
APPENDIX 1 Methodology and Data Analysis 
 
In this Appendix we give detailed comments on how we 
generated and treated data, especially the social network 
data. We worked with this case during three years, al-
though most empirical work was conducted during one 
year (2004-2005). The survey was sent out in April 2005 
and most respondents returned them a month later. We 
followed up respondents not returning a survey through 
phone calls. Respondents (official leader or other know-
ledgable person) were identified through organizational 
documents or through phoning known persons in the or-
ganization. In a cover letter all were promised anonymity 
in any presentation of the survey results. Network and 
statistical calculations were done using  UCINET (Bor-
gatti et al. 2002) and NetMiner (Cyram 2004). Raw data 
can be found in Ernstson (2007, or 2008) and network 
data can be requested from the first author.  
 
1. Pre-study — The pre-study consisted of interviewing 
authorities, civil society organizations and to study field 
documents. The aim was to find all organizations in the 
field, and to gain a first better understanding in how the 
movement had emerged. The latter was primarily based 
on interviews with activists and their written accounts, or 
by people standing close to the movement (e.g. Ekman 
1995, Waldenström 1995, Holm and Schantz 2002). We 
triangulated these accounts with newspaper articles and 
official reports. 
 
2. Qualitative data — The survey asked respondents for 
their most valuable contacts, giving us a most-cited-list of 
activists. In total we interviewed seven activists, four 
among the six most-cited, allowing interviewees to de-
velop their answers (Bryman 2001). Since the most-cited-
list was collectively generated by the movement itself this 
suggests higher reliability than using random or snow-ball 
sampling techniques. In parallel we made six participatory 
observations at meetings organized by both authorities 
and movement organizations while also studying organ-
izational documents. We have also engaged in informal 
conversations with user groups, especially boating clubs 
and allotment gardens. For details see Ernstson and Sörlin 
(2009) and Ernstson (2007). 
 
3. Recall lists — In total we listed 128 organizations (add-
ing blank lines to allow respondents to fill in missed or-
ganizations), which leaves us just under a proposed 
maximum limit of 135 suggested by Erickson and Nosan-
chuk (1983) to avoid tiredness from respondents. How-
ever, we designed an easy-to-fill-in questionnaire with 
one column for each relational question and tried it on 

persons with different education levels and ages before 
sending it out. Some respondents did find them difficult to 
fill in (approx. 30%), but most found them easy (55%). A 
better response rate might have been achieved with 
shorter lists, that could have been accomplished through 
having key-informants screening them from non-active 
organizations. In the tables below (Tables A1.1-A1.3), we 
show the compilation and sources of the recall lists, a 
table over those SMOs not receiving a survey, and the 
wording of the relational questions. 

 
4. Respondents overestimating their out-going links — 
Some respondents seemed to had overestimated the num-
ber of links they had to others. We checked this tendency 
by comparing the total quotient of all out- and in-going 
links (for all five relations) with the quotient for each or-
ganization. The quotient for the whole set was reasonably 
close to one, which turned our suspicion to three organi-
zations that sticked out with approx. 7 times as many out- 
than in-going links. For these three (N12, N38, N39) only 
reciprocated links for each relation was kept and the 
number of political contacts was set to zero. 
 
5. Calculation of the symmetrical network — The sym-
metrical network is a transformation of the valued net-
work; first it was dichotomized at the cut-off value of two 
(i.e. links with strengths less than two were removed, and 
others were set to one), and then symmetrized keeping the 
maximum value for each link (allowing non-reciprocated 
links). 
 
6. Calculation of structural equivalence — The computer 
program UCINET (Borgatti et al. 2002) was used for cal-
culations letting the routine structural profile operate on 
the valued and asymmetrical network with the transpose 
included and the diagonal ignored. This produced the par-
tition diagram in Fig. A2.1 from which blocks 1, 2 and 3 
were identified.  
 
7. User intensity and other calculated attributes —  Table 
A1.4 summarizes how three attributes were calculated 
from survey generated attributes. In regard to user inten-
sity, SMOs outside the National Urban Park were given 
zero values, and for some SMOs, from which we lacked 
an answer, estimation was made through comparing them 
with similar other organizations. Three boating clubs and 
allotment gardens were in this way given 100 days of ac-
tivity per year (N1, N24, N7), and three non-user groups  
were given five days per year (N2, N9 , N29).

 



 
 

 
Table A1.1. The table describe the composition and sources of the recall lists used in the study to generate social network 
data. The network analysis of the movement is based on recall list 1, wheras the number of political contacts to formal or-
ganizations were measured based on recall list 2. Both lists had six relational questions attached to them described in Table 
A1.2. Recall lists 3 and 4 were present in the survey, but the data generated from these was not used in this paper. 
 

Recall list Compilation and sources 
1. Civil-society 
organizations 

In total 91: 32 nature and culture conservation groups; 12 park, gardening and allotment garden 
groups; 6 sporting clubs; 5 outdoor life associations; 5 boating and sailing clubs; 5 political interest 
groups; 2 non-classified organizations. (21 museums and 3 university organizations were included 
but never used for analysis). 

 Sources: (i) Previous study — Organizations known to be linked to the National Urban Park (NUP) 
from a previous study (Barthel et al. 2005); (ii) Member list — Current member list of the umbrella 
organization FFE (FFE 2005); (iii) Information maps — Map from The National Land Survey Of-
fice (2001) displaying organizations with day-to-day activity in the NUP along with a map in Holm 
and Schantz (2002); (iv) Homepages and written material — Searching for organizations on home-
pages and in written material (e.g. minutes of meetings, remittance reports) from already encoun-
tered organizations (cf. Ansell 2003). 

2. Authorities 
and formal or-
ganizations 

In total 37. Departments and agencies at different levels: 8 Stockholm municipality; 8 Solna mu-
nicipality; 2 County Administrative Board; 2 Stockholm County Council; 5 State and National Par-
liament (Riksdagen); 8 Political parties; 3 Others (including land-owners) 

 Sources: Official documents were used and the list was checked for relevance by two key-
informants at Stockholm and Solna municipalities. (The Royal Administration of Djurgården 
(Kungl. Djurgårdsförvaltningen) was part of recall list A in the survey, but since it is an authority it 
was regarded as belonging to recall list B in the analysis.) 

3 and 4. Other 
organizations 

In total 50. 32 Schools, sport/boat/riding clubs, higher education, and hospitals in the area; 18 civil 
society organizations with activities outside the National Urban Park (nature conservation, cultural 
history conservation, outdoor life groups etc.) to check for spatial outreach. 

 
 
Table A1.2. Here descriptive data is given of the SMOs that never completed a network survey. As discussed in the main 
text, all had few links and were deeemed not to influence the data set. Organizations N2, N19 and N50 were added by re-
spondents on blank lines we had left for that purpose. 
 

SMO 

No. of affirmations as 
being active in protecting 
the park (relation F) 

In-going links 
from others 

Network 
position Main interest 

N2 2 5 Periphery Culture conservation 
N4 2 0 Isolate Sports and outdoor 
N19 2 0 Isolate Nature conservation 
N45 2 4 Periphery Sports and outdoor 
N50 3 0 Isolate Culture conservation 
N58 2 0 Isolate Sports and outdoor 
N61 2 0 Isolate Sports and outdoor 

 
 
Table A1.3. We here quote the relational questions used in the network survey (translated from Swedish). Questions A-D 
were used for generating the network data analyzed in the main text. Question E was used, besides A-D, to measure politi-
cal contacts to authorities. Question F was used in defining the movement’s boundary; those receiving at least two affirma-
tions were regarded as participants in the movement, i.e. an SMO. Question G was not used in this paper. 
 

Relation Formulation of relational questions (translated from Swedish) 
A. Politics/Culture “Mark those organizations (including your own) where there are persons that you regularly ex-

change information on the politics, the city planning or the cultural values of the National 



Table A.1.3. (continued) 
 Urban Park.” 
B. Nature/Ecology “Mark those organizations (including your own) where there are persons that you regularly ex-

change information on the nature or the ecology of the National Urban Park.” 
C. Collaboration “With which organizations does your organization regularly collaborate with? Mark these 

organizations in the list. (It could be different types of collaborations.)” 
D. Personal friend “Are you a personal friend of somebody that is active in another organization? Mark these 

organizations in the list. (A personal friend is somebody you know well and can entrust with.)” 
E. Lobbying “If you court decision-makers (so called lobbying), which [formal] organizations have they 

belonged to? Mark these.” 
F. Boundary “Which organizations in the list do you consider as active in the protection of the National 

Urban Park? Mark these.” 
G. Acquaintance “Mark those organizations in which you know active persons. (You do not need to be personal 

friends, but acquaintance is enough.)” 
 
 
Table A1.4. Based on the survey we combined data to create calculated attributes. The formulas for these are given below. 
The most important for us was user intensity as it correlated with structural variables in the network. The latter two were 
constructed to test for variables indicated as important by resource mobilization theories (McCarthy and Zald 1977), but 
these had weak correlation. 
 

Calculated attribute 
Data gathered through re-
spondents  Comment 

User intensity (Ui)  
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T = days in the park/year 
I = relative intensity of ac-
tivity 

A proxy for how intensely the SMOs are using the park land-
scape and how much they can be regarded as user groups.  
 
The main activity of each organizatoin were given a relative 
intensity (I) from 0-3 as follows: 
3 = Gardening and management of habitats and natural values;  
2 = Bird watching, mushroom and berry gathering;  
1 = Sports (horse riding, orienteering, skiing, running, cycling, 
ice-skating); Water sports (boating and sailing, canoeing, kay-
aking, rowing); Guiding of the park (cultural/natural values, 
botanical walks, picnics); Management of cultural values (e.g. 
buildings);  
0 = Indoor activities (e.g. theatre, concerts, seminars and exhi-
bitions); Activities outside the National Urban Park. 
 

Internal activity 
(normalized) (nAI) 
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a1 = no. of active members 
a2 = no. of member activi-
ties/year 
a3 = no. of current projects 

Captures the amount of internal activity in an SMO to distin-
guish those that are very active from those with less activity. 
The values of a1, a2  and a3 are added and normalized with the 
highest sum over all SMOs as base. Note that a1, a2  and a3 are 
the quotients from dividing the respondents answer with the 
maxium value to choose from on that particular question 
(a/amax). 

Level of organiza-
tional formalization 
(F)  
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b1 = no. of employees 
b2 = own office (1) or not 
(0) 
b3 = type of financing (1/0) 

Measures how formalized, or bureaucratized, an SMO is. The 
value of  b3 is zero (b3=0) if the SMO only has member fees, 
and one (b3=1) if the SMO receives money through paid mis-
sions, donations, or project applications. 

 
 

 


