014 

“I think that it's much better to do volunteer guidelines … because you protect what you know, and 

you protect what you can see, you protect what you love. If you have a relation to it, it’s much 

easier to get people to take care if it … I don't think closing off large areas is really going to help.” 

 

3.5. In 2019, again views are mixed. There seems to be a wider acceptance of the need for 

regulation, especially connected with climate change and increasing tourism. However, there 

is still reluctance for full support by some and a longing for the freedom of less regulated 

past-times. There also seems to be a more open communication channel between the 

governor’s office, residents and user groups.  
 

Interview 2019 

“You always have this nostalgia about the past, that it was so much better before and less rules and 
everything was more free and so on, but it's nothing I can do anything about, it's easier to accept 

that's the way life is, it's changing.” 

 

3.6. The wider context in which environmental protection regulations are formulated is observed 

by many residents and other actors. The political agency Norway has in Svalbard is 

connected to the ability to protect its flora and fauna and the state has been increasingly 

pro-active here. It is also recognised that constructing the strictest environmental 

regulations/aiming to be the best-managed wilderness environment comes with symbolic 

and geopolitical currency – both at the nation-state level and on a smaller scale. Some 

people question whether this motivation is more important that protecting the environment 

when it comes to the type of resulting regulations.  

 

3.7. The emotional and affectual impact of living in or experiencing Svalbard’s environment 

should also be noted. These can be significant in how visitors and residents relate to and 

behave in the environment. Some develop a particular kind of place attachment known as 

the “Svalbard Bug/ Svalbard Basill.”  

                                                

 
5 See Chapter 6 of Saving Svalbard. 
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3.8. Scientists are also subject to such emotional and affectual experiences and often develop 

affinities and enthusiasm for working in Svalbard, which in turn has an impact on the kinds of 

science produced.6 

 

3.9. Often inputs to policy decisions are limited to certain scientific data only, whereas other 

actors also can make valid contributions to an evidence base.7 

 

Specific Analysis of the East Svalbard Management Plan 
consultation and decision-making process.  

Most parties agree this was a long and difficult process, and it is clear there have been lessons 

learned from it.8  

CRELE analysis 

 

Credibility - Poor: Some actors questioned the quality and quantity of evidence drawn upon as the 

basis of the regulations. Scientists reported dissatisfaction with the way some evidence was used. 

Some stakeholders did not feel listened to. Hence the exchange of information was not well-

managed. 

Relevance – questioned: Some actors had questions as to the purpose of the regulation (e.g. 

important to be seen to be managing, rather than providing significant environmental protection). 

There were also questions as to how much impact the stakeholders consulted may have on the final 

outcome, and wider concerns over the direction of regulation in general (i.e. access restrictions and 

permissions).   

Legitimacy – unsatisfactory: The long process and voluntary involvement of stakeholder groups 

(meaning a large sacrifice of time and money) along with the questions of the way evidence and input 

from stakeholders was put to use meant the process was not perceived as fair or balanced. Instead, 

the governor’s office was seen as selectively using evidence to support the decisions and direction of 

policy already decided upon to some degree.  

 

3.9. Many of the conflicts and mistrust that developed during this consultation were about the 

ways in which the consultation was managed and ways in which evidence was used. There 

are also underlying tensions regarding the purpose of the legislation and residents’ wishes 

for fair and open access to heritage (both natural and cultural). 
 

                                                

 
6 See chapter 5 of Saving Svalbard. 
7 (Nyseth and Viken 2016; Bets, Lamers, and Tatenhove 2017; Saville 2019)  
8 A full discussion with interview evidence is within chapter 6 of Saving Svalbard.  
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3.10. This analysis does not include the important factors of the wider geopolitical context, nor the 

importance of cultural and personal values within the decision-making process or its local 

acceptance. A transparent inclusion of the breadth of values associated with the East 

Svalbard area, wilderness and cultural heritage could have greatly improved the credibility, 

relevance and legitimacy of both the process and the outcome. 
 

3.11. Rather than basing the discussion solely around the available scientific evidence that fit the 

imperative for closure, openly discussing and acknowledging the multiple value 

conceptualisations of what is at stake could have greatly improved the transparency and the 

chance of a management plan that was more acceptable to users. This would go beyond a 

quantitative approach to measuring, assessing and documenting site “values” in terms of 

species, landforms or historical objects present and also include an appreciation of how such 

things are valued, our affective-emotional relationship with them, how we want that 

relationship to develop and why.9 
 

3.12. It is recognised there have been improvements in recent consultations over temporary 

access restrictions on the fjords and the Sør-Spitsbergen, Forlandet and Nordvest-

Spitsbergen national parks and bird sanctuaries. It is hoped this will continue for the central 

Spitsbergen areas and future area planning. 

Interviews 2019 

 

3.13. There are still significant challenges and debates locally that will continue to influence 

discussions over future management plan that it will be key to work through.  

 

Interview 2019 

“I keep running into this attitude, 'but we've always done it like this', or 'we're locals, we're better 
than the others', or ' I know it's happening, I know it's a problem, but I don't want to acknowledge 

it, i just want to drive'. ... And that's really disappointing” 

  

                                                

 
9 See  (Endres 2012; Hamilton and Wills-Toker 2006) for examples of these techniques 

“It was a more open process and there 
were several opportunities to give 

input PRIOR to the final consultation” 

“They [the Governor’s Office] do not HAVE to have that 
hearing, they are doing it as a proactive thing. They want 

to start a dialogue and build awareness and some 
consensus maybe even. And I was quite thrilled by that, 

…that's good management” 
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4. Recommendations  
 

4.1. That the motivations, scope for negotiations, policy directives and interpretations are 

transparent from the outset of a regulatory or strategy consultation. 

 

4.2. That there is open facilitated discussion(s) at the start of decision-making processes where 

all interested parties can express their values and feelings related to the area/policy under 

consultation.  

 

4.3. As much as possible, make consultation meetings, information and documentations 

accessible to all (e.g. different language formats, local meetings at appropriate times).  

 

4.4. That evidence from a wider range of sources be considered in a transparent manner. To 

include scientific findings from beyond the NPI, data collected by tour operators and other 

actors contributing to species and heritage site monitoring and social science findings. 

 

4.5. In addition, the following guide framework (Table 1) is designed as a checklist and planning 

aid for community and stakeholder consultations. It takes the key issues from CRELE 

(credibility, relevance and legitimacy) and adds the important factors of emotions, values 

and political context.  
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Table 1: Consultation planning guide 

 

  

Credibility Relevance Legitimacy Emotions and Values Political context 

The quality of the 

exchange of 

information 

How relevant the 

policy and the 

evidence used is 

to society’s needs 

Fairness and 

balance 

The personal and 

cultural values 

associated with the 

subject and policy 

The related contextual 

issues and debates  

Will stakeholders 

be listened to? 

Is the evidence 

used relevant to 

the policy 

decision? 

Is the process 

perceived as fair? 

Have these been openly 

discussed and 

included? 

Are the wider motivations 

transparent e.g. 

requirements from 

Norwegian Storting or 

international law? 

Is the use of 

evidence 

appropriate and 

transparent? 

 

Is the evidence 

used high quality? 

Is the consultation 

relevant? 

e.g. Is there ample 

notice, time and 

resources for 

stakeholders to 

have an input? 

 

Are all relevant 

groups aware and 

being consulted? 

Has an understanding 

of the differing 

positions been 

recognised and 

accounted for? 

What are the politically 

acceptable/ unacceptable 

outcomes? 



 

12 

 

References 
Bets, Linde K. J. Van, Machiel A. J. Lamers, and Jan P. M. van Tatenhove. 2017. ‘Collective Self-Governance in a 

Marine Community: Expedition Cruise Tourism at Svalbard’. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 25 (11): 1583–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1291653. 

Carolan, Michael. 2013. ‘Doing and Enacting Economies of Value: Thinking through the Assemblage’. New 

Zealand Geographer 69 (3): 176–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/nzg.12022. 

Carolan, Michael S. 2007. ‘Saving Seeds, Saving Culture: A Case Study of a Heritage Seed Bank’. Society & 

Natural Resources 20 (8): 739–50. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920601091345. 

Deonna, Julien, and Fabrice Teroni. 2015. ‘Value and Emotion’. In The Handbook of Value, edited by Tobias 

Brosch and David Sander, 155–74. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Endres, Danielle. 2012. ‘Sacred Land or National Sacrifice Zone: The Role of Values in the Yucca Mountain 

Participation Process’. Environmental Communication: A Journal of Nature and Culture 6 (3): 328–45. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2012.688060. 

Hagen, Dagmar, Odd I. Vistad, Nina E. Eide, Anne C. Flyen, and Kirstin Fangel. 2012. ‘Managing Visitor Sites in 

Svalbard: From a Precautionary Approach towards Knowledge-Based Management’. Polar Research 31 

(18432). https://doi.org/10.3402/polar.v31i0.18432. 

Hamilton, Jennifer Duffield, and Caitlin Wills-Toker. 2006. ‘Reconceptualizing Dialogue in Environmental Public 

Participation’. Policy Studies Journal 34 (4): 755–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2006.00200.x. 

Kaltenborn, Bjørn P. 1998. ‘Effects of Sense of Place on Responses to Environmental Impacts: A Study among 

Residents in Svalbard in the Norwegian High Arctic’. Applied Geography 18 (2): 169–89. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0143-6228(98)00002-2. 

Nyseth, Torill, and Arvid Viken. 2016. ‘Communities of Practice in the Management of an Arctic Environment: 

Monitoring Knowledge as Complementary to Scientific Knowledge and the Precautionary Principle?’ Polar 

Record 52 (1): 66–75. https://doi.org/10.1017/S003224741500039X. 

Sarkki, Simo, Rob Tinch, Jari Niemelä, Ulrich Heink, Kerry Waylen, Johannes Timaeus, Juliette Young, Allan 

Watt, Carsten Neßhöver, and Sybille van den Hove. 2015. ‘Adding “Iterativity” to the Credibility, Relevance, 

Legitimacy: A Novel Scheme to Highlight Dynamic Aspects of Science–Policy Interfaces’. Environmental Science 

& Policy 54 (December): 505–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.02.016. 

Saville, Samantha M. 2019. ‘Tourists and Researcher Identities: Critical Considerations of Collisions, 

Collaborations and Confluences in Svalbard’. Journal of Sustainable Tourism 27 (4): 573–89. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2018.1435670. 

Tangney, Peter. 2017. ‘What Use Is CRELE? A Response to Dunn and Laing’. Environmental Science & Policy 77 

(November): 147–50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.08.012. 

Underdal, Arild. 2000. ‘Science and Politics:The Anatomy of an Uneasy Partnership’. In Science and Politics in 

International Environmental Regimes, edited by Steinar Andresen, Tora Skodvin, Arild Underdal, and J 

Wettestad, 1–21. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

 

To cite this report: S.M.Saville (2019) Value and Decision Making in Svalbard, Aberystwyth University, Wales 

UK.  

Further information: www.samsaville.org  

http://www.samsaville.org/

