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Abstract 
In the last few decades, wetland restoration projects have been carried out in Denmark with the purpose 

of reducing nutrient emission to open water sources and creating more nature areas. This thesis studies 

the motivation of landowner participation in Danish wetland restoration projects from the point of view 

that better understanding of landowner participation might facilitate successful implementation of future 

projects. Two completed wetland restoration projects formed the basis of a multiple case study, in which 

landowners and project managers were interviewed. The theory of interpersonal behavior was used as the 

theoretical background and was applied for the empirical data collection and the analysis of results. The 

study found that landowner participation is impacted by multiple overlapping factors. The main motives 

were financial incentive, perceived impact on nature, social incentive, trust and the goodness of fit. The 

study furthermore found that in the study of landowner participation in Danish wetland restoration 

projects, it is meaningful to group landowners into groups of farmers and other landowners. These groups 

have different incentives for participation. One challenge of the current Danish wetland scheme is to offer 

incentive for participation for those landowners, who rely on other income sources than farming. The 

study reviews international agri-environmental literature on landowner behavior, and identifies a lack of 

literature in a Danish context especially on the impact of norms among rural landowners.  
 

Keywords: wetland restoration, landowner participation, theory of interpersonal behavior. 
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”When a project like this is finished, everybody 

should feel that they have gained more from it than 

they had before. Everyone should feel this more or 

less. Some have gotten some more nature; some 

have more money in their hands or something like 

that. It should be in a way so that when the project is 

completed, you have some sort of good story. You’ve 

gained something. Everyone must feel this way, 

otherwise I don’t think… And I hope most people 

feel this way. That’s how I feel.” 

- Landowner in the Sallinge Å project 
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Abbreviations and Terminology 

Abbreviations 

Agri-environmental management (AEM) 

Perceived behavioral control (PBC) 

Theory of interpersonal behavior (TIB) 

Theory of planned behavior (TPB) 

Theory of reasoned action (TRA) 

 

In the results section, landowner interviews are referred to, using a code, which states the landowner type, 

followed by the case area name, followed by the numbering of the interview in the case area. In this system 

(FS1) is short for (Farmer, Sallinge Å project, Interview number 1), while (OM2) is short for (Other 

landowner, Mellemste Suså project, Interview number 2). 

Terminology 

Landowner: In this thesis, the word landowner always refers to landowners living in rural areas.



 

1 Introduction 
In the late 1980’ies, the Danish water quality in open water sources was in bad shape. After decades of 

industrial development and increasingly intensified agriculture, attention was brought to the condition of 

the Danish fjords, where cases of eutrophication and hypoxia were being documented. This led to the 

beginning of Danish environmental schemes, which had goals of reducing the emission of nutrients into the 

water cycle (Miljø- og fødevareministeriet, 2015). Right from the beginning, wetland restoration was one of 

the tools that were used to reduce the emission of nitrogen and phosphorous into open water 

(Naturstyrelsen, 2015a). Wetland restoration includes reestablishment of wet meadows and lakes, re-

meandering of streams, restoration of stream valleys, and removal of fish farm blockages (Naturstyrelsen, 

n.d.). 

Since the establishment of the first nature restoration programs, the goal of reducing nutrient emission has 

been on going ever since. In the year 2000, Denmark committed itself to implement the EU water 

framework directive, which requires a good ecological condition in groundwater and surface water by 

2015, though there is the possibility of delaying this accomplishment two times – until 2021 and 2027 

(Jespersen et al., 2013). In Denmark, once again, the restoration of wetland areas is one of the chosen tools 

for implementing the directive. The current Danish wetland restoration scheme is financed under the 

Green Growth Agreement, and has a goal of establishing 10.000 ha of wetland area before the end of 2015. 

This is expected to reduce the emissions of nutrients into open water sources by 1.130 tons/nitrogen/year 

and 30 tons/phosphorous/year.  

The 10.000 ha of wetland area will mainly be established on land that is currently privately owned by rural 

landowners. Furthermore, the wetland restoration projects are based on voluntary participation, so in 

order for the goal to be accomplished, the willingness of landowners’ to participate is essential 

(Naturstyrelsen, 2015b).  

Previously, the restoration of wetland areas has failed to take place at the anticipated pace. As for the 

restoration projects under the current wetland restoration scheme, there are still very few completed 

projects as we are approaching the end of 2015 (Winter and Larsen, 2014). On this basis there is reason to 

take an interest in matters that will improve the pace of wetland restoration.  

There are several things that might slow down or hinder the completion of a wetland project. For example, 

possible projects may be dropped if it is calculated that a wetland area will not lead to the level of 

reduction in nutrient emission that is required for funding to be granted. Or a project might be dropped if 

the flooding of an area will lead to the release of phosphorous or ocher due to soil conditions (Ministeriet 

for Fødevarer, Landbrug og Fiskeri, 2013). These are issues that are determined by natural conditions, and 

there is not much to do about such a situation, other than perhaps changing the reduction requirements of 

projects.  
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The issue of reluctant landowners, on the other hand, is dynamic and changeable, and for those who are 

concerned with current and future wetland restoration, it makes sense to study the motivation of 

landowners’ participation. 

So far, the literature on landowner motivation in Danish wetland restoration projects has been virtually 

non-existent. As have any kind of written guidance on “best-practice” measures. A few exceptions exist. 

One exception is an overview of the many steps in the implementation of wetland restoration project, 

which was made for projects under the Second Aquatic Environmental Plan. This overview has a few pieces 

of advice on landowner negotiation, based on experience from earlier projects (Andersen, 1998). Another 

exception is a master thesis project on the Vilsted Sø restoration project, which focused on landowner 

motivation in the land distribution process (Damgaard and Foged, 2006). Finally, more recently, a program 

supported by EU-LIFE has the goal of finding ways to create a constructive dialog between landowners and 

the public authorities in the implementation of the Natura 2000 network initiative in Denmark and other 

European countries (Smart Natura, 2015). 

Studies specifically on the motivation of landowners to take part in Danish wetland restoration projects are 

still absent. This thesis will attempt to make a contribution to this subject through a multiple case study of 

two wetland restoration projects in which interviews with landowners and project managers are 

conducted. The theoretical approach builds on a behavioral theory called the Interpersonal Theory of 

Behavior. With this theory, the study gives a holistic answer that conveys the interaction of factors, which 

impact landowners’ decision-making process.  

The study furthermore utilizes existing international motivational agri-environmental literature to draw on 

findings from similar studies and compare results.  
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2 Research Question 
 
Using a multiple case study approach, this thesis investigates landowner’s participation in the Sallinge Å- and 

Mellemste Suså wetland restoration projects 

The study will address the following questions: 

 

• What motivates landowners’ decisions about participation in wetland restoration projects? 

• Are the practical and administrative conditions for participation in the projects set up in a way that 

facilitates easy participation in the projects? 

• Why do some landowner negotiations prove to be more difficult than others, to the point where 

they refuse to take part in the project?  

• How can participation in wetland restoration projects become an appealing alternative for more 

landowners?  

 
3 Limitations 
This thesis sets out to investigate one of the potential barriers of any wetland restoration project –namely 

that of landowner participation. 

The perspective of the study is that it has been politically decided to construct wetland areas in Denmark, 

and from this point of view it is relevant to know what the challenges are, and what can be done about 

these challenges. It is acknowledged that the role of Danish agriculture in relation to nutrient discharge is a 

heated subject. However, this thesis does not comment on the actual suitability of wetland restoration 

projects as a nutrient emission reduction tool. The effect of wetland restoration is a relevant technical 

discussion, which goes beyond the limits of this thesis.  
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4 Background  

4.1 Towards more Wetland Areas 

4.1.1 The Reasoning Behind Wetland Restoration  

A large part of Danish farmland is low-lying and 

was traditionally seasonally waterlogged. 

Around the year 1850, farmers started to dig 

down drainage pipes, and by 1900 almost half of 

the Danish farmland was drained (SEGES, 2015). 

With more than 60 % of the Danish area being 

used for farmland, Denmark is one of the most 

intensively farmed areas in Europe, (Jespersen 

et al., 2012), and the burial of the thousands of 

kilometers drainage pipes has been a huge piece 

of work, especially considering the non-

mechanical methods of the time (see picture 

4.1.1.1). 

As drainage created more farmland, it also 

decreased the areas of natural lakes, riverbeds 

and other types of wetlands. Denmark currently 

has approximately 120.000 lakes and water 

holes as well as approximately 69.000 km of 

streams making up 97.500 ha or about 2,3 

percent of Denmark’s area (Jespersen et al., 

2012). Eventually the intensive farming style, 

along with emission sources from cities and the 

industry, led to too many nutrients being led out into open water. This in turn led to eutrophication and 

bad living conditions for aquatic flora and fauna.  

The main driver behind reconstruction of wetlands today is the goal of diminishing the concentration of 

nutrients i.e. nitrogen and phosphorous in lakes and coastal waters. However, the reconstruction of 

wetlands also serves other purposes. It can be a way of improving the biodiversity in the landscape, it is 

useful for recreational purposes and finally it is an important part of living up to international agreements 

(Jespersen et al., 2012). Among these agreements the most notable are the EU bird habitat directive from 

1979, the UN biodiversity convention from 1992, and the habitat directive from 1992 (Jespersen et al., 

2012).  

Picture 4.1.1.1: Painting of Danish drainage pipe diggers in the 19th 
century (Painting by Ring, 1885.  Reproduced from the Danish 
State Museum of Art, 2015) 
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In Denmark there are approximately 30.000 species of animals. Of these, around 8000 – or circa 27 % - are 

threatened (Jespersen et al., 2012). The biggest issues related to threatened plants and animals are issues 

with habitats losing quality or completely disappearing, and Denmark has little natural area compared to 

other European countries. The main problems, related to degradation of nature quality, is eutrophication, 

overgrowing, drying out or splitting of habitats. As a group, wetland areas are useful for addressing each of 

those problems, and due to national restoration programs, the wetland area in Denmark including bogs, 

streams and lakes increased by 680 ha/yr. in the period from 2008 till 2011 (Jespersen et al., 2012). 

Functioning of wetland areas 

As mentioned above, wetland areas are reestablished for several purposes, but the main driver behind 

restoration, is the concept that they will work to reduce emissions of nitrogen and phosphorous from the 

agricultural fields to the open water. This section will shortly describe how this is done.   

Phosphorous is typically the limiting nutrient in fresh water, while nitrogen is typically the limiting nutrient 

in saltwater (Blomqvist, Gunnars & Elmgren, 2004). The restored phosphorus-wetlands are expected to 

accumulate and immobilize phosphorus in the soil, preventing it to go further into other water bodies. The 

phosphorous-wetlands are especially important in the case of fast running water flows – created by heavy 

rainfalls or melting snow. Phosphorous-wetlands are often riparian areas. When large amounts of water 

carries big amounts of dissolved phosphorous with it, the riparian areas will be flooded and as the water 

speed is slowed by overflowing the river banks, the phosphorous settles on plants and in the soil instead of 

being carried into a downstream lake (Naturstyrelsen, 2015c).  

 

In the restored nitrogen wetlands, soil bacteria in the anaerobic section of the soil break down organic 

matter as part of the de-nitrification process. In this process the bacteria release the nitrogen as N2, which 

is a natural part of atmospheric air, making up 78 % of the gasses. In addition to this, some nitrogen will also 

be taken up by plants and removed from the ecosystem when vegetation is cut as part of a management 

scheme (Naturstyrelsen.dk, 2015c).  

The Danish wetland scheme (vådområdeordningen) distinguishes between projects that intend to denitrify 

nitrogen and projects that stores phosphorous. The projects that intend to reduce emissions of 

phosphorous are referred to as phosphorous-wetlands, whereas projects that are created in order to 

denitrify nitrogen are simply referred to as wetlands. The same nomenclature is used in the remainder of 

this thesis. 

4.1.2 Cost Effectiveness 

Under the Green Growth agreement, 75 % of the money for wetland restoration projects is EU funded 

from the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, while the Danish government funds the other 

25 % (Winter & Larsen, 2014).  

In order to receive project funding, it is a specific requirement that the project is cost-efficient, that is, that 

it has a low cost pr. kg reduced emitted nutrient. Cost effectiveness requirements have changed under 

different funding schemes. Under the Green growth agreement, wetland projects are required to have an 
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expected effect on an average of minimum 113 kg N/ha/yr. (Retsinformation, 2015a). For phosphorous 

restoration projects, the expected reduction in emissions must be an average of 20 kg P/ha/yr. for a project 

to receive support (Retsinformation, 2015b).  

4.1.3 Previous Wetland Restoration  

When it became apparent that eutrophication in open Danish waters was an issue, the Danish Government 

took action, and in the last decades a number of different national programs have run to improve Danish 

aquatic environment (see table 4.1.3.1). 

In 1989 some of the first funds were first granted through the Nature Management Funds 

(Naturforvaltningsmidlerne) and these funds were used for some of the first nature restoration projects – 

most notably the remeandering of Gudenåen (Naturstyrelsen, 2015d). However, it was through the first 

and second Danish Action Plans for the Aquatic Environment (Vandmiljøplaner) (from here on Aquatic 

Environmental Plans) that reestablishment of wetland areas became a significant part of Danish nature 

management. The first Aquatic Environmental Plan was adopted in 1987 and the second Aquatic 

Environmental Plan took over in 1998 (Miljø- og fødevareministeriet, 2015). Together the two plans had a 

budget of 283 million. Danish kr. and created new wetland areas on approximately 3500 ha agricultural land 

(Jespersen et el., 2012). This was significantly less than what was initially expected. Originally, it was 

expected to have restored 16.000 ha wetland in 2003 by the end of the second Aquatic Environmental Plan 

(Hansen et al, 2011). During the midterm evaluation of the second Aquatic Environmental Plan, the 

expectation was to reestablish 8.000-12.500 ha wetland areas in the years 1998-2003 (Hansen et al., 2011; 

Grant and Waagepetersen, 2003). Because the wetland restoration goals had not been implemented by the 

end of the second Aquatic Environmental Plan, this nutrient reduction measure was continued in the third 

Aquatic Environmental Plan (Jensen & Damsgaard, 2004). The status of Danish wetland restoration by 

December 2004 is shown on map 4.1.3.1 
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Map 4.1.3.1: Status map of the Danish wetland restoration projects in December 2004 after the First and Second 
Aquatic Environmental Plans. Dark blue squares mark projects that have been completed. Lighter blue squares mark 
projects that have been granted funds for implementation, and triangles mark possible projects that have been granted 
funds for feasibility studies (Modified after Jensen and Damsgaard, 2004). 

 
When the third environmental management plan took over in 2004 – with the aim of running until 2015 – 

wetland area restoration was still a part of the nutrient reduction methods, because this measure has 

proved to have good cost-efficiency. As part of the third Aquatic Environmental Plan there were plans of 

restoring another 4.000 ha wetland areas, using a budget of 140 million Danish kr. (Miljøministeriet og 

Ministeriet for Fødevarer, Landbrug og Fiskeri, n.d). At the 2009 midterm evaluation, it looked like the goal 

would be reached, although far later in the planning period than originally expected (Børgensen et al., 

2009).  
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Concurrently with the third Aquatic Environmental Plan the Danish government also set aside 558 million 

Danish kr. under what was known as the Environmental Billion (Miljømilliarden), which was part of a 

framework for action on water and nature restoration. Under these funds 11 geographical areas in 

Denmark were chosen for a number of nature projects that would improve the quality of water and nature 

at the same time (Christiani, 2008). 

 
Table 4.1.3.1 An overview of the main Danish nature funding schemes that all have included wetland restoration as an 
implementation measure (Christiani, 2008; Jespersen et al. 2012, page 299; Miljøministeriet og Ministeriet for Fødevarer, Landbrug 
og Fiskeri, n.d; Miljø- og fødevareministeriet, 2015; Naturstyrelsen, 2015d;) 

Program name Years in 
function 

Purpose/Main characteristics  

First Aquatic 
Environmental Plan  

1987-1998 To limit concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorous in Danish 
lakes, streams, coastal areas and groundwater. Primary action 
was taken against the industry and sewage treatment plants. 
The agricultural sector was targeted through requirements on 
fertilization.  

Nature Management 
Funds 

1989- The Nature Management Funds became part of the 
Government’s budget when the Nature Management Law was 
passed. Through the years many different nature projects have 
been supported under these funds. 
 

Second Aquatic 
Environmental Plan 

1998-2004 To limit concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorous in Danish 
lakes, streams, coastal areas and groundwater. Less focus on 
phosphorous and more on nitrogen than in the first Aquatic 
Environmental Plan. More focus on the agricultural sector with 
more rules on application of fertilizer.  

Third Aquatic 
Environmental Plan 

2004-2015 Further reductions of nutrient emission, also of phosphorous 
from the agricultural sector. Reduced nitrogen emission from 
agriculture through riparian buffer zones, wetland construction 
and further limitations to fertilizer use. 

The Environmental 
Billion 

2007-2009 The environmental billion identified 45 possible projects in 11 
different geographical areas of Denmark The projects took on a 
holistic approach with the intention of making projects that 
enhanced nature and improved water quality simultaneously. 
The projects were part of the implementation of the European 
Water Framework Directive and the Natura-2000 directives. 

Green Growth 
agreement 

2010-2015 The Green Growth Agreement carried on the ambitions from 
the third Aquatic Environmental Plan along with a broad scope 
of other environmental or “green” initiatives. The Danish 
funding for the Danish Wetland Scheme belongs under the 
Green Growth Agreement. 

 

4.1.4 Current and Future Wetland Restoration Plans 

In the period 2010 to 2015, the 98 Danish municipalities have been working under the Green Growth 

Agreement (Grøn Vækst aftalen) to establish new wetland areas in order to reduce emissions of nitrogen 

and phosphorous to the Danish lakes and fjords. For this purpose 824 million Danish kr. (including EU 
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funding) have been set aside for municipal projects, which are planned to reduce nitrogen emission by 951 

tons/yr. Likewise, 81 million Danish kr. have been reserved for projects with a goal of reducing 

phosphorous emission by 30 tons/yr. In addition to this, a small number of private projects are expected to 

bring the total reduction of nitrogen emission to a total of 1130 tons/yr. (Winter & Larsen, 2014). In total 

10.000 ha were expected to be established under the Green Growth Agreement (Naturstyrelsen, 2015b). 

The planned distribution of the 10.000 ha is shown on map 4.1.4.1. 

 

 
Map  4.1.4.1: Distribution of the planned wetland areas under the Green Growth Agreement. Numbers represent the planned 

amount of ha in each region (Reproduced after Grumstrup, 2010)  

Map 4.1.4.2 from the Danish Nature Agency illustrates the current national status of wetland restoration 

projects under the Green Growth Agreement. Unfortunately this most recent map, does not illustrate how 

far in the process each project is, but data from the 16th of September 2014 stated that 4 projects were 

completed, another 44 were being implemented, 14 had completed feasibility studies and another 51 were 

only in the progress of completing feasibility studies (Winter & Larsen, 2014). Accordingly, there are still 

many more projects to be completed under the current financing agreement.  
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Map 4.1.4.2 Current status of Danish wetland restorations projects under the green Growth Agreement. Blue dots mark 
projects that are under implementation or that have already been completed. Bornholm is not included on this map as 
there are no plans for wetland projects on this island. (Modified after Naturstyrelsen, 2015e)  

 
The Green Growth Agreement ends ultimo 2015, but the need to work for good water quality continues. 

The EU Rural Development Program, which among other things aims to support nature- and environmental 

initiatives, started a new program period in 2014 lasting till 2020. Concurrently, the work to implement the 

EU water framework directive continues. The second generation of Danish River Basin Management Plans 

(Vandplanerne) covering 2016-2021 is on its way, and most likely the use of wetland restoration as a 

nutrient reduction tool, will also be used in this future planning (Jespersen et al., 2012). 

Since the beginning of wetland restoration in Denmark, project implementation has been based on 

voluntary agreements with landowners, and this is still the case under the Green Growth Agreement. For 
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this reason, the many projects on their way are dependent on the cooperation with landowners. While 

some projects are given up, because of technical circumstances – such as release of additional phosphorous 

or ocher – all projects are in risk of being stopped or slowed down, if landowners are not on board with 

the idea. Therefore, current and future project could all benefit from the faster and better implementation 

that might come from more knowledge on landowners’ motivation to participate in projects. The 

importance of landowners’ decisions are further developed in the following section.  

4.2 Why Landowner Acceptance of Wetland Restoration is Important 

In relation to the first and second Aquatic Environment Plans, the emissions of nutrients from point sources 

in cities and industry were significantly reduced. The emissions from agriculture have been more difficult to 

deal with. A telling indicator of the challenge is the fact that after the first and second Aquatic Environment 

Plans approximately 73 % of the nitrogen and 65 % of the phosphorous, which is let into Danish water 

bodies, comes from agriculture (Bramm & Christensen, 2006). For this reason, the biggest potential for 

nutrient reducing initiatives is found within the agricultural industry. Some initiatives – e.g. rules restricting 

fertilizer use – are already implemented by law. However, the reconstruction of wetland areas is such an 

intrusive measure that forcing it through is in conflict with our concept of individual property rights as 

stated in the Danish Constitution. For this reason the Danish Government has decided that the Danish 

municipalities are responsible to find suitable wetland areas and implement projects through voluntary 

agreements with landowners under the Green Growth Agreement. Concurrently, the State also carries out 

other projects – in cooperation with landowners – under other funding such as the Environmental Billion, 

which was mentioned above. Expropriation is possible, but only as a last resort and only in projects where 

one or a few landowners stand in the way of creating a large coherent project (Naturstyrelsen, 2012). This 

places landowners in a powerful position in which they become the determining factor of whether a project 

can be carried through, once it is found that the project is technically possible and has the proper nutrient 

reducing capacity. 

Different scenarios are possible:  

1. After sufficient information, negotiation, and planning, landowners decide to take part and the 

project is carried out. 

2. Though most landowners have agreed to take part in the project, one or a few landowners stand 

firm in their reluctance to participate. The project is readjusted and implemented with no effect to 

these landowners’ land. 

3. Though most landowners have agreed to take part in the project, one or a few landowners stand 

firm in their reluctance to participate, and these are expropriated in order to carry the project 

through. 

4. Landowners are reluctant or decide not to take part. Another possible project will have to be 

located and the time and money that was spent on the project is lost. 
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Finally, in addition to simply implementing projects at any cost, it is also important that landowners are 

satisfied with the project and pleased to have participated afterwards. Satisfaction is important first of all, 

because governmental actions should aim to please its citizens, but also because satisfaction is more likely 

to create a positive sentiment about future projects.  

 

4.3 The Procedure of Creating a Wetland 

4.3.1 Organization 

Different methods have been used for the Danish wetland schemes of different times. In the wetland 

restoration program under the Green Growth Agreement, the Danish municipalities are the main actor in 

planning and implementing the wetland restoration areas. Each participating municipality had to locate 

potential wetland projects and describe these to their respective water catchment steering committee 

(Vandoplandstyregruppe), who would prioritize between the project suggestions while making sure that the 

chosen projects would be able to fulfill the nutrient reduction goals as stated in the River Basin 

Management Plans. 23 water catchment steering committees were established across the country. It is the 

responsibility of the municipalities to make sure that the goals are reached in time and within the allotted 

financial frame (Naturstyrelsen, 2015f).  

Once the municipalities have selected the projects, which they want to implement, the project descriptions 

are sent to the Danish Nature Agency, which evaluates whether the projects abide to the criterion of cost 

efficiency and are eligible for support. The granted support is provided by the Danish AgriFish Agency. 25 % 

of the support is funded by the Danish state while the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development 

funds 75 % (Winter & Larsen, 2014).  

For the Governmental project under the Environmental Billion, the Danish Nature Agency worked to find 

the potential projects in cooperation with the respective municipalities and landowners (Christiani, 2008). 

4.3.2 Project Costs of the Initial Stages 

As mentioned previously, the combined Danish and EU funding under the Green Growth Agreement, is 

824 million Danish kr. (Winter & Larsen, 2014). Together, the Local Government Denmark (LGDK) and 

the Danish Ministry of the Environment has decided how to distribute this money for the different water 

catchments. Based on previous experience from state driven projects, it has been calculated that each 

project will need 240.000 Danish kr. for outreach, facilitating the process, and for technical and property 

related feasibility studies. The property related feasibility studies are the stage at which farmers are 

consulted and therefore the part of the project where their initial attitude towards the project is 

discovered. The purpose of assessing the farmers’ attitude during the property related feasibility studies is 

to avoid carrying on with projects that do not have the sufficient support among landowners. 

The cost of later project stages is more varied and difficult to determine. This will be elaborated in the 

following section. 
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4.3.3 Project Steps 

Though all wetland projects have individual characters and processes, the following steps should always be 

considered: 

                        

1. Preparation 
 

2. Planning 
 

3. Technical/biological feasibility study 
 

4. Property-related feasibility study 
 

5. Landowner negotiations 6. Public involvement 
 

7. Official processing 
 

8. Detailed project design 
 

9. Tendering 
 

10. Construction 
 

11. Monitoring during construction 
 

12. Economy 
 

13. Recreational activities  
 

It is vital that the landowners state an interest in the project at the time of the property-related feasibility 

study, or else the project will not receive further funding (landbrugsinfo, 2015)  

A timeframe of 2 years, from the time the money is granted for feasibility studies till the project is actually 

created, should be expected at the least. It is not uncommon for this process to take 4-6 years 

(Naturstyrelsen, 2015g). Before this, time has been spent on preparation and planning. As such, the process 

can seem lengthy for stakeholders.  

4.3.4 Landowner Involvement and Compensation 

Landowner involvement can vary depending on the project design, the landowners’ attitudes and the 

working methods of the municipality. However, landowners must at least be consulted at the property-

related feasibility studies and at the landowner negotiations.  

Under the green Growth Agreement, landowners, who choose to take part in a wetland project, have 2 

different compensation options regarding the affected land: 

• Selling and possibly purchasing other compensation land 

• Participating in a 20 yr. compensation scheme  

 

In cases where farmers, who are participating in a project, want to sell their land and buy back 

compensation land, the state will have to find additional farming land to cover the needs. This can be an 

advantage for farmers who can have waterlogged land exchanged for better farming land. 

If a farmer decides to sell his land, he will have the right of pre-emption when the land is sold back as 

wetland. Typically the land loses value after the project, as it can no longer be used for farming. 
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If a farmer wants to take part in the project, but keep his land, the second option is to take part in the 20 

yr. compensation scheme. The size of the compensation differs depending on the previous status of the 

land. Under the Green Growth Agreement, the farmer is assigned 3.500 DKK/ha/yr. over 20 yrs. for 

previously cultivated land. For land that was previously grazed, the compensation is 1.800 DKK/ha/yr., and 

for land that was already kept as a natural area, the compensation is 300 DKK/ha/yr. However, with the 20-

year compensation, farmers are not allowed to change the land use of the wetland area after the 20 years 

have passed. Furthermore, in order to receive their compensation, landowners have to agree not to 

fertilize, use pesticides, or set out ducks. Otherwise their compensation might be dropped. Currently, the 

compensation under the 20-year scheme has to be applied for every year, but according to the Danish 

Knowledge Centre for Agriculture (now SEGES), a one-time compensation may become available in 2016 

(Videncentret for landbrug, n.d.). However, this has not been confirmed by other sources.  

 

In an attempt to ease the financial considerations, the Danish Knowledge Centre for Agriculture made a set 

of guidelines for when it was economically advisable for farmers to take part in a wetland area project. The 

guidelines are based on the quality of the soil, as well as on the current use and grain prices. The guidelines 

state that generally, grass and soil under conservation with soil types JB1 1-3 are suitable for wetland areas. 

If the soil is of better quality the financial estimation is more difficult. For these soils the Danish Knowledge 

Centre for Agriculture has calculated that wheat on a JB 5-6, possibly is suitable for wetland restoration if 

the average yield is less than: 

• 85-90 hkg/ha with no manure  

• 70-75 hkg/ha with manure  

• 60-65 hkg/ha with manure and if the grain is needed by the farmer for fodder 

 

The above calculations assume that the farmer gets hectare and grazing support on the entire wetland area 

(Videncentret for landbrug, n.d.). The calculations illustrate that if the farmland is not clearly unsuitable for 

production, it can be difficult to assess the financial outcome of participation.   

  

                                                

 
1 For more on Danish Soil types, see e.g. IGN (2015)  
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5 Theory 

5.1 Analytical Approach 

The thesis at hand sets out to explain the factors that influence landowner’s willingness to participate in 

Danish wetland restoration projects. The investigated question is related to the factors that impact 

decision-making. For this reason, the first part of the theoretical section of the thesis will present the use of 

some theories that are developed to explain decision-making. It will present the applied behavioral theory – 

namely the theory of interpersonal behavior (TIB), which has been utilized for this study as well of some 

competing theories that have been widely applied in behavioral theory.  

To encapsulate behavior in a single theory carries the risk of drastic simplification. However, a useful 

theory can guide a study by suggesting relevant aspects to examine (Triandis, 1977). In this study, the 

theory of interpersonal behavior was chosen for the analytical approach, and the theory will be presented 

in the section below. However, other theories such as the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and Theory 

of Planned Behavior (TPB) have been far more applied in decision-making literature. These theories are also 

presented here, and the advantages and limitations of the theories are briefly discussed in order to clarify, 

why the TIB was the chosen theory for this study. 

After the presentation of the analytical approach, the latter part of the theory section is divided into a 

literature review in two parts. First, a literature review specifically on other wetland restoration projects is 

presented. Finally, through appliance of the TIB, some topics of interest have been identified within the 

broader agri-environmental literature. The findings by other researchers on these identified topics will be 

presented one by one before ending the theoretical section. 

5.1.1 Expectancy-Value Theories 

Many social-psychology behavioral theories in use today are built around Expectancy-Value Theory, a 

branch of theories that began to develop more than 50 years ago (Feather, 1982). Expectancy-Value 

theories state that when different choices are available, behavior will be determined by the beliefs about the 

consequences of an action, and the value that is attached to such consequences (Darton, 2008). This means 

that if I believe that an action will have a certain outcome, and I think this outcome is desirable then I will 

perform the action that I believe leads to the expected outcome. 

Many alterations have been made to Expectancy-Value Theory in attempts to encompass more components 

of behavior, or in attempts to adjust it to particular areas such as health, consumer choices, and 

environmental behavior (Darton, 2008). Most famous of these alterations are perhaps the TRA and the 

TPB (figure 5.1.1.1). The TRA suggests that attitude and subjective norm combine to create behavioral 

intention and this then develops into behavior. The developer of the TPB, Icek Ajzen, defines attitude as 

the disposition to respond favorably or unfavorably to an object, person, institution or event. Subjective 

norm is defined as the person’s perception of social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior 
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under consideration. Social pressure is to be understood as the opinions of those people, whose opinion 

matter to the person in question (Ajzen, 1988). 

 

 
Figure 5.1.1.1: Path models for the theory of reasoned action (A) and the theory of behavioral control (B) (Madden, Ellen and 

Ajzen, 1992) 

The TPB is similar to the TRA but adds the idea of perceived behavioral control (PBC). PBC is the amount 

of behavioral control that a person perceives to have over his or her ability to carry out an action. Some 

actions are under total volitional control, that is, under personal control and determined by a person’s own 

will. When actions are under volitional control, the PBC-construct has little influence. The PBC is a 

measurable proxy for actual behavioral control and is expected to impact directly on behavior. However, 

PBC is also expected to impact the behavioral intention. When people perceive that the intended behavior 

is outside of their control, the motivation to follow through with the intended behavior might decrease 

(Madden, Ellen & Ajzen, 1992). 

The TRA and TPB might seem simplistic at first glance, which might also help account for their widespread 

use (Jackson, 2005). However, when taking a closer look, these theories also acknowledge the impact of 

many contributing factors, though these factors are less explicitly shown. Ajzen (1988) argues that 

emotions and compulsions are difficult to control and that they impact behavioral control. Likewise, 

elements such as opportunities and dependence on others are part of external factors, which decrease 

volitional control.  

A theory that is considered more complex is the TIB (figure 5.1.1.2). Harry Triandis proposed this theory 

in 1977 in an attempt to bridge the gab between many competing behavioral theories at the time. It was his 

hope that the TIB would be sufficiently flexible to account for most social behavior. Even though Triandis’ 

focus was on interpersonal behavior, the theory was presented as “a broad conceptual framework designed to 

permit understanding of what determines behavior” (Triandis, 1977, page 3).  
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Figure 5.1.1.1: Harry Triandis Theory of Interpersonal Behavior, illustration from Jackson, 2005. 

Ajzen’s concept of PBC is not a part of the TIB, but the components in PBC, that Ajzen mentions, are 

explicit components in the TIB. In the TIB, attitudes, social factors, and affect combine to form intention. 

Intention does not solely lead to behavior, but is supported by the role of habit as well as by facilitating 

conditions. Regarding attitude, social factors, and affect, Triandis (1977) explains that attitudes come from 

beliefs about outcome and evaluation of outcomes. Social factors form from norms, roles and self-concept, 

while affect is the result of emotions. 

Triandis does not further explain the terminology that is applied for the TIB, which gives basis for some 

clarification. In this study, attitude is understood as in the TPB, which means that attitude is the disposition 

to respond favorably or unfavorably to an object, person, institution or event. 

Norms are divided into subjective norms and personal norms, with subjective norms being a person’s 

perception of social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior under consideration, while personal 

norms are internalized social norms. 

Roles are understood as the roles we have in relation to other people. One person might embody several 

roles e.g. as a farmer, as a retiree, as an outdoor enthusiast and as someone’s family member. 

Self-concept is how we see ourselves, as well as the way we think others see us. 

Emotion is a feeling that comes from our personal circumstances and relations with others, and affect is the 

influence it has on behavior.  
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Finally, facilitating conditions are the external circumstances of our situation that make behavior difficult or 

easy to conduct. For example, if the administrative work that follows from participation in a scheme is so 

overwhelming that landowners cannot administer to take part, then the facilitating conditions act as a 

barrier. The different components of the TIB will be further clarified in the review of agri-environmental 

literature later in the theory section, where the topics are grouped by the components in the TIB. 

 
The addition of emotion and habit to behavioral theory suggest that the kinds of behavior that are well 

described by these theories are less deliberative and/or more routinized. Acknowledging that behavior is 

not only driven by attitude, but also by social components and even affect, habit and facilitating factors also 

implies that solutions to changing behavior cannot solely focus on attitude change. Instead the less 

consciously considered aspects should also be addressed (Darton, 2008). 

At the heart of behavioral theory is the attempt to understand reasons behind behavior. A reasonable 

thought is that the interest in behavior often comes from a wish to be able to impact or change this same 

behavior. The rationale in this thesis is that if the reasons behind behaviors are understood, then behavioral 

change can be achieved by addressing those underlying factors.  

However, in relation to this assumption, it is relevant to know that some scholars distinguish between 

“theories of behavior” and “theories of change”. E.g. Darton states that: “Models of behaviour help us to 

understand specific behaviours, by identifying the underlying factors, which influence them. By contrast, theories of 

change show how behaviours change over time, and can be changed.” (Darton, 2008, page 1). Jackson (2005) 

also differentiates between two groups and further identifies a number of theories of change. Among other 

things these theories argue that people have been found to learn through trial and error, through 

persuasion and by modeling other social behavior. However, other scholars do not explicitly differentiate 

between theories of behavior and theories of change, and have called the TRA, TPB and TIB theories of 

change (Davisa et al, 2014). I argue that the different understanding of the correct way of grouping of 

theories, reflect that there is a short distance from understanding a behavior to being able to see what 

needs to be done to change it. Based on this understanding, I refrain from adding further theories of change 

to the study, but analyze possible change in landowner behavior based on one theory – the TIB.  

5.2 Choice and Application of Theoretical Approach 

Based on a review of different theories of behavior, the TIB was found to be the most relevant theory for 

the present study. As Mills (2013) state “previous research has shown that explaining farmer decision-

making in relation to the environment and their holdings is not reducible to single factors” (Mills, 2013, 

page 4). This I find to be especially true for the case of the Danish wetland scheme, where landowners 

operate in a larger context that is determined by the scheme and the project they are offered to take part 

in, as well as by the neighbors, who also take part, by the relation that is established to the project leaders 

etc. Investigating just a few selected parameters would likely omit factors that are important for explaining 

the choices made. While it has been guessed that the simple structure of other behavioral theories such as 
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the TRA and TPB has caused them to gain more popularity than the TIB (Jackson, 2005), it is exactly the 

comprehensive nature of the TIB that makes it suitable for this study. 

Rather than just being simple, the TPB also contains the concept of PBC. This construct is of less relevance 

for this study, where the studied behavior is willingness to sign a contract. The actual act is under great 

personal control, making the concept of PBC irrelevant. It can be argued that PBC plays a part if the act is 

perceived as “reducing nitrogen emissions” or “improving nature”, which is the overall goal of the wetland 

schemes. However, the question for each individual landowner is whether or not they want to take part in 

the wetland area project, and the effects on the environment can be played up or down by project 

managers as they see fit. Additionally, the perceived control of impact on nitrogen emissions and nature are 

also part of the attitude component. 

 

In the few instances where the TPB and TIB have been compared, the TIB has been found to have greater 

explanatory power than the TPB (Jackson, 2005; Triandis 2015). However, both Ajzen (1988) and Triandis 

(1977) emphasize the importance of not using theories blindly. They stress that theories should rather be 

adjusted to the specific context, and that they are a starting point that can guide researchers in their 

studies.  

Even though the TIB was applied due to its inclusion of many factors, the habit component was left out in 

this study. One of the noticeable elements of the TIB is that habit as well as intention is found to have a 

direct impact on behavior. The creator of the theory, Harry Triandis, stated that habit and intention should 

be given different weight depending on the behavior in question. More routinized behavior, being behavior 

that has been performed many times, will be more influenced by habit than by intention and vice versa 

(Triandis, 1977). For this study, the concept of habit has been left out because the decision of whether or 

not to take part in a wetland area scheme is something that landowners will typically only have to do once, 

and for all the landowners in the study it was indeed the first time. It can be argued that habit might play a 

role in relation to interaction with the state workers, or landowners might have a habit of how to react to 

new ideas. However this was deemed to be of less importance, and was also found to overlap with 

emotional and social components. 

 

Many of the expectancy-theories look quite different at a first glace, when only looking at the major 

components of the theories. This impression is also supported by the use of different wording for similar 

concepts (Davis et al, 2014). However, when reading more about each theory there tends to be a greater 

overlap between them. A main difference then is how much emphasis that is given to each component and 

what underlying factors that are understood as belonging to each component. One example is Ajzen’s 

inclusion of habit and emotion in the concept of PBC (Ajzen, 1988). Whereas Triandis choose to emphasize 

these factors by making them explicit components of the TIB (Triandis 1977), Ajzen on the other hand 

argue that we subconsciously follow our habits and emotions and therefore are not totally able to control 

them. On this basis he argues that habit and emotion is part of PBC. The different grouping of concepts in 

different theories probably reflects an inherent overlap. For example, what if someone decides to take part 
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in a wetland scheme because he reads a brochure and learns that communities that take part in wetland 

schemes were found to increase the general sense of unity? Is his decision a result of an attitude change 

following a new piece of information? Is it related to social factors because the landowner does not want to 

stand in the way of his community being unified? Is it an emotional response because the landowner longs 

for unity and perhaps his own inclusion? The point of the above example is to emphasize that most 

decision-related factors cross the pre-defined categorization of the theories, and each factor must be 

reflected upon. In relation to the TPB, other scholars have previously identified the issue that results 

overlap, because certain components of the theory were inadequately conceptualized (e.g. Fielding, 2005). 

With the TIB being more complicated and less tested than the TPB, this is certainly also an issue that must 

be expected for the TIB.  

 

5.3 Literature Review – Overview of Applied Articles 

The following sections move from the theoretical approach of this study to an applied section, in which 

studies from other scholars are reviewed. With appropriate generalization, the findings of these studies can 

be used to further understand the decision-making factors in Danish wetland restoration projects. 

Table 5.3.1 immediately below provides a brief overview of the studies that have been applied for the 

following review. Some studies use methods in addition to those mentioned here, and most of the studies 

include additional areas of investigation to those that are mentioned in this overview. For further 

information I refer to the following review as well as to the individual articles. 

 

Table 5.3.1: Overview of articles that are applied in the following review sections. Full citations can be found in the reference list. 

“Country” is the country where the study was conducted. “Participants” is the number of people, who have taken part in the study. 

“Approach and theme of study” briefly mentions the main methodological approach and investigated topic. 

Authors, year  Country Participant
s 

Approach and theme of study 

Boon et al., 2010 Denmark 1553 Survey on financial compensation and forest 
conservation 

Broch & Vedel, 
2012 

Denmark 1027 Email-questionnaire on contract preferences in 
afforestation 

Brodt et al., 2006 California, 
USA 

40 Quantitative interviews on management styles 
among winegrape growers 

Burgess et al., 
2000 

England 39 Semi-structured interviews, focus groups and 
discussion groups on knowledge culture in 
farmer and conservation communities 

Burton, 2004  UK 60 Qualitative interviews with farmers on famer 
norms and culture 

Burton et al., 2008 Scotland, 
Germany 

25 Qualitative interviews on farmer culture and 
symbolic capital of agri-environmental schemes 

Burton, 2013 N/A N/A Review of agricultural articles to assess causal 
links between farmer demographic 
characteristics and environmental behavior 
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Burton & Wilson, 
2006 

UK 60 Survey and qualitative interviews on the possible 
shift from productivist to post-productivist 
farmer cultures 

Busck, 2002 Denmark 21 Qualitative interviews on farmers’ values and 
landscape management practices 

Busck & 
Kristensen, 2014 

Denmark 93 Questionnaire survey on drivers of landowners’ 
land use change 

Darton et al., 
2008 

N/A N/A Overview of behavior change models 

Eshuis and 
Woerkum, 2003 

Netherlands Numbers not 
provided 

Case study with observations and interviews on 
trust in governance processes 

Fielding et al., 
2005 

Australia 42 Phone-interviews, using the TPB to explain 
decision-making in relation to riparian areas 

Frondel et al., 
2012 

Germany 45 Theoretical study and semi-structured 
interviews on impact of information on 
landowners’ participation in voluntary 
conservation programs. 

Hansson et al., 
2012 

Sweden 15 Open interviews on landowners incentives for 
constructing wetlands 

Harland et al, 
1999 

Netherlands 305 Mail-survey on the role of personal norms in 
environmental behavior change 

Herzon & Mikk, 
2007 

Estonia, 
Finland 

51 Semi-structured interviews on the connection 
between farmer’s understanding of bio-diversity 
and willingness to take measures to protect 
wildlife 

Ingram et al., 2013 Wales 37 Narrative interviews on agri-environmental 
management (AEM) scheme participation and 
the impact of farm development pathways 

Juntti & Potter, 
2002 

England, 
Finland 

28 Interviews on the role of street level 
bureaucrats in agri-environmental policy 
implementation 

Lindahl & 
Söderqvist, 2004 

Sweden 88 Focus groups and interviews with stakeholders 
on establishment and implementation of a 
wetland area 

Morris, 2006 England 173 Structured interviews on boundaries between 
farmer- and state-led knowledge cultures 

Murphy, 2014 Ireland N/A Analysis of statistical data from about 1000 
farms, collected by the Irish National Farm 
Survey. Study on connections between farmer 
demographics and AEM scheme participation 

Pike, 2008 N/A N/A A summery by Defra on theoretical and applied 
research on farmer behavior 

Polman & Slangen, 
2008 

Netherlands, 
Belgium, 
Czech 
Republic, 
Finland, and 
France 

990 Face to face interviews on trust and social 
capital in institutional design 

Præstholm et al, 
2006 

Austria, 
Denmark, 
Germany, 

2406 Questionnaires on landscape management with 
focus on afforestation  
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Greece, 
Hungary, 
Ireland, 
Netherlands, 
Spain 

Sattler & Nagel, 
2010 

Germany 11 Interviews on farmer’s acceptance of 
conservation measures 

Seabrook & 
Higgins, 1988 

Syria, Great 
Britain 

Numbers not 
provided 

Analysis on studies of Self-concept 

Söderqvist, 2003 Sweden 119 Survey on willingness to participate in a wetland 
creation program 

Soini & Aakkula, 
2007 

Finland 35 Interviews on perceptions of bio-diversity 

Sutherland et al., 
2013 

England 48 Interviews on relational and institutional trust in 
agri-environmental advisory services. 

Van Herzele et al., 
2013 

Belgium App. 237 Interviews, expert consultations and mail survey 
on farmers’ rationale for participation in AEM. 

Wilson & Hart, 
2000 

Austria, 
Denmark, 
France, 
Germany, 
Greece, 
Portugal, 
Spain, Sweden, 
UK 

1000 Questionnaire on reasons for participation in 
agri-environmental schemes 

Yu and Belcher, 
2011 

Canada 212 Surveys on required compensation rates for 
landowners to participate in wetland and 
riparian conservation management 

 

5.4 Literature Review - Wetland Area Studies 

A few studies in addition to this one have asked, why landowners choose to be part of a wetland 

restoration project, while many more studies have focused on AEM schemes in general. This section 

presents those few studies that focus on wetland restoration, while the next section reviews the broader 

AEM literature.  

The few studies that have been identified specifically on wetland restoration projects, and are presented in 

this section, all took place in the southern part of Sweden. They are highly comparable to the research in 

this thesis due to a number of reasons. First of all, they use similar methodological approaches. All these 

studies build on grounded theory to some extent and take on a holistic approach, rather than just studying 

the effect of one pre-selected component with importance for willingness to participate. Furthermore, 

these Swedish studies take place under from cultural, economic and political conditions that are similar to 

those of Denmark. In Sweden, wetland restoration is also pursued due to aquatic environmental concerns. 

Like Denmark, Sweden finds that the establishment is not happening in the pace that was politically agreed, 

and in Denmark and Sweden alike, the participation is planned to take place on a voluntary and financially 
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compensated basis. In Sweden, compensation is given per hectare; farmland is compensated higher than 

non-farmland, and management of the wetland areas is also financially supported (Länsstyrelsen, 2015a) 

(Länsstyrelsen, 2015b). 

 

In the first Swedish study by Söderqvist (2003), 119 respondents, who were members of the Federation of 

Swedish Farmers living in Kävlinge River drainage basin, answered a mail questionnaire about participation 

in wetland restoration. Based on their answers, Söderqvist grouped their reasons for participation in four 

categories, with percentages for each category: public environmental benefits (55,8%), private 

environmental benefits (18,1 %), private agricultural benefits (13,1 %) and other motives (13,1 %). Each 

category contains a number of different stated reasons. The list of reasons is quite specific and is too 

extensive to be fully listed for this review, but overall the list covers advantages related to environment, 

social aspects in a regional context, monetary benefits, recreational opportunities, goodwill, grants, 

irrigation and water flow. The three most often mentioned reasons were: “an improved environment” 

(25,0 %), “grants” (19,2 %), and “interest in and responsibility for the environment” (11,7 %). Likewise, 

Söderqvist (2003) listed findings of motives not to participate. On this list, the reasons are related to not 

having appropriate land, insufficient compensation, practical difficulties, and lack of convincement about the 

effect. Here, the three most common reasons were not having a watercourse nearby (16,7 %) – a reason 

which is not relevant for the Danish scheme setup – followed by “not enough land; no suitable land; can’t 

afford to give up any land” (10 %) and high age (10 %). 

From his findings Söderqvist concludes: “The results indicate that public environmental benefits are a rather 

important motive for farmers’ participation” (Söderqvist, 2003, page 117). And in turn he deduces that farmers’ 

knowledge and the information and disinformation they receive will influence their perception of the public 

environmental benefits. 

Finally, Söderqvist’s study does not ask participants to rank their answers hierarchically, and this makes him 

conclude, that even though environmental benefits are mentioned by the largest percentage, there might be 

a need for full cost coverage as the lowest step necessary for participation. 

 

In another article, Lindahl joins Söderqvist in an investigation of the same case area – Kävlinge River 

drainage basin (Lindahl & Söderqvist, 2004). Here they ask what the determinants of success in realizing and 

implementing catchment-based environmental programs are. They work from a stakeholder analysis, as 

their focus turn towards the program structure and the role of authorities. However, the role of getting 

landowners onboard is still central in this article. Lindahl & Söderqvist (2004) state that the program was 

set up so that farmers only received compensation enough to cover expenses of participation, not enough 

to make a profit. While this will always be an estimation based on fluctuations in market prices, it does 

emphasize that other motivating factors are needed to be present for landowners to be interested in 

participation. Lindahl & Söderqvist (2004) state that voluntary participation, information and subsidies were 

all necessary components for project participation, but that another essential factor, which was present 

under this program, was “an unusually trustful atmosphere” (Lindahl & Söderqvist, 2004, page 142). They 
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argue that establishing trust and goodwill takes time, and that it was established in this program because of 

two main things. First of all, a few devoted and enduring local politicians and officials characterized this 

program, by working hard and taking part from beginning to end. Secondly, communication was not mainly 

handled by the authorities, but by a mediating group – in this case a consulting firm, which in this project 

led to more emphasis on landowners’ opinion and motives than in other Swedish programs. Lindahl & 

Söderqvist (2004) point out the fragility of such a setup that is dependent on a few individuals to carry the 

project through, and they argue the need for institutions and procedures that will keep stability once the 

important individuals leave their position. 

The focus on the role of officials is interesting because it brings forth reasons for the success of a project 

that do not typically come forth in studies where individual landowners are asked about their own reasons 

for participation.  

 

Finally, Hansson et al. (2012) used strategic sampling in a grounded theory study, where they interviewed 

18 landowners in the catchment of the river Smedjeån in South Sweden. The study only examined 

landowners with > 5 ha and as a result the study was dominated with full time- and part time farmers and 

included virtually no non-farmers. With this group Hansson et al. (2012) found that the main deciding factor 

was whether the land in mind was productive farmland. For the interviewed farmers, food production was 

seen as the best possible use of land. Only if the land were unproductive, would they start to consider the 

further cost and benefits of creating a wetland (figure 5.4.1). For unproductive land, incentives for creating a 

wetland were: increased qualities of the landscape, subsidies, need for other beneficial functions (such as 

cleaning sewage water), sufficient knowledge and peers’ good experience. Disincentives were: cost not 

covered by subsidies, burdensome management, no need for other functions, deficient knowledge, peers 

bad experience, costly and time consuming application, unclear effectiveness, and the fact that some 

farmers felt unfairly treated as they felt blamed for more environmental damage than they saw appropriate.  

 

 
Figure 5.4.1: Model of landowners’ incentives for creating a wetland or not, based on finding by Hansson et al (2012). A core 

category is land management in the best possible way, which was farmer’s main goal. Considerations under this core category are 

divided into 5 categories of motives for constructing wetlands, these are; personal environmental responsibility (PER), business 

considerations (BC), knowledge and understanding (KU), acknowledgement and support (AS) and unfair conditions (UC). (Figure 

reproduced from Hansson et al., 2012)  

‘But then, I personally think that agriculture is put under
a magnifying glass when it comes to emissions, especially when
you consider that boat owners discharge their toilets directly
into the sea.’ (I 7)

‘Look at homeowners; they’re the main culprits, while we
farmers have all the rules that we follow, not like the home-
owners.’ (I 10)

All interviewees considered there to be a difference in envi-
ronmental impact between small- and large-scale businesses, in
this case mainly farming, and they identified themselves as small-
scale farmers. They considered that small-scale farms took better
care of animals and the environment directly connected to the
business than large-scale farms, which were more like industries.
The interviewees did not feel that they got the same financial
benefits through subsidies and discounts.

‘The system’s built-in to benefit the big boys unfortunately. It
has become an agricultural industry.’ (I 5)

The interviewees did not consider competition to be fair
between Sweden and other countries. The rules were perceived as
stricter in Sweden and directives were implemented faster than in
other EU countries, affecting the economy of the business and
making the production more expensive, e.g. rules about pesticides.

‘What is allowed in Germany is not allowed in Sweden for
example. [.] A Swede who cultivates has a totally different cost
as he cannot eliminate certain unwanted weeds by spraying.
Therefore the crop suffers. [.] It is to be prohibited in other
countries in Europe as well, but there is always some sort of
delay which allows them to continue. So they live well, at least
for a while.’ (I 6)

3.8. Landowners incentives for creating a wetland or not

The findings from the interview study are depicted in Fig. 1 as
a conceptual model of factors that could lead to constructing
a wetland or not. A wetland could only be considered if the land is
not suitable for production, as defined by the landowners (core
category: land management in the best possible way). Adequate
subsidies, need for additional services that the wetland could
provide (for example, storage of water), perceived local environ-
mental benefits such as a scenic view, sufficient knowledge and
good experiences among other landowners further increased the
willingness to create a wetland. Hindrances were burdensome
management, deficient knowledge, time-consuming application
procedures for subsidies and unclear effectiveness of nutrient
reduction.

4. Discussion and implications

Our study shows that landowners could consider constructing
wetlands on land that was not rated as productive if some
hindrances were removed. Successful examples of how such
hindrances can be overcome have been shown for wetlands
(Söderqvist, 2003; Lindahl and Söderqvist, 2004) as well as for
other ecosystem service measures (Lokhorst et al., 2010). Authori-
ties can play a role in removing hindrances and promote wetland
construction by focussing on what advantages wetlands can offer
landowners and how this land use can benefit their businesses. It
should be made clear to landowners what the different subsidies
mean and how constructed wetlands can affect their business in
a long-term perspective. Landowners must also be offered clear
information about how wetlands, and specifically their “own”
wetlands, contribute to decreased eutrophication and improved
biodiversity. Follow-up schemes providing feedback to landowners
about how their wetlands contribute to nutrient removal
and biodiversity could promote a lasting confidence in wetland
construction among landowners.

Creating wetlands only on land that today is considered as non-
profitable for agricultural production is probably not enough, and it
could well be that the decreased rate of new establishments in
Sweden is because easily converted land already has been used for
wetland creation. ‘We have done all the obvious planting’ as the
interviewees said in another study, investigating the outcome of
a re-vegetation scheme (Smith, 2008). Also, a serious societal
attempt to decrease nutrient transport to the sea must include the
possibility of designing and placing wetlands on all types of land to
maximize nutrient removal (Moreno-Mateos and Comin, 2010).
Some land which is defined by owners as productive (in terms of
food production) may need to be used for wetland creation. Critical,
then, is the meaning of production e which needs to be changed
from the concept of producing food or material goods (Lütz and
Bastian, 2002) to a concept that includes other ecosystem services.

Food production as a priority choice emerged in this study from
the desire to manage the land in the best possible way. The feeling
of stewardship toward the countryside and the farm in particular
has previously been proposed as a predictor of pro-environmental
behaviour among farmers (e.g., Sullivan, 1996). Stewardship
embraces a special relationship to the land (Sullivan, 1996) or
nature (Plieninger et al., 2004), including perceived moral obliga-
tions and lifestyle (Davies and Hodge, 2007). Such fundamental
values are perhaps not easily changed. The strong concern for the
land could, however, also be seen as an expression of profession-
alism, in which the land is viewed as a capital resource that should
be properly managed to secure profits in the future. Other forms of
long-term investment would consequently be possible if the

Land management in 
the best possible way

Unproductive land

Productive land

Increased qualities of the landscape (PER)

Subsidies (BC)

Need for other beneficial functions (BC)

Sufficient knowledge (KU)

Peers’ good experiences (KU)

Costs not covered by subsidies (BC)

Burdensome management (BC)

No need for other functions (BC)

Deficient knowledge (KU)

Peers’ bad experiences (KU)

Costly and time consuming application (AS)

Unclear effectiveness (AS)

Identified as unfairly treated (UC)

Wetland?

Wetland
- yes!

Wetland
- no!

Fig. 1. Conceptual model of landowners’ incentives for creating a wetland or not. The core category land management in the best possible way determines the status of the land
(unproductive or productive) followed by several considerations emerging from the five categories personal environmental responsibility (PER), business considerations (BC),
knowledge and understanding (KU), acknowledgement and support (AS), and unfair conditions (UC).

A. Hansson et al. / Journal of Environmental Management 113 (2012) 271e278276
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Hansson et al.’s (2012) conceptual model presents the farmers decision-making process as a deliberate 

cost-benefit analysis. Hansson et al. build their own framework with motivational categories rather than 

following any pre-defined behavioral model. However, their stated incentives and disincentives could also 

appropriately have been grouped under the TIB. While most categories relate to the attitudinal component, 

social factors are represented by peers’ experience, affect is reflected in landowners who felt unfairly 

treated, and subsidies and burdensome management are examples of facilitating factors of importance.  

Hansson et al. (2012) implicitly argue the significance of roles and self-concept as they suggest that a change 

is needed so that farmers will go “from seeing themselves as unfairly treated strugglers to being entrepreneurs 

within the ecosystem service market” (Hansson et al, 2012, page 277). In line with this, the article suggests that 

farmers should be approached as businesspersons, rather than as private individuals, with tendering 

processes where the best provider of ecosystem services will win the bid. In this suggestion the underlying 

driving force would be the financial incentive, and concurrently Hansson et al. (2012) do refer from their 

interviews that farmers would be interested in wetland construction, if it provided more money than the 

current setup offers. 

 

5.5 Literature Review – Grouped in TIB Components 

A large group of articles seek to explain what guides our behavior in an agri-environmental context (Uthes 

& Matzdorf, 2013). Where some articles take on a broad explanatory approach, like the above examples 

from Sweden, other literature zoom in on one or a few components to see what effect these might have 

on decision-making. This next section will present both kinds of articles. The long list of explanatory 

motives for agri-environmental behavior makes it necessary to systematically pick a limited number of 

topics for this review. The topics in the following section are chosen so that they cover the same topics as 

those of the interviews (see methods section). As I have chosen the TIB as the theoretical tool of 

investigation, the articles that are presented in the following sections are related to the intention-creating 

components of the TIB (attitude, social factors, and affect) as well as the component of facilitating factors 

and they will be grouped under these themes. In many cases there will be a certain overlap where some 

categories can be argued to belong in more than one place. One example is the case of landowner types, 

which could easily be argued to belong under both facilitating factors and under social-norms because of 

the landowner types’ effect both on dependence on land and on self-concept. Overlapping categories are 

placed, where they fit best, and the overlap with other categories is briefly commented. The topics that are 

presented in this literature review do not comprise the full list of matters that impact the landowners’ 

decisions in relation to wetland projects. Rather, they are the topics that were deemed most relevant for 

the analysis of Danish wetland restoration projects. 
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Table 1: TIB Components and the underlying topics that are included in the following review. 

Facilitating Conditions Attitude Social Factors Affect 
- Landowner type - Finances - Norms - Trust 
- Dynamics in time fit and farm 
life cycle 

- Information, knowledge 
and interest in nature 

- Self-concept 
  

- Scheme setup 
 

    
 

5.5.1 Facilitating Conditions 

Landowner Type 

A common theme in the literature is that of landowner- and farmer types. There is a broad understanding 

that landowners can be grouped by type, and that this might be helpful for understanding their actions. This 

in turn is expected to be helpful for policy development, which can be adjusted and directed more precisely 

at certain types of landowners. 

Some authors group landowners by demographic factors (Busck & Kristensen, 2014; Hansson et al 2012; 

Præstholm et al, 2006). Here, the landowner categories typically reflect the percentage of income that 

comes from farming, or the amount of time spent on farm work, and divide landowners in categories such 

as fulltime farmers, part time farmers, hobby farmers, non-farmers and retirees. While it is rather easy to 

find this kind of external data, the definition of meaningful groups poses difficulties as the boundaries are 

unclear, especially for landowners that do not solely rely on farming for income (Præstholm et al., 2006). 

Many studies investigate farmers, leaving out non-farming landowners. Perhaps this reflects a historical 

understanding or rural landscapes, in which farmers were more dominant in rural areas. Today however, an 

increasing number of rural landowners do little or no farming (Busck, 2002), and in a study of afforestation 

in eight European countries with randomly sampled landowners, hobby farmers made up the largest group 

with 35 % of the respondents. They also owned 23 % of the land. Correspondingly, fulltime farmers owned 

51 % of the land (Præstholm et al., 2006). The same study showed that hobby farmers were less likely to 

know about subsidy schemes and thus illustrates the need of a differentiated communication approach 

between officials and different types of landowners.  

 

Another group of literature groups landowners by their view of the landscape as well as by their view of 

their own role in the landscape. Here, the landowner attitude, self-concept, farming ambition and view on 

nature define landowner categories. Using the TPB and focusing on attitude and intention, Pike (2008) 

divided farmers into five segments called custodians, lifestyle choice, pragmatists, modern family business, and 

challenged enterprises. These categories were based on farmer’s perceptions rather than on demographic 

characteristics, and they were argued to have importance for policy modeling “with respect to recognizing 

diversity in terms of attitude, motivations and likely behaviors” (Pike, 2008, page 15). 
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Busck (2002) argued that seeing farmers as a homogeneous group with one set of values and practices 

would be a barrier to understanding the driving forces behind their decision-making. In a study she 

interviewed Danish farmers about their landscape management and categorized 5 styles of landscape 

practice, namely: production enthrone, rational restructuring, create a paradise, conserve and enhance, and focus 

close to residence. Because the farming styles are related to values, they are not expected to change 

frequently, but over the course of a lifetime landowners might change practice (Busck, 2002). 

Finally, Brodt et al. (2006) grouped Californian wine producers as environmental stewards, production 

maximizers, and networking entrepreneurs based on interviews on pesticide use in wine production. Like the 

above demographic groupings, Brodt et al.’s groupings also to some extent reflect dependence on farming 

income. As an example, farmers, who rely mainly on off-farm income are unlikely to be found in the 

production maximizers category. However, once again these categories are determined by internal factors 

such as values and attitudes as opposed to external demographic factors. 

 

In addition to grouping landowners into different categories, many attempts have been made to find effects 

of certain demographic characteristics such as farm size, landowner age, and education level (Burton, 2013). 

Such generalization can prove difficult especially when attempting to generalize from one context to 

another. One example is that of farm size. While some studies have shown that larger farms are more 

likely to take part in agri-environmental schemes, other studies were inconclusive about the impact of farm 

size. One difference in these results might be decided by whether or not the compensation is paid by 

hectare or not (Murphy, 2014).  

Productivity is one farm-specific variable that is “almost always negatively correlated with participation in an 

AES” (agri-environmental scheme) (Murphy, 2014, page 200). This means that in the group of farms, the 

less productive farms are more likely to take part in agri-environmental schemes, and it is interesting in 

policy-making as it means that not only the number of participating farms should be considered, but also 

the effect of their participation.  

 

Goodness of Fit and Farm Life Cycle  

The goodness of fit specifies whether a scheme fit in with the management plans of a farm. In a study in 

eight European countries, Wilson & Hart (2000) found that after financial reasons, reasons that schemes 

fitted well with already existing farm-management plans were the most mentioned “very important” reason 

for participation. Likewise, that a scheme did not fit in with farm plans was the most frequent reason for 

non-participation. They also found that the more “deep and narrow” a scheme is, the more likely it is that 

goodness of fit will play a role when farmers decide whether or not to take part in a scheme (Wilson & 

Hart, 2000). 

Low investment requirements, as well as little extra work, are also important factors for participation in 

AEM (Van Herzele et al., 2013; Sattler & Nagel, 2010) and it might be hypothesized that if a scheme has 

little other appeal, famers may be less inclined to incorporate a scheme into current farm management 

plans. 
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Much of the literature on scheme-uptake has taken on a static approach, assuming that schemes either fit 

well or did not fit well with a certain farm or farmer. However, Ingram et al. (2013) added a new approach 

in a study of farmers’ participation in the agri-environmental Tir Gofal scheme in Wales. In this article they 

demonstrate that motivation for scheme uptake has a dynamic nature where schemes might fit farms well 

in some farm stages but not in others. Farms are impacted by their stage in the life cycle as well as by 

societal factors such as market fluctuations. As environmental schemes typically lead to less intensive 

production, they might collide with times were the next generation takes over with plans for expansion. In 

a reverse situation, where a farmer is working towards retirement with no successor, or when a farmer is 

waiting some years before passing on the farm, environmental schemes might be more appealing. In 

accordance to this, it has also been found that the financial security that follows from scheme participation 

is more appealing during times of financial hardship (Ingram et al., 2013).  

While the goodness of fit is related to financial concerns, Ingram et al. (2013) found that a longer 

perspective and an overall goal of passing on the farm to future generations often shape the financial 

concerns.  

 

Scheme Setup 

When it comes to farmers’ participation in agri-environmental schemes, the setup of the scheme itself is 

one factor to count in. Schemes can be adjusted in many ways for example through choice of contract 

lengths, level of individual contract adjustment, eligibility rules, application procedures, and administrative 

setup (Polman & Slangen, 2008). 

Broch and Vedel (2012) did a choice experiment study on uptake of afforestation schemes in Denmark 

because current afforestation schemes had not picked up at the intended pace. 

Two of their findings were especially relevant to scheme setup. First of all, they found that the presence of 

monitoring by the authorities would make possible participants ask for higher financial compensation rates 

in order to join. Monitoring can be a tool to make sure that farmers’ keep their side of the contract. 

However, an issue with monitoring is that it can impact negatively on farmers’ intrinsic motivation to 

comply with the scheme, if farmers feel that they are being controlled. This makes it worth for scheme 

planners to consider if the cost of monitoring outweighs the positive benefits (Broch & Vedel, 2012).  

A second finding by Broch & Vedel (2012) concerned the option of cancelling scheme participation. In their 

choice experiment, participants had options of cancelling the contract within a 5-year or 10-year time 

period. Scheme set-ups that included either of the two cancelling options required significantly lower 

compensation rates by participants. However, for landowners who already had afforested areas the 

cancelling option had much less significance. This might indicate that a high level of uncertainty about the 

effect of the change is followed by a higher requested compensation rate (Broch & Vedel, 2012). 
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5.5.2 Attitude 

Finances 

Farmer’s role in agri-environmental landscape management was stressed with the McSharry reform of the 

European Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in 1992 which encompassed agri-environmental measures of 

several kinds (Burton et al., 2008), and the amount of literature on AEM schemes has increased drastically 

since AEM measures became mandatory in all EU member states with the Agenda 2000 reform of the 

Common Agricultural Policy. AEM agreements typically provide financial compensation to farmers in 

exchange for changes in their management styles that are planned to have beneficial environmental impacts. 

This implies that the EU recognizes landowners as providers and allows certain impacts on the landscape as 

part of farming. Those who go further than the standard to curb the negative environmental impacts can 

then be financially rewarded e.g. through AEM schemes (Uthes & Matzdorf, 2013). It is difficult to assess the 

necessary level of financial compensation that is needed to compensate farmer’s production losses from 

AEM and keep their production financially viable. However, some financial compensation is needed to make 

participation at all attractive (Ingram et al., 2013). 

AEM started to receive funding in some EU member states by the end of the 1980’ies. Since then the 

budget share of AEM has increased, and in the 2007-2013 programming period AEM accounted for more 

than 20 % of the national rural development budget in EU-15 member states (Uthes & Matzdorf, 2013). 

This sizeable amount of funding that is being put into AEM schemes every year, might help to account why 

so much of AEM literature so far has been focused on the importance of financial incentives (Sattler & 

Nagel, 2010; Frondel et al., 2012).  

Basically, compensation is expected to decrease the negative effects of scheme participation and thereby 

increase the willingness to participate, and typically it is found to do so. Likewise, greater expected financial 

losses are normally followed by greater requests for compensation (Yu & Belcher, 2011). 

However, many other factors – such as monitoring, public access, choice of cancelling the contract, or soil 

quality – make schemes more or less attractive and impact the compensation level that is needed for 

landowners to accept the scheme (Boon et al., 2010; Broch & Vedel, 2011; Uthes & Matzdorf, 2013; Yu & 

Belcher, 2011) . 

More surprisingly perhaps, financial compensation is not always positively correlated with an increase in the 

willingness to participate. Though financial compensation is generally expected to increase willingness to 

take part, one study showed that it does not always have to be so. In this study on possible forest 

conservation in Denmark, participants were asked if they were willing to conserve forest if they were 

offered “appropriate compensation” (Boon et al. 2010, page 568). 64 % were more willing to conserve 

forest if compensated, but a large number (34 %) were unaffected by compensation, while a small group (2 

% - 18 landowners) even decreased their willingness to conserve forest with financial compensation. Boon 

el al. (2010) find that the decreased willingness can either be interpreted as an ideological protest against 

the idea of state intervention on forest land, or a result of reduced intrinsic motivation following from 

external incentives (Boon et al, 2010). Furthermore, the large percentage that was not further motivated by 

financial compensation suggests that the initial decision of whether or not to set land aside is most 
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determining of the final decision. If further supports the conclusion that financial incentive is not enough by 

itself (Boon el al., 2010).   

Ideally, financial payment is set at a level, where neither over-payment nor under-payment occurs. 

However, due to regional differences, this is very hard to avoid in practice (Uthes & Matzdorf, 2013). In the 

study of forest conservation the results indicated a geographical difference showing that landowners in the 

Eastern part of Denmark were less willing to set land aside (Boon el al., 2010). Boon et al. suggest that this 

is due to opportunity cost, with land being more fertile and hence more valuable in the eastern part of the 

country. However, with landowners answering if they were willing to set land aside given “appropriate 

compensation”, rather than a fixed amount, this explanation seems to be lacking something.  

The study further showed that landowners with agricultural land were less inclined than non-farming 

landowners to set aside land without compensation, but more inclined to do so than non-farming 

landowners when given compensation. Boon et al. (2010) suggest that this might be due to a “crowding 

out” effect. This effect describes a situation in which famers, who previously performed a service for free 

experience being paid for this service, and then in the future becomes reluctant to perform this same 

service without financial compensation. In regards to policy-making such aspects must be considered as past 

and current AEM payments are expected to impact on landowners anticipated future compensation rates.  

5.5.3 Information, Knowledge and Interest in Nature   

The issue of program information has been called controversial in agri-environmental literature. Some 

literature has found it beneficial for scheme uptake, while other literature has found it indifferent. However, 

if the effect of program information is useful, this is important because it is a variable that can easily be 

adapted by program distributors (Frondel et al., 2012).  

Information and knowledge can easily be confused. According to the Merriam-Webster encyclopædia, 

information is: “facts or details about a subject”, while knowledge is: “the fact or condition of knowing something 

with familiarity gained through experience or association” (Merriam-Webster, 2015a; Merriam-Webster, 

2015b). The definitions imply that knowledge can be formed through information, but requires 

internalization and thus takes time to built. In accordance to this, the agri-environmental literature on 

information mainly deal with information that can be disseminated by authorities as part of scheme 

implementation (Frondel et al., 2012), while the literature on knowledge deal with understanding of nature 

and the landscape, which is taken in and altered through an entire lifetime. 

Using both a theoretical and empirical approach, Frondel et al. (2012) found that program information does 

not necessarily lead to more or less participation. Perhaps some landowners, who were initially interested 

in a scheme, find that it is not attractive for them, while others discover that the benefits outweigh any 

potential disadvantages. The balance must depend on each scheme and how well it is adjusted to the 

targeted landowners. Of course some level of information is needed in order to at least make farmers 

aware of schemes, and lack of knowledge about the presence of schemes have been found to explain lower 

uptake rates (Wilson & Hart, 2000; Præstholm el al., 2006). However, rather than just impacting uptake 
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rates, the provision of information will also help farmers make more well-informed decisions, possibly 

leading to higher satisfaction and higher reapplication rates (Frondel et al., 2012).  

 

Agri-environmental studies on knowledge have shown that farmers, who were more knowledgeable about 

bio-diversity, were also more interested in nature. And farmers with more interest in nature also 

expressed more positive interest in conservation features (Herzon & Mikk, 2007). The wish to protect 

nature was also found as a main reason for participation by Wilson & Hart (2000), who found a “wish to 

promote environmental conservation” to be the third most “very important” reason for participation. 

Supporting findings were made by Hansson et al. (2012) and by Söderqvist (2003). These articles did not 

question why landowners showed an interest in conserving nature – be it aesthetical, recreational, health 

related, or ethical reasons. But a logical assumption is that the interest in nature must be followed by some 

kind of knowledge-based reasoning. 

With the above reasoning in mind it becomes pertinent to establish that policy developers and landowners 

have different cultures of knowledge (Burgess et al., 2000; Morris, 2006). In general, policy developers 

employ a codified scientifically based knowledge culture, which is defined by being “explicit, standardised and 

easily transferable’’, while landowners’ knowledge tend to be local and tacit. Tacit knowledge is characterized 

as often being “personal and context dependent, and as such, (…) difficult if not impossible to communicate other 

than through personal interaction in a context of shared experiences” (Morris, 2006, page 115, referencing 

Morgan & Murdoch, 2000, pp. 160– 161). For those who are interested in the uptake rates of agri-

environmental schemes, this difference in knowledge culture is important when communicating with 

landowners, because agri-environmental schemes as a consequence of the different knowledge cultures 

“challenge farmers’ aesthetic appreciations and their understanding of what is ‘good’ or ‘bad’ in particular” (Soini & 
Aakkula, 2007, page 319).  
If schemes are too challenging, landowner communities might feel that their knowledge culture is 

threatened, and will be encouraged to “reinforce the socially constructed boundaries around itself” (Morris, 

2006, page 119) meaning that agri-environmental schemes that ask landowners to implement too large 

changes might backfire and strengthen previous non-environmental attitude.  

5.5.4 Social Factors 

Norms 

Norms can be divided into subjective and personal norms. In this definition subjective (or social) norms are 

a person’s perception of social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior under consideration, 

while personal norms are internalized social norms, and thus the two concepts are closely intertwined. 

(Harland et al, 1999).  

The TIB identifies norms as one of the underlying components that make up social factors, which in turn 

impact intention to act. 

Fielding et al. (2005) used the TPB to study uptake of riparian zone management schemes and found a 

relation between perceived normative support and intention to take part in the riparian zone management 
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schemes. Harland et al. (1999) likewise found a connection between both subjective- and personal norms 

and environmentally relevant behavior. And finally Burton has contributed with studies on norms in farmer 

communities, which support such a connection (Burton 2004; Burton et al., 2008). One Danish study of 

farmers’ landscape changes in peri-urban areas found that landowners had not consulted friends and 

neighbors for advice and comments on how this is different from the findings of Burton (2004) (Busck & 

Kristensen, 2014). While Busck and Kristensen argue that their findings might be caused by the 

heterogeneity of the peri-urban community in their study, another explanation can possibly be found in the 

methodological approach. Farmers have been found to have a self-image as independent and uninfluenced 

by opinions or behaviors of neighboring farmers (Burton, 2004). Seabrook & Higgins (1988) argue that self-

concept is a construct that must be approached indirectly and the lack of social impact that was found by 

Busck & Kristensen (2014) could be due to their direct approach, where farmers had to indicate how much 

social considerations were a motive for their decisions, by stating a fitting number on a scale. Burton (2004) 

on the other hand asks interviewees about accepted farming practices and indirectly finds that strong 

norms are present in the studied communities.  

Burton (2004) builds on the symbolic interactionist school of thought when stating that society has many 

groups, which each have shared understandings and socially accepted behavior.  For individuals, belonging 

to or identifying with a group, gives a higher sense of self-esteem and a sense of belonging and security. 

One important aspect of group-behavior is to comply with the accepted norms of the group. For farmers 

as a group, the current norms state that the good farmer keeps his fields neat and maximizes production. 

This includes practices such as removing weeds, maintaining farm buildings, and plowing straight (Burton 

2004). The wish to be seen as complying to this ideal, has resulted in the concept “roadside farming”, 

where farmers work harder to make their most visible farming areas appear in their best possible way.  

The current productivist behavior has been encouraged in times where food was scare, e.g. in the post 

WWII society where farmers were supported based on production (Burton, 2004; Burton et al., 2008). 

Some papers propose that the newer generation of famers are less production oriented (Busck & 

Kristensen, 2014), and that a change has occurred, so that environmental behavior is not only a result of 

regulation (Pike, 2008). However, Burton and Wilson (2006) find that the transition is not complete and 

that the productivist behavior is still dominant. Burton et al. argue that with changes in subsidy schemes, 

and the financial support of environmental behavior that has been around for almost three decades now, a 

larger change in norms could have been expected (Burton et al., 2008).  

An apparent barrier to this change is the loss of status that farmers perceive from joining most current day 

agri-environmental schemes. While schemes might offer enticing financial compensation, neighboring famers 

might perceive the change towards more untamed natural areas as laziness or lack of farming skill (Burton, 

2004). In their 2008 article, Burton et al. suggest to shape schemes in a way that allow farmers to show 

their land management skills. Currently, land that is set aside, as part of a scheme does not require much 

care, and thus does not allow farmers to display any acquired skill.  
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Self-Concept 

How we see ourselves, as well as the way we think others see us, combine to form our self-concept.  

Seabrook and Higgins (1998) describe how the self-concept contains three components; the cognized self, 

the other self and the ideal self. The cognized self is how we see ourselves. The other self is how we think 

others see us, and the ideal self is what we aspire to, or how we want to be seen. 

Thus, in an agricultural perspective, the self-concept defines the actions that are understood as appropriate 

farming practices for an individual.  

If information is offered that challenges the self-concept, several approaches can be utilized to avoid 

cognitive dissonance, which is understood to be disturbing. Possible ways of dealing with information that 

challenges comprehension are; “(a) ignoring the information or trying to discredit it; or (b) trying to interpret the 

information in a way consistent with one’s Self-Concept; or (c) changing one’s Self-Concept to a more compatible 

one; or (d) building a line of reasoning to justify one’s Self-Concept despite the information.” (Seabrook and 

Higgins, 1998, page 105). One thing that is interesting in this context is that just like knowledge cultures, 

self-concept is not necessarily moved by conflicting information. Instead conflicting information might 

reinforce the already established understanding. For example, if a farmer sees himself as a good farmer, 

because he is very productive, then new information that states that his production is harmful for the 

environment will cause cognitive dissonance about his own self-understanding until he has applied one of 

the roads of action that were described above.  

An overlap can be pointed out between self-concept and the construction of landowner types based on 

internal characteristics that was addressed in the section on facilitating conditions. While it is appropriate 

to group landowner types under facilitating conditions due to the importance of situational constraints, the 

grouping of landowners by internal characteristics is also closely related to self-concept. In this aspect, an 

important point is that landowner types are not static as might be suggested by many types of landowner 

grouping. Landowners do not fit one type, but like other people, embody a range of hierarchical and 

situational dependent identities (Burton & Wilson, 2006). Burton & Wilson (2006) argue that people 

embody many identities. This could also be described as a broad spectrum of personality traits that are 

triggered into action under different situations. While landowners are able to contain multiple hierarchal 

identities, a study of farmer identities in Marston Vale, in the UK, found that farmers were still strongly 

productivist in their self-concept. However, the authors argue that different situations will bring forth 

different appropriate identities, and this statement is used to explain the gap that some researchers might 

find between stated attitudes and actual actions towards the environment (Burton & Wilson, 2006). 

 

5.5.5 Affect  

Trust 

While there are many different emotions that impact human behavior and interaction between people, 

trust seem to be the one emotion that has been given attention in agri-environmental literature. Arguably, 

it is an essential emotion, because without trust, people will not enter willingly into contracts (Polman & 
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Slangen, 2008). In a simple definition, trust is the willingness of one party to rely on another (Sutherland et 

al., 2013), and a typical way of dividing trust is in personal trust and institutional trust. Personal trust relates 

to the trust between individuals, whereas institutional trust is the trust between individuals and institutions 

(Eshuis & Woerkum, 2003; Sutherland et al., 2013).  

Trust is needed in situations where information is incomplete, and it is “based on a balance between total 

knowledge and total ignorance” (Eshuis & Woerkum, 2003, page 380). For this reason less experienced 

landowners – who hold less information or are less knowledgeable – will have to put more trust in project 

managers when taking part in AEM schemes (Morris, 2006).  

In relation to AEM schemes such trust is important during the process because farmers are more likely to 

open up, when they trust the policy implementers (Sutherland, 2006). The shared knowledge about the 

farm makes it possible to adjust schemes to landowners, possibly leading to higher uptake rates or better-

implemented schemes. Generally, trust is found to be beneficial for reducing transaction cost and 

opportunism as well as facilitating co-operation, communication, and dialogue (Eshuis & Woerkum, 2003). 

It takes time to build up trust, but the longevity of a relationship does not in itself guarantee trust  (Lindahl 

& Söderqvist, 2004; Sutherland et al., 2013). Instead a number of different things are found to help trust 

being established. Morris (2006) and Juntti & Potter (2002) emphasize the importance of an open dialogue 

and good communication while Darton et al. (2008) adds that perceived procedural fairness leads to trust 

over time. It is also argued that over time actors can work to create a common understanding which leads 

to the use of a common language and shared trust (Eshuis & Woerkum, 2003).  

While the common understanding between policy implementers and landowners is beneficial, it is also 

important for policy implementers not to grant to many concessions in order to gain trust. In a study of 

policy implementers in England and Finland, Juntti & Potter (2002) found that some policy implementers, in 

their attempts to gain landowners’ trust, identified with landowners and their situation to an extent were 

they presented the AEM schemes as income support with secondary environmental benefits. This of course 

is unfortunate for implementation, which might be half-heartedly executed if the environmental benefits are 

not perceived as the main goal.  
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6 Methods 

6.1 Research Design and Choice of Case Areas 

The research design of this study is built around a multiple case study (Yin, 2009). Two cases have been 

selected. The first case is the Sallinge Å wetland restoration project in Faaborg-Midtfyn municipality on 

Funen, Denmark, and the second is the Mellemste Suså wetland restoration project on Zealand, Denmark. 

The investigated phenomenon was the behavioral background of landowner’s willingness to participate in 

wetland restoration projects. The behavioral background was examined through the projects where 

landowners, who were involved in the project, were interviewed about their demographic background, the 

process, and their thoughts related to participation. The cases were also explored through interviews with 

the project managers of the two projects.  

In order to select two case areas a list of criteria were set up. First and foremost newer projects were 

prioritized so that they would still be fresh in mind for the landowners and project managers. Secondly, 

large projects with many landowners were preferred. This served two purposes. First of all it increased the 

chances of finding enough landowners who were willing to participate in interviews, second of all it 

increased the chances of having more different types of landowners be represented.   

Other criteria such as the type of project (lake, stream, nitrogen, phosphorous etc.) and expected nutrient 

effect were considered, but were estimated to be of lesser importance to the problem statement. While 

both of the chosen wetland restoration projects are areas that are created with the intention of reducing 

nitrogen emissions, the results are expected to be largely generalizable to phosphorous-wetland 

restoration projects.  

 

It was preferred to find projects in different geographical regions of Denmark as the problem statement is 

relevant on a national level and projects in separate regions could be expected to show a more diverse 

picture. Furthermore, during an observational study, I had heard project managers in wetland restoration 

projects express that there were more difficulties with the establishment of wetland restoration projects 

on Zealand than in other regions of Denmark (The Danish Nature Agency, 2014). On Funen many wetland 

areas had already been restored, so it was expected that the project managers here might have more 

experience to pass on.  

 

Possible projects were located through Internet search, especially using information from the Danish 

Nature Agency. The Sallinge Å project was found this way, while the Water Upland Control Group 

(Vandoplandsstyregruppe) for Smålandsfarvandet recommended the Mellemste Suså project for the study. 

The choice of a multiple case study is expected to lead to more robust conclusions than if only one case 

had been chosen (Yin, 2009), and the choice of two different geographical areas makes it possible to 

examine more variety in behavior, and indicates if the results are bound to the specific local area or if they 

are likely to be generalizable (Burton et al., 2008).   
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However, within the limits of the study, the focus on no more than two cases allowed time for a more in-

depth understanding of the technical aspects of each project as well as the interaction between project 

managers and landowners. However, it is understood that the geographical differences across Denmark and 

other situational constraints most likely mean that two case areas are not enough to illustrate all the 

possible concerns that might impact landowners willingness to participate in a project. It is the hope and 

belief that the two chosen projects will illustrate the most common and crucial concerns. In this way it is 

clear that the choice of two case studies is fit to be illustrative rather than representative of Danish 

landowners in general. This also supports the choice of a qualitative empirical study over a quantitative one 

(Yin, 2009). 

With the time constraint of this study being one year, it was not possible to detect a change in the 

interviewed landowners’ intention over time, let alone determine from what such possible change 

originates. Likewise, it was not possible to follow an on-going case while landowners were making up their 

mind, as project managers were concerned with the possible impact from this. This means that the 

informants’ own words following their involvement are the best and most trusted source. Building on 

Behavioral Reasoning Theory, it is recognized that post action reasoning possibly impact qualitative 

interviews like these, in which interviewees are asked about their perceived experiences. Among other 

impacts, these effects might make the interviewees defend their decision-making or simplify the narration of 

their decision-making process (Westaby, 2005). 

6.2 Literature  

The results from the two case areas were analyzed using the TIB and relevant AEM literature. An attempt 

was made to give an overview of the most relevant AEM literature in the above literature review section. 

The starting point for finding literature was searches on Internet search engines such as BioOne, Agricola 

and Elsevier. However, Google Scholar proved to be most relevant for the search. As a starting point, 

searches were made with combinations of the following key words: farmers, landowners, wetland 

restoration projects, agri-environmental schemes and motivation. Additional literature was later found 

through chain literature searches and additional searches on Internet search engines on more specific 

topics. Though literature on wetland restoration projects specifically seems sparse, the general literature 

on AEM and famer motivation is so rigorous that this thesis does not claim to have been able to provide an 

overview of all of it.   

The grey literature, which provided context and understanding of the Danish wetland restoration scheme 

was primarily found via Google searches and are mainly a mix of information from governmental sources 

and agricultural organizations. 

 

While the literature on environmental behavior in general is extensive, the literature related to wetland 

restoration projects specifically is much more limited.  

This poses the question of generalization, and to which extent generalization is reasonable. 
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Knowler & Bradshaw (2006) did a review of 130 studies on adoption of conservational agriculture practices 

in North America, Latin America and Africa. They found that there were very few universal variables, which 

could be used to explain reasons for adoption of conservation practices. When more studies were available 

for a single variable, the results were more likely to point in different directions. However, they suggested 

that this might also be due to differences in researcher’s analytical methods and the influence of the region.  

Likewise, Wilson & Hart (2000) found interregional differences in a study of EU farmers’ motivation for 

participation in voluntary agri-environmental schemes. Here, part of the regional difference was explained 

by differences in the schemes’ set-up. 

These findings can be used to argue that studies should aim to explain on a local, rather than a universal 

level, as is argued by Knowler & Bradshaw (2006). However, within Agri-environmental schemes Wilson & 

Hart (2000) did find that on a EU level there are no fundamental differences in farmer characteristics in 

different regions, “and that conceptual frameworks for the understanding of farmers' participation in AESs 

developed in the United Kingdom can be successfully applied outside the British context” (Wilson & Hart, 

2000, page 2161). For this theoretical review, the discussion of possible generalization of studies is used to 

state that while some generalization is deemed possible, the comparison of this study’s results with other 

literature must also consider differences in context, research design, and analytical approach. 

6.3 Interviews 

6.3.1 Constructing Interview Guides 

The TIB was used to develop semi-structured interview guides considering each of the components 

attitude, social factors, affect, and facilitating conditions. This process was challenged by the fact that there 

are some inherent overlaps between the different components, but they were never the less used as a 

guidance to consider what questions would be relevant related to each component. Further, in the interest 

of staying focused, questions outside of this spectrum were not included in the built-in questions of the 

interview guides.  

 

While the components of the TIB were used to structure the interview guides and keep a comprehensive 

approach, the specific questions were based on readings of grey literature related to Danish wetland 

restoration projects and international literature on farmer behavior and AEM schemes. Topics in the 

interview guides included demographic data, intervention on the landowner’s land, type of compensation, 

involvement and communication in the process, use of social networks, concerns, administrative work, 

nature-related considerations and the time of decision-making. The main objective of the interview was to 

find out why a landowner had made the decision he had, and additionally, what could possibly have 

improved the process. To a large degree the interview guides for project managers and landowners 

contained similar questions, allowing for comparison of answers. However, the interview guides for the 

project managers asked more generally about the concerns of landowners. They also included more 
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background information on the case area wetland projects and on the functioning of the schemes under the 

Green Growth Agreement.  

In an interest to find additional impacting factors that I had not come across in the literature, I also included 

open questions related to the landowners’ concerns in addition to the more specific questions. The more 

open questions were placed after the initial factual questions, but before I asked about specific topics that 

might have impacted, which was found in the literature. This way I hoped the interviewee would open up 

and be talkative while not being influenced by my own ideas.  

After answering the more open-ended questions, the landowners were asked to assess the importance of a 

number of different factors and grade these on a 0-3 scale (3 being most important), based on how 

important these factors had been to the landowner’s decision-making process. In one interview the 

landowner ended up not filling out the grading scheme and in a few other interviews, some singular 

statements were missed. Due to the small sample size and the use of a non-random sampling of 

landowners, the grading scheme has little value even for descriptive statistics. However, there are some 

noticeable differences between what weighted the most and the least on average for landowners decision-

making. These have been mentioned in the results section. Furthermore, and more importantly, the grading 

scheme was also used as a contribution to the discussion with landowners, in order to help avoid a 

situation in which important considerations were simply forgotten.  

6.3.2 Conducting Interviews  

For both case areas the project managers carried out the landowner negotiations. Therefore, for both case 

areas, the project managers were interviewed about project facts and experiences from the landowner 

negotiations. The interviews with the project managers were carried out before landowner interviews at 

the corresponding project.  

Nine landowner interviews were conducted for each case area. The project managers assisted the selection 

of interviewees, and landowners were deliberately selected so that full-time farmers, part time farmers, 

non-farmers, participants and non-participants were represented. In the case of Sallinge Å the only two 

non-participating landowners were identified and sought out independently after the initial interviews were 

conducted. One landowner did repeatedly not answer the phone and one had to cancel the appointment. 

All other landowners, who were approached, agreed to participate in an interview, which took place in 

their own home, with the exception of one interview that was conducted via telephone. All interviews 

were carried out in November and December 2014. Landowner interviews typically took 30-50 minutes, 

while the interviews with project managers each took a couple of hours.  

On the one hand, comparability between the landowner interviews was important, because it was relevant 

to examine the potential difference between different landowner types. This encouraged the use of a semi-

structured interview guide with several pre-defined questions for the landowners. On the other hand, the 

study had very few qualitative ambitions. Instead it had an ambition to discover any subjects that were of 

relevance to the Danish wetland scheme. This spoke in favor of a looser interview structure, one where 

the pre-defined questions were primarily facilitating for the conversation. As a result the interviews are 
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balanced somewhere along this line, where all questions in the interview guide were typically pursued, and 

where follow-up questions were used where deemed relevant. When a landowner was particularly talkative 

and started sharing on his own, without following the interview guide, this was generally encouraged as long 

as it was related to the research question. In such cases questions were later skipped in their original 

wording, if interviewees had already addressed the subject sufficiently by themselves.  

Between the interviews at Sallinge Å and Mellemste Suså, the interview guides were revised and two 

additional questions were added. The interview guides for project managers and landowners can be viewed 

in appendix 1.  

 

6.3.3 Data Treatment 

All 20 interviews were transcribed. However, for landowner interviews the initial facts are all referenced in 

the beginning of the interview. Some other parts of interviews are referenced or even left out in order to 

reduce redundancy or when the context was lengthy and less important for the study. When text is 

referenced the choice of words is still in line with the words used by the interviewee. After transcription, 

all interviews were thematically coded using the Data Analysis Software Program NVivo.  

The purpose of transcription was to get an overview of the data and make it possible to uncover the 

dominant themes in the interviews, which made further analysis possible.  
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7 Case Descriptions 

7.1	  Sallinge	  Å	  	  

7.1.1 Project Background 

Sallinge Å is located on Funen, near Ringe. The source of the stream is found in Sandager Bog in Gislev. 

From here, the water runs just over 28 km before joining Odense Å and finally ending up in Odense Fjord. 

Each year, 180 tons nitrogen is estimated to enter the stream from the surrounding catchment area, and 

the purpose of the Sallinge Å project is to reduce the quantity of nitrogen that is passed on from Sallinge Å. 

The project cost 18 million Danish kr. and was calculated to diminish nitrogen emissions by 16.9 tons 

nitrogen per year, which roughly translates to 13 % of the nitrogen that runs from Sallinge Å to Odense Å 

(Fyns Amt, 2006; De fynske kommuner, 2015). However, even though the main purpose was to reduce 

nitrogen emission, the project also had positive side effects for biodiversity and furthermore brought back 

parts of the historical meandering in the reconstruction (Fyns Amt, 2006).  

The county of Funen (Fyns Amt) started up the project in 2005 under the environmental billion. At this 

time the technical feasibility study was carried out, but when other projects were prioritized higher, funding 

was not found. When the Green Growth agreement came about, the project was taken back up and 

project money was granted in 2011. In May 2014 the physical construction was finished. With the 2007 

Danish Municipal Reform and the change in funding schemes, the municipality of Faaborg-Midtfyn eventually 

carried out the project with two project managers, who managed the project and the negotiation with 

landowners.  

The project involved 48 landowners who made up a mix of different landowner types. Full time farmers – 

defined as those for whom farming is the only income – made up approximately 5-6 of all landowners 

(Hansen & Paludan, 2014).  

 



 

 

41 

7.1.2 Landscape Changes  

The Sallinge Å project is divided into 7 sub-areas going East-West from Ringe to the town of Sallinge (see 

map 7.1.1.1). In total, 12 km of the streams has been altered and 138 hectares of surrounding land is 

included in the project.  

A continuous stretch was originally surveyed for the project, but some land between the 7 areas was taken 

out, because moraine hills of 1-2 meters made it practically impossible flood fields in all areas. In addition, 

some areas, where the stream already followed its natural path, were left out of the project. Because 

Sallinge Å drops quite a bit over the project stretch – 29 meters over 12 km – it was possible to raise 

water levels in the project areas without affecting the areas in between. At the time of the technical 

feasibility study, one landowner expressed no interest in the project and the design was altered to 

accommodate this (Fyns Amt, 2006). 

The changes that were applied to the 7 sub-areas had the purpose of leading water out on top of land area 

before entering the stream, as well as creating wet meadows. Furthermore, some riparian land was taken 

out of production, which also helped to decrease nitrogen emission. In order to accomplish the above, the 

following measures were applied where appropriate; drainage pipes were reoriented or removed, ditches 

were filled, distributor channels were dug, the stream bottom was raised, the stream was narrowed by 

adding rocks to the sides and the stream was re-meandered. Re-meandering took place in three different 

locations, the details of the measures that were carried out, can be seen on the maps in appendix 2. 

The stream was straightened a very long time ago and appears in the straightened version on maps from 

year 1900. The Sallinge Å project attempted to recreate the course of the pre-straightened stream in terms 

of meanders and the level of the river bottom, however, as maps were not found of the stream in its 

natural path this could only be partially obtained (Fyns Amt, 2006).   

 

Map 7.1.1.1: Map of the 7 sub areas that make up the total Sallinge Å project area. Project boundaries are marked in red. More 

detailed maps showing the alterations in the area can be found in appendix 2. (Modified from ALECTIA, 2014) 
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7.2 Mellemste Suså 

7.2.1 Project Background 

Susåen is the fifth longest stream in Denmark and the longest stream in Zealand. The source of the stream 

is found at Rønnede from where it runs up north before turning around and ending in Karrebæk Fjord. 

Before the restoration of Susåen, it was 83 km long, but now with the re-meandering it has been extended 

by almost 1 kilometer (Nielsen, 2011).  

The Mellemste Suså project is one piece in a larger plan that also includes upper and lower parts of Susåen. 

It has been estimated that each year, 170 tons of nitrogen is discharged from the project’s total catchment 

area, and it is a main purpose of the Mellemste Suså project to decrease nitrogen emission from the 

catchment. The project is expected to reduce nitrogen emission by 34.2 tons/yr. and is also expected to 

have positive impact on birdlife (Niras, 2007).  However, in the Mellemste Suså project the importance of 

recreating the historical course of the river and benefitting other wildlife was also emphasized (Niras, 

2007). The project is generally referred to as the Mellemste Suså River Valley Project (Ådalsprojektet 

Mellemste Suså), because of the holistic focus that goes beyond simply reducing nitrogen and also focuses 

on improving nature in the surrounding valley.  

The Mellemste Suså project was a joint collaboration between the farmers’ organization Gefion and the 

Danish Nature Agency, Storstrøm. In 2006, the project was pointed out as one of the projects under the 

environmental billion (Christiani, 2008). Additionally, Gefion initiated the VMPIII-scheme funded project, 

which was granted funding in 2008 (Sønder, n.d.). With this setup, there was technically two projects 

running simultaneously over an overlapping area, but in the actual process of making deals with landowners 

it was approached as one. The project used approximately 18 million Danish kr. from the environmental 

billion and 18 million from the VMPIII funds. Additionally, an old property that was in the hands of the 

Nature Agency was used in the project as compensation land (Nielsen, 2014). 

A combined technical feasibility study for all 3 project-areas was carried out in 2007 and the environmental 

minister ceremonially inaugurated the Mellemste Suså project in 2012 (Nielsen, 2014). 

The Danish Nature Agency-Storstrøm implemented the project with one project leader, who managed all 

landowner negotiations with some assistance from Gefion consultants. The project area runs through three 

different municipalities – Ringsted, Sorø, and Næstved – which also created a need for joint cooperation 

with the municipalities and between the municipalities. This was especially the case for Næstved that has 

the responsibility of administrating maintenance and supervision for the stream. 

The project involved 43 landowners, and was characterized by having a larger proportion of full time 

farmers than the Sallinge Å project (Nielsen, 2014). 
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Map  1: Map of the Mellemste Suså project area and the proposed re-meandering. The thin red lines mark the boundaries of the 
project area. The stream and its inlets are marked in blue. The thicker red lines are the suggested meanders. The meander farthest 
to the east was not eventually constructed. (Reproduced from Niras, 2009) 

7.2.2 Landscape Changes 

The Mellemste Suså project covers 8 km stream and 238 ha riparian land going east west from the railway 

tracks near Vrangstrup to Næsby bridge. Susåen - and especially the Mellemste Suså project area – has a flat 

slope, and the stream drops less than 2,5 meters in the project area (Nielsen, 2011). This means that, 

unlike in the Sallinge Å project, all the land area on the 8 km stretch had to be included in the project, 

because landowners could expect to see a hydraulic effect on their property even if no changes were made 

specifically to their own land. However, it was calculated in the technical feasibility study that changes could 

be made to the Mellemste Suså area, without noticeable affects downstream to the proceeding project area 

(Niras, 2007). 

With its double funding, the Mellemste Suså project had two different parts. The VMPIII funds were granted 

for the riparian areas directly adjacent to the stream. These funds were used to change the riparian areas 

into denitrifying meadows by removing drainage pipes, making distributor channels and sand traps. The 

Environmental Billion funds were used to bring the stream back to its natural course and to reduce the 

intensity of the farming activities in the surrounding hills. With the environmental billion funds, 6 stream 

bends were re-created in their previous location and sand gravel was added to the to the bottom 

(Naturstyrelsen, 2015h). 

The meanders had been cut off in 1929 and were still visible some places in the landscape when 

reconstruction took place. In 1929 the stream was also deepened between 30-80 cm. The sand and gravel 
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that was put out for the Mellemste Suså project was also put out in the same places as where it had 

previously been removed (Niras, 2007). 

In addition to the hydrological changes, paths were laid out in public areas as part of the project so that the 

public would have access to the river. Previously, it was difficult for the public to see the river valley, 

because most of the surrounding land was private. It was part of the project to create a beautiful valley, and 

in order to share this with the public the Danish Nature Agency bought up some areas as part of the 

project and made public walking trails in these areas (Nielsen, 2014).  
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8 Analysis of Results 

8.1 Motivation for Participation 

The interviews in the case areas led to many interesting findings on motivation for participation. During the 

course of an interview, each landowner stated between 1 and 5 motives impacting their willingness to 

participate in the projects, and additionally, some landowners mentioned other aspects, which they 

perceived as positive or negative, but which were not mentioned as deciding factors. The fact that 

landowners have multiple motives impacting their willingness to participate can be used to illustrate that it 

is a complex task to map landowner motivation. Different landowners have different emphasis on each of 

their stated motivations and furthermore some motives overlap. This thesis acknowledges that the 

decision-making process is holistic, drawing simultaneously on all the components from the TIB. However, 

in the interest of creating an overview and communicating the results in the best possible way, this analysis 

identifies the main motives impacting landowners’ willingness to participate in the studied wetland 

restoration projects and presents these findings separately one by one in the sections below. 

When reading these sections it is worth noticing that all of the TIB components, facilitating conditions, 

attitude, social factors, are represented among the identified motives, even if the attitudinal components are 

prevailing. Consequently, the topics are grouped by the TIB components, following the same order as was 

applied in the theory section. This means that the topics related to facilitating conditions, namely 

“landowner type” and “goodness of fit” are presented first, then comes the attitudinal topics “finances” and 

“perceived effects on nature”. Hereafter comes a section on social incentive, and finally affect is covered in 

with a section on trust. 

8.1.1 Landowner Type 

Landowner types proved to have overarching importance to most landowner considerations. For this 

reason, the results will be presented with landowner type as an ongoing theme that is commented on in 

relation to all the topics in the section on motivation for participation. When comments are not made 

regarding landowner types, no meaningful difference was found between landowner types relating to the 

specific subject. 

The landowner types include fulltime farmers, part time farmers, hobby farmers, non-farmers and 

pensioners. Table 8.1.1.1 provides an overview of the different landowner types in each case area as well as 

corresponding demographic information for each landowner.  
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Sallinge Å 

 Age Employment Property area / 

farmed land  

Project area 

Nr 1 32 yr. Non-farmer 5,4 ha / 0 ha <1 ha 

Nr 2 62 yr. Full time farmer 75 ha / 75 ha 15 ha 

Nr 3 46 yr. Hobby-farmer 7 ha / 2 ha 2 ha 

Nr 4 51 yr. Non-farmer 15,3 ha 3 ha 

Nr 5 56 yr. Full time farmer 155 ha/145 ha 11 ha 

Nr 6 69 yr. Retired, previously full time 

farmer, presently hobby farmer 

35 ha /9 3 ha 

Nr 7 49 yr. Full time farmer 85 ha / 150 ha 6,5 ha 

Nr 8 70 yr. Full time farmer 110 ha / 125 ha (10-15 ha)* 

Nr 9 80 yr. Retired, previously non farmer, 

presently hobby farmer 

11 ha/ 0 ha (3 ha) 

Mellemste Suså 

 Age Employment Property area/ 

farmed land 

Project area 

Nr 1 47 yrs.  

(wife’s age) 

Part time farmer 30 ha / 80 ha 4,5 ha 

Nr 2 61 yr. Full time farmer 74 ha / 74 ha 14 ha 

Nr 3 44 yr. Part-time farmer 27 ha /58 ha 4,2 ha 

Nr 4 58 yr. Hobby farmer 30 ha / 48 ha 4,9 ha  

Nr 5 49 yr. Non farmer 17 ha / 0 ha (4 ha) 

Nr 6 30 yr. Part time farmer 32 ha /42 ha 10,4 ha 

Nr 7 61 yr. Full time farmer 95 ha / 150 ha 4,3 ha 

Nr 8 69 yr. Full time farmer 29 ha / 27 ha 2 ha 

Nr 9 64 yr. Full time farmer 180 ha /108 ha 19,1 ha 

Table 8.1.1.1: An overview of the interviewed landowners at the two case areas. The age and employment categories reflect the 

status at the time of the interview. The data on property and farmed land are pre-project numbers. Project area data reflect the 

amount of land that went into the project regardless of whether this land has been sold or kept. Numbers in parenthesis are 

projected project area on properties where landowners did not take part. The colors indicate the two groups of landowners that 

are referred to as “farmers” (green) and “other landowners” (blue) in the following sections. 

 

As illustrated in table 8.1.1.1, the interviews provide data from 11 fulltime- or part time farmers and 7 

other landowners. The interviewees themselves have answered what group they see themselves as 

belonging to. In one case of doubt, the income percentage from farming was used for guidance. 
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The methods of using landowner types to analyze behavior is challenged by the fact that characteristics of 

groups may overlap, especially if the groups are defined to narrowly.  In the analysis of these results, the 

pre-defined landowner types that were used in the interviews were grouped into two main groups. That 

means that from here on, full time- and part time farmers will be called “farmers” and hobby farmers and 

non-farmers will be called “other landowners” 2. While this study illustrated that each landowner situation 

is unique, there were also some overall trends that were typical of specific landowner types. Full time- and 

part time farmers are dependent on the land for income while the other groups have other income sources 

to rely on. Another important matter is the size of the project area relative to the property area. Hobby 

farmers and non-farmers typically own less land, and for them the project is more likely to affect land that 

is considered recreational and part of the backyard. In this study the average property area of farmers is 

81,1 ha and the average property area for other landowners is 17,2 ha. The average project area was 9,4 

for farmers and 3,0 ha for other landowners.  

While it is practical to group landowners to outline major tendencies in a study like this, the 

recommendation for project managers in an actual project would be to make an impression of each 

landowner based on the above mentioned criteria before meeting them, and listening to their individual 

needs when face to face. 

8.1.2 Goodness of Fit 

Out of the three landowners in this study, who had chosen not to participate in the project, at least one 

were in a situation where participation in the wetland scheme had a bad fit with the overall property plans. 

This landowner had planted forest on his land a few years before the technical feasibility study was carried 

out for the wetland project, and when the municipality later wanted to remove the trees on some of the 

forested area in order to re-meander the stream, it was not all in accordance with his plans. Specifically, he 

was unhappy with having to cross the stream in order to get to the other side of his forest (OS9) 3. In this 

case the municipality’s plans for a wetland area on his land did not fit with his own plans to keep the forest 

that he had recently planted. However, the landowner also did not see the point of the project on his own 

land, and argued that his alder forest would take up more nitrogen than the wetland area would. 

Furthermore, he believed the project would decrease his property value because it would split his forest in 

to two parts and make it difficult to access the part on the far side of the river. The above landowner 

definitely experienced a bad that the scheme fitted poorly with the plans of the property, but the example 

                                                

 
2 In this study, the three landowners, who reported to be part time farmers, were much closer to being full time 

farmers than to being hobby farmers. The first (FM1) did not report another job than farming, the second (FM3) had 

an extra job, which was running another farm, and the third reported working full time as a farmer with 3 extra man 

hour months on the side as a butcher. Farming provided 80 % of his income. 
3 The abbreviation system, which is used to refer to landowner interviews, is explained under the ”abbreviation list” in 

the beginning of this thesis. 
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also illustrates how multiple factors – such as finances and environmental beliefs – all combine to form the 

final decision.  

8.1.3 Finances 

Financial incentive was the most often stated motive in this study that impacted landowners’ willingness to 

participate. 10 out of the 15 participating landowners stated financial incentive among their reasons to 

participate, and 1 out of the 3 nonparticipating landowners stated that finances were a reason not to 

participate. The financial advantages can be obtained in a number of different ways, which will be presented 

below, but overall, financial incentive can be related to one of two things – production and amenity value.  

Financial incentive in the context of production is only relevant for farmers, as they are the ones who use 

their land for production. However, for this group the financial outcome really does seems to be a 

fundamental deciding factor. Of the 10 landowners, who in this study mentioned financial incentive as a 

reason to participate, all were farmers. In the interview with the project managers of the Sallinge Å project, 

project manager Stine Hansen supported the notion that financial considerations are an important basis of 

action. When the project managers were asked if they saw effects of a societal shift towards more concern 

for nature, she refuted this notion and stated:  

“What’s important is that he (the farmer) brings home as much money per year as possible. It’s the bottom line. 

And if he runs a conventional farm it’s with those methods. If he runs an organic farm, it’s with those methods. It’s a 

business that needs the biggest profit possible.” (Hansen & Paludan, 2014)4. 

 

There are indeed some landowners, for whom participation lead to a clear financial advantage. This, for 

example, is the case, when the soil is so waterlogged that it has no agricultural value, as was the case for 

this farmer, who saw no financial risk from participation: 

“Well, that area did not have any farming value to me as it was, so in that way there was nothing to lose. So there 

was no reason to fear that it would hurt the farm” (FS2). 

When the project has no impact on farmer’s production, the financial advantages are obvious, making it 

easier to convince landowners. This emphasizes the advantage of finding wetland restoration projects with 

suitable land (meaning unproductive land), as landowners will have more incentive to participate.  

Some other farmers, who use their land for grazing, will also be able to participate in a wetland restoration, 

with no further constraints to production, if grazing is still possible after project implementation. In such 

cases, participation simply means that farmers get an additional type of subsidies without experiencing any 

constraints on production. That was the case for this satisfied farmer:   

“Before the Suså project we would only get the hectare support down there, and after the Suså project, we get both 

maintenance and grazing (support). So we still think it was good business to keep that land” (FM1). 

 

                                                

 
4 Direct citations from interviews are highlighted in the interview transcriptions for easy reference.  
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In these two examples above, the financial advantage for the farmers is obvious. However, very often, the 

scenario is not all black and white, and it can be quite difficult to assess the actual financial outcome of 

participation, as this section will show.  

As shown in the background section of this thesis, the Danish Knowledge Centre for Agriculture has - 

based on soil type, production outcomes and grain prices – attempted to clarify when it is financially 

feasible to join a wetland scheme (Videncentret for landbrug, n.d.). However, both production outcomes 

and market prices shift, making the most profitable option more difficult to spot. Other long-term changes 

might also influence future productivity. This includes future subsidies and regulations, or the degree to 

which the riparian soil sinks in and costs of drainage and pumping systems in relation to this. 

The idea of the 20-year scheme is to compensate farmers for their production loss. And as such, the 

amount of money that comes from participation is not great. The project managers from Sallinge Å 

describes the compensation scheme in these terms:  

“You do not make big money on a wetland area scheme. But you can solve some minor hitches (…) You can keep 

over water and carry on production with a sense of higher security” (Hansen & Paludan, 2014).  

The other type of compensation, in which landowners sell their land and possibly buy new land instead, is 

more of a gamble. When project land is sold and other land is purchased, future soil prices will determine 

whether participation is financially feasible. The project managers at Sallinge Å describe how there is no 

“correct” financial answer: 

“if the soil prices starts dropping tomorrow, and they (farmers) just purchased on a small price jump, then it’s not a 

good deal. So you just can’t know. It’s what you believe in and what you sense. It’s a gut feeling (…) But on the 

other hand. You can see that much of the area that is placed where we make wetland areas is outworn in a farming 

perspective. It might need big investments in new drainage or even pump stations in order for them to do any 

farming down there. Then they might run into law restrictions regarding that and that’s expensive.” (Hansen & 

Paludan, 2014). 

The above citation shows that the financial advantage can be difficult to assess when landowners decide to 

sell their land and buy up other land, which is sold as compensation. If farmers are lucky and get good 

compensation land, the project can be a good way of optimizing production, as was the case for this farmer: 

“My point of view is that I get rid of 11 ha bad soil, and then in principle I get another 13 ha. That was how it 

worked out. Better soils, higher soils, production soils. In principle the other was bog soil, low-lying moist soil” (FS5).  

It should be noted that this farmer have been financially compensated for his land that went in to the 

project, but that he has paid additional money to get his new land. Land is not exchanged on a 1 to 1 ha 

basis, but based on soil taxation.     

Some landowners see the project and the land negotiation phase as a way to increase production. This 

seems to be the case for this landowner: “Well, I kept saying that for me to join, I needed some compensation 

land. And they couldn’t get that, and then all of the sudden they were able to get that compensation land, and then 

that decision was made” (FM6). 

In any wetland restoration project, there will be a certain amount of land that goes out of production and 

another smaller amount of land that is distributed among farmers. Some farmers will use the 20-year 
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compensation. But those farmers, who ask to sell and buy compensation land instead, will take part in the 

negotiation about the distribution of land. In this negotiation, a farmer’s strongest negotiation tool is the 

threat not to participate if he does not get a better deal, just as the farmer in the citation directly above. 

This makes it more difficult to assess if a negotiating farmer really does feel that he is not being offered 

sufficient compensation, or if he is simply trying to push the limits of what can be achieved. Even as I – an 

impartial party – interviewed this and other landowners long after negotiation and project implementation, 

it was in some cases still difficult to sense if landowners felt that they had landed a good deal or were only 

just reasonably compensated for their land and inconvenience. In this way, landowner’s negotiation 

interests make it difficult to calculate the lowest possible acceptable compensation level. 

This study has not gone into depths with the economic situation of the different landowners and as such it 

can be difficult to estimate the financial benefits of participation for each landowner. However, the above 

landowner, who demanded compensation land, also went on to explain, that he had already previously 

stopped cultivating the area that became part of the project: 

Before I used to cultivate this, and this (points to map). But first of all it wasn’t very good soil, (…) and farming wise 

it wasn’t worth driving down to” (FM6).  

He also states that the claim for compensation land was not driven by a need to fulfill harmonization 

requirements, and it is clear then that for him, the project offered a good chance to maximize production 

by increasing the property of the farm.  

 

The other main financial motive was related to amenity value. In two cases in this study landowners 

commented that they thought their property would be worth more due to the amenity value that followed 

from the project (FS7; FM3). These landowners were both farmers, but the expected increase in property 

was not related to production, but an expected outcome from the projects amenity value. Amenity value is 

created as part of the project, e.g. when nature is created where there used to be fields. As examples of 

expected amenity value some landowners mentioned more birds, as well as better fishing and hunting 

possibilities (OS1; FS2; FM8). 

 

When it comes to participation, the financial situation can be just as much a reason not to participate, as it 

can be a reason to take part in the project. 

The production related complexities of the financial outcome are dealt with in the above sections. 

However, the impact on amenity value needs further explanation. While the project can increase amenity 

values for some landowners it can also decrease it. This was perceived to be the case for the landowner, 

who had planted forest and believed that taking part in the project would significantly lower the property 

value (OS9). The issue of non-farmers, who do not wish to join projects due to perceived loss of amenity 

values, is a key problem for wetland restoration projects. While this landowner is the only one in this study 

who avoided participation due to amenity values, chief consultant Hans Christian Jensen, Roskilde 

Municipality also identified this issue during my observation study (The Danish Nature Agency, 2014). The 

existence of this problem was further supported in this study’s interviews with the project managers. 
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Typically, the other landowners will have too little soil for the compensation schemes to offer any 

significant compensation, and because they don’t already have a setup for hectare compensation, the paper 

work make it not worthwhile to pursue the compensation. Selling land is not an appealing option for these 

landowners. There is not much to sell from, and typically the land will be so close to the property that 

landowners would not want anybody else to be in possession of it (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). Some 

landowners decide to take part without applying for compensation (OS1; OS3), but especially hobby-

farmers with a few livestock such as cattle or horses might not want to take part at all, because the project 

creates bad conditions for keeping animals, if the project created a situation where the soil is flooded for 

too much of the year. This problem is supposedly especially outspoken in northern and eastern Zealand – 

areas that are characterized by many hobby farmers (Nielsen, 2014). 

8.1.4 Practical Improvements 

Practical advantages can be another motivation for participation in wetland restoration. This reason 

somewhat overlaps with that of financial incentives. Some of the below examples will show that achieving a 

practical gain can contribute to saving money. But the practical reasons are also perceived as advantages 

even without the financial perspective because they make things easier or simply put things in order and as 

such they are related to personal satisfaction. Practical reasons to participate were given by 5 different 

landowners including both farmers and non-farmers. 

The main practical opportunity that arises from participation is that of selling or buying land as part of the 

land distribution. The landowners in this study used the project as an opportunity to exchange small pieces 

of land with neighbors (OS1; FS7; FM8), passing land on to family (FM9), or shifting land between one’s own 

properties (OM4). Landowners addressed this topic as “cleaning up in soil plots” (FS7) or as having the 

actual distribution of land made official in records, such as this landowner: 

“We bought in our own garden, because it had just never been changed (the property boundary). And there used 

to be an old hedgerow, and there is some rule, I think, that if it’s been there for twenty years then there’s a new 

boundary line, but it hadn’t been drawn in anywhere, so we bought that from the neighbor for a symbolic amount, 

and in that context a surveyor came out, and we had it drawn in, so now it’s ours. So that has been a positive thing 

for us” (OS1). 

In 3 cases the soil plots were small and non-arable as in the example above which adds to the perception 

that the motivation behind exchanging land was more driven by orderliness than by finances.  

 

8.1.5 Perceived Effects on Nature 

Nine different landowners stated that concerns for nature were a motivation for participation. For three 

landowners it was stated as the primary reason (OS3; OM4; FM8).  

Reasons differed as to the purpose of taking care of nature. Some landowners commented on recreational 

activities such as better hunting options (OS1; FS7) others saw aesthetic advantages e.g. from meadows 

being better kept as part of the grazing scheme (FM3; OM4; FM9). 
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One farmer had a very concrete example of how the project benefitted in terms of wildlife, and how this 

affected him: 

“One of the things my wife has mentioned many times is that some of the land we’ve been driving around on out 

there has always been mowed very late, and that means that we’ve often destroyed whatever was out there of 

lapwing nests when we had to go sow in spring. Simply not having to do that is something we appreciate. There is no 

doubt that nature is better off now. Or rather, the birdlife is doing better because were not driving out there 

anymore. And to us that’s not an irrelevant thing” (FM2). 

To one farmer, the historical context seemed to have some importance:  

“(…)There used to be a lot of small ponds. It was drained as was the practice in the 50’ies and 60’ies. So it’s 

through my dad that I’ve heard that there was an incredible fauna down there, and I would like to recreate all that” 

(FS7). 

The actual Sallinge Å project however, did not recreate the specific area he was talking about. The above 

citation is in fact the only comment from landowners about the positive value of recreating nature through 

wetland projects to the state that it was in historically. Landowners also did not discuss the degree to 

which the projects followed the old patterns of the streams. In the case of the Mellemste Suså project the 

technical feasibility study, and a project information pamphlet clearly communicate that the project will 

recreate 7 old meanders in the same previous locations. But it seems that in both projects, the project 

managers did not emphasize the aspect of how the projects recreated the natural watercourse in their 

communication with landowners.      

 

Other comments were more general and also saw nature as an end in itself: 

“It’s this thing about it being prosperous for nature. Now there’s water in the low-lying meadows. There’s plenty of 

bird life, so it’s just in general a really positive thing for nature.” (OS3) 

When asked why he chose to participate, one landowner stated: 

“Well, it’s because I also have an interest in the nature doing well. That’s likely the main argument. I’m also very 

much a nature person myself. I fish and go hunting and so on.” (FM8). 

However, when asked if he believed that the project makes a difference for the nature, the response was: 

“I’m a bit skeptical with the many millions that have been used on it, whether it does get better. I don’t know. I 

haven’t caught any trout yet, but perhaps it’ll come” (FM8). 

A similar discrepancy was discovered in relation to nitrogen emissions. One landowner stated that effects 

on nitrogen had to some degree affected his decision to join only to then argue that he did not at all believe 

that farmers today released any nitrogen from their fields (FM3). So how can these inconsistencies be 

explained? It is possible that there is a difference between the views of the landowners now and before the 

project was carried out. In relation to the nitrogen discrepancy however, the landowner, who was cited 

directly above, answered that he mentioned nitrogen as a reason for participation due to “morale”. It 

seems that the impacts on nature offer a good normative narrative for participating landowners, but that 

there is a gap between this narrative and the actual beliefs of many landowners. This viewpoint is 

elaborated further in the following section.  
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8.1.6 Nitrogen 

Going deeper into the subject of nitrogen emission, another interesting discovery was made during 

interviews with landowners. As the subject of nitrogen reduction was addressed, it turned out that a 

majority of the landowners did not believe that the projects had much effect on reduction of nitrogen 

emissions.5 Out of the 14 landowners, with whom the topic was discussed, 12 expressed skepticism 

towards the project’s actual effect on nitrogen. In the landowners’ rating of reasons to participate, “effects 

on reduction of nitrogen emissions” was the reason for participation that scored lowest of all. Some 

landowners argued that because of the restrictions to fertilizer use on fields today, hardly any nitrogen 

escapes the field and enters the stream (FS5; FS7; OS9; FM3: FM9). This view is well-represented by the 

following citation: 

“Had it been 15 years ago, it might have made a difference. A lot of nitrogen has been used, but with the amount 

we’re using today, I just don’t believe it’s reaching any places to be honest. We can see that our yields fall year by 

year” (FM3). 

As part of this argument some farmers referred to analyzed drainage samples from a campaign that is 

headed by the organization Sustainable Farming (FS5; FM3; FM7; FM9). In this aspect it is interesting to note 

that only farmers from the Mellemste Suså project referred to Sustainable Farming, suggesting that social 

factors might have impacted the type of knowledge culture that is being established in the community. 

Another take on the subject of nitrogen is that even if farming does release nitrogen, the projects have little 

effect because they are primarily carried out on soils that were also not farmed or fertilized prior to the 

project: 

“I think there’s less nitrogen discharge than they think. They also can’t really figure out how much it was. The trouble 

is that there’s so much land that isn’t being cultivated regardless. If you look at a map it’s no more than 10 % of the 

area that’s being cultivated when it comes down to it. By far the biggest part hasn’t been changed” (FM6). 

Other farmers are open to the possibility that nitrogen discharge has been reduced, but just don’t see the 

effect on their own property: 

“I doubt there’s any (effect on nitrogen discharge). Not on my area, maybe on other areas, but not on mine, 

because like I said, the drainage goes in to the creek as it is. There’s a stony bottom and so on, so something takes 

place there (referring to evaporation of nitrogen). But on the bigger properties where there’s really drainage, it 

might have an effect” (FM8). 

From the project’s technical feasibility studies, it is clear that the project areas are expected to denitrify 

nitrogen not just from the project area, but also from the upland fields (Fyns Amt, 2006; Niras, 2007). 

However, this information does not seem to have reached the interviewed farmers.  

                                                

 
5 The question of whether landowners believed that the project would help reduce nitrogen emissions was not 

covered in the interview guides from the beginning, but was brought up in the fourth interview (OS4) and was 

included in all the subsequent interviews. 
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One landowner simply felt that the whole idea, that stony stream bottoms and extra meanders would 

remove nitrogen, was too abstract to really believe in (FM1). The skepticism related to effects on nitrogen 

discharge were in some cases followed by comments that it would be more effective to do something 

about household waste water (OS4; FS7; FM9) and suggestions about the projects really being about 

creating employment (FS5; OS9). The interviewed landowners did not state that their lack of belief in the 

effect on nitrogen reduction had an off-putting effect on their willingness to participate in the project. But if 

landowners do not believe in the nitrogen reducing effects it does mean that there is one less argument 

towards participation than there would have been otherwise.  

8.1.7 Social Incentive 

The final group of reasons to participate was found among landowners who joined the flock more or less 

willingly because they did not want to stand in the way of the project. With landowners, who stated this 

reason, it was difficult to interpret just how much they were doing it for their own benefit and how much 

they were doing it to please others. Pleasing others can be about landowners adhering to subjective norms 

or having an interest in avoiding conflicts with their community. The citation from this landowner shows 

the boundaries between the two things are coinciding: 

“It’s just about playing along when somebody wants something and the opinion in society is that we have to 

do it. Then I don’t see any point in resisting it, that doesn’t make sense. You might as well play along and 

get something positive out of it. I mean, create some nature, and I got some extra soil too, and then there’s 

the money, so I got something out of it” (FS7). 

Other comments expressed views that reflected an interest in taking responsibility rather than feeling 

forced to participate. In his answer about why he participated, one farmer said: “(…) an overall attitude 

that we’ve been assigned this task of reducing nitrogen discharge, and then we have to trust that when the 

wise people say this is one of the ways, then we have an obligation to play along” (FS2). 

Another landowner explained that she and the husband did not use the land for anything and had no reason 

to say no. They checked with the neighbor who had more land and after he approved they thought: “then 

we won’t stand in the way of it. Anyways, it’s easier to say yes than to say no” (OS1). 

While the statements from the above landowners are about taking responsibility, and of making the best of a 

situation, other landowners expressed an understanding of having been pushed. The landowner, who made the next 

statement, wouldn’t really say if he had preferred for the project not to be carried out at all. He kept going back to 

the statement that the restrictions would come one way or another: 

“You get to pull the trigger, but it’s been loaded” (FM6). 

The idea that change would come was expressed by others too and related to possibly future law 

restrictions e.g. as has been seen with the riparian zoning (FM3; FM6; FM7). 

Others termed their participation “voluntary compulsion” (OS4; OS6) and for two landowners it was 

perceived as such because the changes on other project areas would impact their soils even if they did not 

participate because the changes other places would affect drainage speed and hydrological conditions on 

their own lands (OS6; FM6).  
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The statements from landowners, who felt pushed into participation, are interesting when thinking about 

the concept of the Danish wetland scheme. As described in the background section of this thesis, the 

scheme is supposed to be voluntary, with the rare exception of expropriation. If landowners really did feel 

that they did not want to take part in the wetland restoration project, they should have been able to say 

no. Then the project would either be re-modified if possible, dropped, or their land would be expropriated 

for the project, which would give them a larger financial compensation than regular participation. However, 

in such a case there are at least two likely explanations for the choice of participation. Either, landowners 

wish to avoid the possible social ramifications that might follow, if they were the cause of a project not 

being completed. Or, landowners do not know or do not trust that they will be thoroughly compensated if 

they do not cooperate and the project is forced through regardless.  

8.1.8 Trust  

Some landowners are in a situation where the project would not have a bad influence on their financial 

situation and also seemingly fit well with the plans for the property, yet they decline to take part in the 

project. This study showed such a case, where distrust led to a landowner not taking part (OM5). In this 

case no particular construction work was eventually carried out, but stones were laid out in the bottom of 

the stream. The landowner did not want to hinder the project, and did not stand in the way of changes 

being made on his land, but in the very last minute he decided not to sign the wetland scheme contract 

because he felt some things had been changed from what had been agreed upon. The landowner was 

furthermore dissatisfied because he felt that he and other landowners had been told different thing and 

offered different deals in the process. The landowner feared that participation would lead to public access 

on his property. Though all landowners were promised that this would not be the case, in the end he did 

not dare trust it:  

“I know perfectly well that if you get EU subsidies and those things, and been getting it –even though they did write 

to say that it wouldn’t be like that – then all of the sudden there’s freedom of access for the public. And I wasn’t 

interested in that. (…) it wasn’t to bother the project. It was only because I know that when you get (subsidies) 

then you can’t say no if they come up with something else later on” (OM5).  

The example given here is a case, where lack of trust made a landowner change his mind, and decide not to 

take part in the wetland restoration project. Generally trust is an implicit basis for negotiation, and had to 

be present to some extent in all contracts with landowners. Trust was needed for landowners to believe 

that the changes from the wetland restoration project would not be greater than the project managers had 

said. E.g. some landowners were anxious about how much the water levels would actually rise, and needed 

to trust the project manager’s answers in order to accept the project. Some amount of trust seems to be a 

necessary starting point. The important thing is then to build on that trust rather than break down the 

trust that has been created. For example, giving conflicting information, as in the example above, can 

weaken trust.  
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8.2 Concerns 

Apart from the reasons to participate or not to participate that are elaborated above, the landowners had 

other concerns about taking part in the project. The concerns are different from motives to participate in 

that they were matters, which had to be addressed and taken care of, rather than they were deciding 

matters. Among concerns were: That the project area was measured correctly so that substitution money 

did not have to be returned (FM3), that boundary lines were placed so adjacent fields were sufficiently 

square for farming machines (FS5; FS7), that the wetland area would increase the amount of fly stings 

leading to sick cattle (FS8), that septic tanks would be flooded so the landowner had to join the communal 

sewer system (OS1), whether the project was worth the cost in money, or some money could have been 

better used (OS4; FS5; OS6; FS8; FM1; FM2; FM5; FM9). 

The main concern for landowners, which was mentioned by project managers and landowners alike, was 

how much the water would rise and if it would rise more than was calculated and agreed upon. For farmers 

this is relevant in relation to adjacent fields. Other landowners had this concern in relation to septic tanks 

(OS1) and the house (OS4). At the Sallinge Å project, the contract guaranteed that if there were 

dewatering issues with drainage pipes, the municipality would better it and compensate financially. At the 

Mellemste Suså project, cases of betterment have also been carried through after the project, though there 

was no explicit mention of a guarantee. At Sallinge Å at the time of the interviews, they still hadn’t had a 

wet winter after the project was carried out, but as one landowner expressed it: ”somehow it’s about trusting 

that their calculations are correct” (FS7). 

8.3 Process 

Some findings were not related to the individual farmer’s willingness to participate, but they never the less 

impact the overall process. These matters are presented in this section on process-related matters.  

8.3.1 Time of Decision 

Landowners generally reported that they had decided whether or not to participate in the wetland project 

at an early stage. 8 landowners used terms such as ”right from the beginning” or ”very early on”. 3 

landowners mentioned the first group meeting as a deciding point, while another 2 mentioned clear 

requirements that were deciding for their participation. 1 landowner reported to decide after discussing it 

with the neighbor.  

Not only did most landowners report to make up their mind at an early stage, they also reported not to 

have changed their mind along the way. Only 2 landowners reported to have changed their mind during the 

process, both at the Mellemste Suså project, one to participation and one to non-participation.   

It is likely that some landowners remember the process with less details and complications than they 

experienced along the way. One landowner starts out stating that the decision was made at the group 

meeting: “We (decided) at the group meeting. We did choose to go to that group meeting” (FM1) only to later 

readdress the issue and point out a longer decision process:  
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“And as the different parts appeared, the things we were informed about, then we didn’t think it sounded dismissive 

to begin with. We also didn’t know that it sounded interesting. That came as time went along” (FM1). 

Overall, the results suggest that most landowners make up their mind at an early stage. The time of 

decision is interesting because it impacts the time that project managers have to convince landowners of 

participation.  If landowners do make up their mind at an early state of time, this entails that the initial 

presentation of the project is important and should be well thought out. 

Even though the landowners reported little doubt about the decision to participate, this is not the 

impression they typically share with project managers. At Faaborg-Midtfyn municipality the experience is 

that landowners play hard to get and act by the rationale that: “if I say no from the beginning, then I have not 

said yes to too much.” (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). This strategy can reflect at least two points. First of all, 

there is some way from knowing that you want to participate to planning out each detail and signing the 

contract. Second of all, saying no is about the only card landowners can play in a negotiation in hopes of 

reaching a more favorable deal on their land. 

8.3.2. Previous Knowledge of Wetland Projects and Changes over Time 

At Sallinge Å the property related feasibility study was conducted already in 2005, and at Mellemste Suså it 

took place in 2008. In this study, all landowners were asked what they knew about wetland projects 

previously to becoming involved as a landowner themselves. While four landowners said they had never 

heard about the idea of a wetland area before getting involved in this one, nine other referred to previous 

or ongoing projects that they had heard of in different regions. Of these, 4 mentioned the Skjern Å project. 

4 farmers and 1 non-farmer mentioned projects they had heard about from acquaintances and journals. 

These stories all mentioned some negative impact for landowners. 

In the passing years since the start up of the Sallinge Å- and Mellemste Suså wetland restoration project 

many more wetland projects have been carried out, and it is likely that landowners in future projects will 

have a more established opinion on wetland projects prior to their own involvement. Or at least they will 

have more knowledge on the subject. In the Faaborg-Midtfyn municipality, they have experienced a change 

over time. 

“When we present a wetland area project nowadays, everyone has heard of a wetland project. It is a regular 

solution to many things we do. As opposed to previously where no one really had heard about it, then you had to 

start with Adam and Eve each time. Now it is more as if everyone knows somebody who owns land that has been 

turned into wetland area” (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). However, Stine Hansen adds that knowledge of other 

projects is not always a good thing – and that landowners will choose to focus on positive or negative 

stories from other projects to their pleasing (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). 

 

Today, at Faaborg-Midtfyn municipality, they experience a faster acceptance of the fact that the wetland 

restoration projects must be carried out, and that a solution must be found within the limits of the scheme. 

They guess that this could be due to the increased amount of completed projects, but it could also be due 

to market fluctuations (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). 
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This point of view is in contrast to that of Jørgen Nielsen, who has experienced a much larger resistance 

against new projects over the last five years to the point where it is “practically impossible to come out and do 

projects now” (Nielsen, 2014). He foremost explains this change by the fact that the most easy and obvious 

projects have been completed. As a second explanation Jørgen Nielsen argues that the current scheme 

under the Green Growth Agreement offers fewer compensation options and is followed by too much 

control. Stories of increased control are spread among farmers and even among consultants, thereby 

decreasing interest in project participation.  

8.3.3 Group Dynamics 

In an attempt to discover the effects of group dynamics, all landowners were asked if they had consulted 

others such as family, friends, neighbors, consultants or other interest organizations when making up their 

mind about participation in the wetland project. The answers were mixed with most landowners saying that 

they had not talked to anyone, or that they had asked their agricultural consultant. Though many stated 

that they had talked to friends and neighbors, the word “consulted” seemed not to fit well. Even if a 

wetland project creates a lot of talk in the community, the landowners are motivated to keep their own 

situation somewhat private in order to get the most possible out of the financial room for manoeuvre for 

their own property (Hansen & Paludan, 2014).  

 

Even if landowners keep their own situation somewhat private there is still grounds for shared group 

sentiments about the project. Project manager Jørgen Nielsen comments that rumors can spread fast, as 

can negative sentiments about a project. He has experienced another project on Zealand where 5 

landowners, who were negative about the project, created a skeptic sentiment among the other 

landowners and eventually the project was cancelled (Nielsen, 2014). 

However, group sentiment can also be an advantage for a project if there is a shared sense of approval. 

When asked what the greatest barrier is in order to have landowners participate in a project, Stine Hansen 

replied: “I actually think it is to have the first one sign. They ask ‘Did anyone sign?’ (…) After that there’s a break 

through.” (Hansen & Paludan, 2014). According to Stine Hansen, if landowners experience that the 

municipality was able to make a reasonable deal for others in the community, then they reason that the 

same should be possible for themselves. Jørgen Nielsen used this effect in his own project management by 

assessing the social dynamics of the community. In the Mellemste Suså project he worked to get a feel of 

the people, who were strategically important for the community sentiment, and organized his work around 

this (Nielsen, 2014). 
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8.4 Lessons Learned 

During interviews with project managers and landowners, some statements and suggestions were given that 

are considered to be useful in the implementation of further projects. These 

“Lessons learned” are different from the other findings in that they were not stated by landowners as 

motives impacting willingness to participate. However, they are still likely to have some impact on 

participation rates as well as overall landowner satisfaction. The lessons can reasonably be grouped in two 

categories: comments on the scheme setup, and advice on project management. These lessons will be 

shared below. 

8.4.1 Lessons Learned – the Scheme Setup  

All landowners were asked about the workload that followed from taking part in the wetland restoration, 

which led to one noticeable finding. Generally, there were differing opinions about the perceived amount of 

work for landowners, who participated in the projects. However, many different interviewees commented 

on one specific aspect of the wetland scheme that was perceived negatively. The 20-year compensation 

scheme has to be applied for every year, and this is considered to be a hassle for many, as it requires some 

amount of time and skill. It is primarily problematic for landowners, who do little or no farming and who 

therefore do not already have an agricultural consultant to take care of other administrative work. For 

these landowners the time and cost of applying for compensation can outweigh the actual compensation. In 

this study some landowners ended up not receiving any financial compensation because the necessary work 

outweighed the benefits (OS1; OS3). Others had their agricultural advisor take care of the paper work, but 

commented that after paying the advisor, the financial surplus was significantly reduced (OS4; OS6). 

Furthermore the application process is difficult for many, and any potential mistake in the application has 

been found to lead to significant delays in the administration of one’s case (OS3; FS7; Nielsen, 2014).  

8.4.2 Lessons Learned – Project Management 

The lessons learned on project management mainly come from the interviews with the project leaders 

themselves based on their work in these and other projects. The advice is not to be understood as a full list 

of how to lead a wetland restoration project, but they might provide helpful guidance to help the process 

along. The findings are presented in bullet points below in a non-hierarchic order: 

 

1) Setting the Frame 

In the Faaborg-Midtfyn municipality, the project leaders have found it helpful to set the frame before each 

meeting with landowners. In the practical sense this includes stating the expected content of the meeting as 

well as the time frame. In their experience this helps to demystify the situation for landowners and help 

them to relax and be comfortable in the situation, because they know what is coming.  

Other aspects of setting the frame include: staying within topic to keep the conversation on track, and 

ending a meeting with a reason to return and continue the negotiation. 
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2) Creating Continuity  

Continuity in the people, who work on the project, is important because it takes time for new people to 

build up understanding and trust. Having an understanding of landowners also makes it possible to adjust to 

their needs, e.g. knowing when is a good time to contact them and to plan meetings. 

 

3) Negotiating with Individuals 

Though it requires many meetings and thus many work hours, negotiation with landowners is easier on an 

individual basis than in groups. One reason is that if group conversations are carried out, landowners might 

be concerned with the deals that their neighbors and other landowners are getting, and they will be more 

likely to compare it to their own agreement and aim to get as much out of their deal as the other 

landowners.  

 

4) Being a Salesman 

The wetland project should be presented as an advantageous offer, not as a bothersome project. Many 

other tasks that the municipality or government carry out for landowners regard dispensations, approvals, 

and restrictions. The wetland scheme on the other hand is a possibility for landowners to get rid of bad 

farmland and/or gain more valuable nature.  

 

5) Field Walks 

Joint field walks in the project area, where both project managers and landowners take part, are found to 

have a positive effect. The field walks make it easier to talk about the project and visualize what will happen. 

It further helps to build the interpersonal relationship between project managers and landowners and thus 

strengthens mutual understanding and trust.  

 

6) A Fair Process 

Keeping the negotiation process fair is a crucial matter for landowner satisfaction. It is equally important to 

communicate clearly and avoid misunderstandings. Even if the process is fair, it might not be perceived as 

such by landowners if there is a gap between their expectations and the actual outcome. One landowner 

who had gotten the impression that he would end up with a larger financial benefit than he actual did felt 

that: “…it is like giving a lollypop and then taking it back” (OS4). He also criticized the lack of clarity and lack 

of shared information in the process.  

 

7) Not Taking No for an Answer 

Finally, the project managers of the Sallinge Å project shared one important message. When talking to 

landowners, who are not agreeing to take part in a project, it is always important to listen to why they are 

saying no. Many times there is a certain reason behind, which can be addressed within the limits of the 

scheme, and when project managers follow the reasoning of landowners it is often possible to turn a no 
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into a yes. However, if a landowner simply says no and do not wish to communicate why, then it becomes 

nearly impossible to do anything about it.  
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9 Discussion 
The following discussion addresses some of the main findings of this study on landowners’ willingness to 

participate in wetland restoration, and it discusses the implications of these findings it the light of the 

applied literature. Towards the end of the discussion, the application of the TIB for the study is evaluated.  

9.1 Financial Compensation and its Interplay with other Motivating Factors 

The results of this study showed that beliefs about the financial outcome, and concern for nature were 

main determining factors that impacted many landowners’ willingness to participate in the studied wetland 

restoration projects. These findings correspond to those of Söderqvist (2003). However, the outcome 

related to these main determining factors can be difficult for landowners to assess, especially before the 

project has been carried out. Regarding a project’s actual effect on nature, particularly the effects of 

reduced nitrogen emission are difficult to understand as they are not visible in the project area, and the 

effects on nitrogen emissions were found to be a subject with many different opinions attached to it. 

Similarly, the actual financial outcome of project participation can be difficult to assess because of future 

uncertainties such as market fluctuations in crop prices and property value. The Danish wetland scheme is 

set up to compensate production losses, but the compensation is in an order of magnitude that sometimes 

makes it difficult to estimate if there is genuinely a financial benefit, as was also the case in the Swedish 

study by Söderqvist (Söderqvist, 2003).  

In a situation where the main arguments concerning nature and finances do not point the landowner clearly 

in one direction or another, other matters will be worth considering. This study found that social incentive 

to not go against the project, as well as personal and institutional trust to be other main decisive factors. 

On top of this, many practical concerns might impact attitudes in on direction or another. These findings 

are in line with Hansson et al. (2012), Söderqvist (2003), and Lindahl & Söderqvist (2004) in the sense that 

all these studies also found multiple reasons that impacted landowners’ willingness to participate.  

While money was found to be an important factor, it is difficult to say how much is enough, because a 

financial gain can take many shapes. In the Danish wetland restoration projects a financial gain can be paid 

money from the 20-year scheme, but it can also be better agricultural soil or increased property value. The 

fact that the circumstances of a scheme setup have also been found to impact required compensation levels 

(Broch & Vedel, 2012) only makes the question more diffuse.  

With the actual monetary benefit being difficult to calculate, and the actual private and public nature 

benefits being equally diffuse, a reasonable level of financial compensation will also be determined in part by 

norms. Boon et al (2010) used the “crowding out effect” to explain that once people have been paid for a 

service that they previously performed for free, they will be more likely to also expect payment in the 

future. When payment has been given once, the norms of what is acceptable have been pushed. Another 

form of norm building was observed in this study, where landowners were concerned with the deals that 

their neighbors were making. Some landowners expressed that if the neighbors were perceived to have a 

better deal, then the landowners would try to get more for themselves or feel less satisfied with their own 
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deal. This has an interesting implication for the ideal level of flexibility in the policy setup. In the Mellemste 

Suså project, the combination of funding from the Green growth agreement and the Environmental billion 

allowed for more flexibility than in the Sallinge Å project according to the project’s project manager. This 

project manager emphasized this as an advantage that made it possible to work with landowners in their 

specific situation. However, this study indicated that negation of contracts, which leads to differences 

between different landowner’s contracts, might also make landowners more inclined to compare their own 

situation with that of other neighbors and ask for a better deal for themselves. The Green Growth 

Agreement is rather rigid in the sense that compensation levels are pre-defined and there is little room for 

manouvre, at least within the 20-year compensation. On the one hand, this makes the process easier 

because there are fewer details up for discussion. On the other hand, the rigidness is unfortunate because 

the degree of intervention on landowners’ land differs among landowners in the project.  

9.2 Beliefs about the Impact on Nature 

As mentioned in the section directly above, concerns for nature was one factor that impacted many 

landowners willingness to participate in wetland restoration projects. Some landowners mentioned 

aesthetic values and some mentioned the impacts on fauna as positive nature-related outcomes. However, 

for a large part, the results unfortunately did not get in depth with the interviewees understanding of 

nature and their expectation of what would change with the wetland restoration. One aspect that was 

discussed in more depth was the perceived effect on nitrogen reduction, and on this topic widespread 

doubt about the effect was discovered among landowners. This is interesting because the reduction of 

nitrogen emissions is a main focus of the wetland restoration projects under the Green Growth 

Agreement. The identified situation clearly reflects a difference in knowledge cultures as was described by 

Burgess et al. (2000) and Morris (2006) with project managers on the one hand, who believe in the 

proposed reduction in nitrogen emission, and with skeptical landowners on the other hand. Morris (2006) 

found that farmers, who felt that their knowledge culture was being threatened, would question the 

credibility of the advise from the scheme personnel. This was also found to be the case in this study, and 

was especially expressed in the Mellemste Suså case area, where farmers affiliated with the organization 

Sustainable Farming, which among other things is questioning whether any nitrogen is discharged from 

agricultural fields in Denmark.  

The controversy about the effect on nitrogen emission, suggests that other arguments might work better 

for project managers, who are looking to have landowners join a wetland restoration project. In the case of 

the Mellemste Suså, the project manager branded the project as a nature project that was to improve the 

look of the entire river valley. Considering farmers’ aesthetic preferences for neat looking landscapes, 

which were found by Burton (2004), this is likely to be a well-chosen selling way of making farmers approve 

of other projects as well. 
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9.3 Adapting Schemes to Landowner Types 

The review of landowner types in the theory section showed that there are many possible ways of grouping 

landowner types. Though there is no perfect way of grouping landowner, the grouping of landowners into 

farmers and other landowners – based on their income dependence on farming – was found to be well-

functioning for this study, as there is a definite difference in the interests and motivation of these groups. 

Farmers will be much easier to convince by means of financial compensation because they fit into the 

scheme in its present form. The compensation rates for the 20-year agreement are higher on farmed land 

and thus much more favorable for farmers. Furthermore, while the possibility of offering compensation land 

is a great tool in the negotiation with farmers, this tool has no actual purpose for other landowners, 

because other landowners have no use of a backyard that is located somewhere away from the house. 

Præstholm et al. (2006) showed that hobby-farmers make up a significant number of rural landowners all 

over Europe, yet they are largely overlooked in European AEM literature, and the same seems to be the 

case in the Danish wetland restoration scheme. Some form of attractive compensation is missing for those 

other landowners, who do not benefit from increased amenity value, but who are bothered by the 

hydrological changes, which follow from wetland restoration.   

9.4 Impact of Information 

For those landowners, who were open to input on the subject, better information might have reduced part 

of their disbelief in the project’s effects on nitrogen emission. As stated in the analysis of results, the 

statements of several landowners revealed that they were not aware that the project would denitrify 

nitrogen from the larger catchment area. This information did not surface in any of the 20 interviews in this 

study. Rather, some of the landowners were doubtful of the effects on their own area, because they 

themselves did not fertilize their own land prior to the project. This lack of information is unfortunate 

because landowners, who were convinced about the advantages of a project, have been found more willing 

to take part in wetland restoration (Söderqvist, 2003). 

While information on the impact on nature might be somewhat controversial, other types of information 

are essential for participation. Wilson & Hart (2000) found that low uptake rates of AEM schemes were 

partly related to lack of knowledge of the existence of these schemes. In regards to this, the Danish setup 

is well functioning, because all landowners in a possible project are approached by the authorities and asked 

to consider participation. However, once this level of awareness is reached, the sharing of information is 

more complicated. As Frondel (2012) showed, more information is not necessarily equal to higher 

participation rates. However, more (correct) information makes it possible to make an informed decision, 

and is expected to lead to more satisfied participants. These findings are in line with those of this study, 

where dissatisfaction most often stemmed from landowners, who felt misinformed about process related 

matters, or who felt that important information had not been shared with them. In light of these findings it 

is worth considering the projects that were chosen for this study. Both projects had a large number of 

landowners, which has made the equal distribution of information between landowners a more labor-
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intensive process than in significantly smaller projects. In smaller projects it is probably easier for project 

managers to avoid a situation where people feel that they were being forgotten or overlooked.  

9.5 The Influence of Social Norms 

This study attempted to identify the importance of social norms by asking landowners if they had consulted 

others in their decision-making process. The findings were mixed, but the most typical answer was that 

they had not consulted others. For those who had consulted others it was typically an agricultural 

consultant or neighbors, friends or family, but overall the influence from friends and neighbors was given 

very little emphasis. This is in line with the findings of Busck & Kristensen (2014). However, even though 

landowners did not emphasize the importance of the opinions of others in the community when directly 

asked, it was still clear from the interviews that there had been a lot of talk about the projects within the 

communities. Further to this, many landowners had stories from other projects that they had been told by 

people they knew. It seemed that the use of the word “consulted” did not match with the interaction that 

landowners saw themselves as having, and with the results of this study it is still unclear just how much 

landowner’s internalize the opinions that are shared by others in the community. Based on Burton et al.’s 

findings (Burton et al., 2008) there is reason to believe that landowners play down the degree by which 

they themselves are impacted by public opinion. Furthermore, with personal norms being internalized 

subjective norms (Harland et al, 1999), the degree to which landowners are impacted by other people’s 

decision becomes more complicated to assess. 

The group of landowners in this study, who explained that they participated in the wetland project because 

they wanted to “play along” or “not get in the way” illustrated another dimension of the impact of 

subjective norms. One landowner explained that since it had been decided in the Danish society that 

wetlands should be established, landowners had some responsibility in making this happen. This same 

landowner, and others as well, argued that it was about making the best of the situation that was imposed 

on them. With these landowners it was difficult to sense how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with the 

project. Söderqvist (2003) found that public environmental benefits were a main reason for landowners to 

join wetland schemes, but other than that, the literature does not identify this theme of landowners who 

join somewhat reluctantly. On a political level it has been decided that the wetland projects shall be 

established on a voluntary basis. But if landowners feel pressured into participation, this is likely to spill 

over on their level of satisfaction with the project later on.  

9.6 Internalizing Beliefs about Wetland Restoration  

Seabrook & Higgins (1998) explained that people try to act in consistency with their self-concept and 

sometimes adjust their self-concept to a more compatible one, if their actions are not in line with the 

previous self-concept. In line with this reasoning Burton & Wilson (2006) argued that after many years of 

AEM schemes, a bigger shift towards a post-productivist mindset could have been expected than what they 

found in their studies in Marston Vale, UK. This study of the two Danish wetland restoration projects 
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supports the notion that while some landowners are showing enthusiasm for nature protection, there is 

still dominance of productivistic interests, which can be linked to productivist self-concepts. The current 

Danish wetland restoration scheme caters to landowners and requires very little input from them. The 

landowners in this study all had very little impact on the design of the project on their own land, as the 

design was pre-defined in the technical feasibility study. After construction, some management – e.g. grazing 

– might take place, but as argued elsewhere, more involvement in the design and management might have a 

positive impact on landowner’s long-term understanding of their own role in creating such areas (Hansson 

et al., 2012; Burton et al., 2008). One possible way of involving landowners is through the establishment of 

landowner groups, who follow the process and help as mediating agents. Such groups were established in 

the studied projects, and the landowners who took part in these groups did appear more engaged with the 

projects. However, it would take further studies to determine if this is indeed a general effect. There is also 

the likely possibility that people who volunteer for extra involvement have more positive attitudes towards 

a project to begin with.  

9.7 Trust and other Overlooked Emotions 

Finally, this study found trust to be essential for constructive cooperation between landowners and project 

managers. This is in line with other studies on the subject (Lindahl & Söderqvist, 2004; Sutherland, 2006). 

As stated by Eshuis & Woerkum (2003), trust plays a role in the space between total ignorance and total 

knowledge. This is a good description of the situation that the interviewed landowners were in. They knew 

their current situation and were informed about the potential project by the project managers, but the 

interviews in this study also showed that landowners generally did not know much about wetland 

restoration projects prior to taking part in one themselves, and the actual hydrological changes were also 

to some extent unknown prior to the actual establishment of the project. 

While it seems that scholars generally agree that trust is beneficial for contract development, the literature 

– at least on AEM schemes – seems to be deficient in relation to the identification of other important 

feelings. Often, feelings are not verbalized and are difficult to measure through a traditional interview, but 

this does not mean that they are not important for decision-making. The TIB is special because it is a 

behavioral theory that explicitly states that feelings and affect impact behavior, but perhaps because other 

approaches, such as the TPB, have been applied more in AEM studies, feelings are generally overlooked in 

AEM literature. On the subject of feelings, the study in hand also emphasized trust the most, but other 

feelings such as the feeling of being treated fairly, feelings of fondness, and of nervousness were also 

mentioned in the interviews. However, any concrete conclusion on the importance and impact of such 

other feelings will need further studies.  
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9.8 Evaluation of Application of the TIB 

The TIB was used as the theoretical frame that guided the focus of the study. The theory was useful to 

explain how facilitating factors, attitude, social factors and affect are all linked to behavior – in this case, the 

behavior of landowners making the choice of whether or not to participate in a wetland scheme. 

The TIB was an appropriate choice because it has a holistic perspective. It highlights how behavior is 

impacted by many different factors that interact, and it illustrates that people’s patterns of behaviors are 

complex and difficult to analyze with certainty.  

The theory was constructed for as “a broad conceptual framework designed to permit understanding of what 

determines behavior” (Triandis, 1977). This construction makes is applicable for almost all types of behavior, 

but the broad scope of application also means that the theory is non-specific, and it is up to the user of the 

theory to decide what to investigate in relation to each of the theory’s components. An inherent risk is that 

some topics within each component might not be covered, either because the researcher does not think to 

ask about the topic or because limitations on time mean that not all topics can be studied in detail. This 

study for example, would have benefitted from more in-depth studies of landowners’ belief about the 

outcome of wetland restoration on nature – what kind of improvements are expected, and are they 

important to the landowner? A further exploration of the impact of emotions, other than trust, would 

likewise be relevant. However, the application of the theory did lead to an overall understanding of the 

interaction of the main motivations of landowners, and further in-depth findings on single phenomena must 

be kept for other more reductionist studies.   
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10 Conclusion 
This study on landowner participation in wetland restoration projects found that landowners’ decision-

making process is often complex and is impacted by many overlapping motives.  

However, some motives were found to be more prevailing than others. Especially the personal financial 

outcome and the effect on nature were given much emphasis by landowners. 

It is an integrated part of the wetland scheme that project participation should be of no cost to the 

landowners, but the level of sufficient financial compensation is difficult to assess, and is complicated further 

by fluctuations in market prices.  

Though the effect of wetland schemes on nature was important to most landowners, the expected nature 

improvements that landowners referred to were different, and there proved to be large differences of the 

belief of outcome from the wetland restoration projects. The nature related benefits, which were 

mentioned by landowners, included aesthetic values, improved birdlife and reduction of nitrogen emissions.  

Lack of trust and a bad fit with the plans for the property were other factors that had kept landowners 

from taking part in the projects. Finally, social incentive was found to have significant importance among 

many landowners. Though the interviewed landowners reported not to have consulted others about their 

decisions to a very large degree, project managers did support the notion that group dynamics have the 

power to influence sentiments about a given project. Furthermore, social impact was found to impact those 

landowners, who did not have significant personal benefits from participation, but who decided to take part 

regardless in order not to get in the way of the project.  

 

The practical and administrative setup of the current Danish wetland scheme was generally found to 

function well. The fact that the projects are carried out with the municipalities as project managers, who 

reach out for landowners and ask for their participation, means that all relevant landowners will be 

informed about potential projects and will have to consider if they want to take part. At the same time, the 

setup requires very little administrative work of the landowner, who will mainly have to deal with the 

project on his own land and with the decision of participation.  

One exception to the simple setup is the application for compensation under the 20-year scheme. Having 

to apply every year was considered troublesome and demotivating by landowners, especially by those, who 

are not used to applying for subsidies.  

While a small amount of administrative work is ideal, the values connected to nature conservation might be 

more internalized if wetland restoration schemes incorporated landowners more in the project during 

planning-, implementation- and management. 

 

Even though most landowners decide to take part in wetland restoration projects, some also decline, or 

they are somewhat dissatisfied after participation. In the process before the project is implemented, project 

managers have an important role of creating a trustful atmosphere. A central part of this process is to lead 

a transparent and fair process, for example by sharing the same information with all landowners.  
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However, even if the process of project implementation is well carried out, some landowners will still 

decline to take part. This study identified an issue of landowners, for whom the wetland scheme offers no 

real incentive for participation. This group of other landowners, who are not dependent on farming for an 

income, will not be persuaded by a financial compensation. Furthermore, the project is more likely to have 

a bad fit with the plans of their property, because they typically own less land and use it for recreational 

purposes such a having a few livestock. In such cases, project managers can only hope that the landowners 

will be convinced that the project will create valuable improvements to nature. The issue of creating a real 

incentive for landowners in this situation is probably one of the greatest problems for the wetland scheme 

in its current form.  

 

A few different things can be said about the process of making participation in wetland restoration a more 

appealing alternative for more landowners. Overall, if more projects are carried out successfully with time, 

hopefully, trust will build in the opportunities of the scheme and the prospect of gaining a financially sound 

deal for participating farmers.  

For those other landowners, whom the scheme does not offer noteworthy financial incentive, at least two 

scenarios exist. Either, the scheme will have to change so that it somehow incorporates these landowners, 

and finds another way of offering incentive for participation. – Finding a solution of this kind that fits within 

the public institutions’ liberty of action will require some creativity. Or, a shift in beliefs and norms will have 

to take place, so that landowners believe in the effect of the projects and value the importance of the public 

environmental benefits so highly that this can motivate participation.  

 

Literature on motivation for participation in AEM schemes is limited in a Danish context and especially the 

literature on norms is scare. Studies on the impact of norms are more developed in the UK, and some of 

these studies were also applied for this thesis. Though many similarities between the two geographical 

areas are expected, some differences are also likely to exist. And on this basis it could be interesting to see 

more social and normative studies of landowner behavior in a Danish context.  

 

Hopefully, there will be a point in time, where the Danish restoration of wetland areas will come to an end, 

because the nutrient reduction goals have been met and/or because there will be no more areas to 

reconstruct wetlands on. However, with agriculture currently taking up more than 60 % of the Danish 

landscape, it is likely that there will still be other agri-environmental measures that need landowner 

participation in order to be implemented. It is my hope that the subject of this thesis will add to the general 

understanding of landowners’ behavioral decision-making and as such have a greater application than merely 

that of wetland restoration projects.  
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