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It is argued that the scale and concentration of private land ownership
in Scotland maintains historical inequalities and injustices, and

that alternative models of land occupancy and a greater diversity of
landowner type could lead to more productive land use and associated
socio-economic benefits.1 Contemporary land reform in Scotland aims
to redress these historical inequalities and injustices, and ensure that
land ownership and management is in the public (and private) interest.
The stated objective of the recent land reform process by the Scottish
Government is that ‘Scotland’s land must be an asset that benefits the
many, not the few’,2 and that rights to land must promote ‘fairness
and social justice’.3 This chapter aims to provide insights for Scottish
land reform policy through examining the pattern of land tenure, in
conjunction with rural and agricultural policies, in Norway. It may be
argued that much of what the Scottish Government aspires to achieve
through land reform processes — in terms of greater equality and transparency
in land ownership, as well as sustainable and empowered rural
communities — already exists in the so-called ‘Norwegian model’ of
social democracy in land governance.4

This chapter will draw on the timelines of two parishes in rural

Norway to offer reflections on how the Norwegian agricultural model
can provide insight for Scottish land reform and the implications of

an alternative land tenure regime. A review of relevant legislation and
policy change in Norway reveals an increase in renting in the agricultural
sector, and how the Norwegian subsidy system encourages farmers

to expand unit size and invest in technology. Reflections are made on the
nature of the relationship between landowner and tenant and how this
underpins rural sustainable development, again seeking to draw lessons
for the Scottish land question.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE STRUCTURE OF NORWEGIAN
AGRICULTURE

Rural Norway is characterised by a pattern of small farms and multifunctional
agriculture, with most farms incorporating both privately

owned and privately managed ‘in fields’ (innmark) and communally
managed ‘out fields’ (utmark, which may be uncultivable or too upland
for crops), as well as areas of forestry, waters, and land with hunting
rights.5 In its natural and economic structure, landholdings are relatively
small.6 Small private landowners collaboratively manage game

species and ecosystem services, as well as communal grazing areas
beyond the treeline. The community basis of family farming in Norway,
and the value of reciprocity to neighbouring farm businesses, are also
endorsed.7

The so-called ‘Norwegian model’ of agriculture (i.e. the pattern of
land tenure, in conjunction with rural and agricultural policies) is often
revered internationally, in particular due to the small scale of farms yet



profitability of agriculture in Norway. Only 3 per cent of the land in
Norway is suitable for arable cropping, with an average farm size of 23.9
hectares in 2016.8 Of critical importance to the Norwegian model of
agriculture is the support received from the national production subsidy
system (differentially allocated according to geography, commodity

and farm size), production and sales cooperatives (who participate in
legally guaranteed market regulations), a politically powerful farming
voice, and a regulated land market.9 Norwegian farm structure has
played a key role in maintaining communities in remote rural areas,10

in conjunction with a high level of pluriactivity.11 Agricultural policies
in Norway advocate multifunctional agriculture, with associated

social and environmental sustainability outcomes.12 Nonetheless, it is
highlighted: ‘Norway’s agriculture still emerges as an advanced state planned
market economy’.13

As in Scotland, the history of land ownership underpins the structure

of the agricultural system in Norway.14 Key historical points of
departure within the history of land ownership in Norway from that of
Scotland, may be recognised in the 1928 Land Act (Jordloven) in which
the Norwegian government granted an ‘absolute right to buy’ to the
Husmenn (which may be equated to the Scottish crofters, who gained a
‘right to buy’ in 1976; see Chapter 12), which consequently led to the
demise of the Husmann class (that is, small tenant farmers) and rise of
the small owner-occupier farmer.15 Today, land ownership and farming
in Norway are regulated according to three key laws, translated as the
Allodial Act, the Concession Act, and the Land Act.16 Firstly, the ‘Odel
law’ (Odelsrett), has been in place since the Middle Ages in Norway,
and historically permits the oldest male child to inherit the farm. The
new Allodial Act (legislated in 1974) revised this historic principle and
granted men and women equal rights when taking over farms. Today

it remains that close family members in direct descending line of the
landowner have pre-emptive rights of farm purchase, with non-relatives
requiring a licence for land purchase.17 This distinctive legislative instrument
maintains land in family ownership and avoids the fragmentation

of properties in generational shifts,18 thus mirroring Scottish succession
law and the historical impact of primogeniture19 coupled with the
contemporary ability to bequeath land freely on death rather than in a
way that enforces division amongst heirs.20 The fundamental principle
of the odel maintains strong connections to rural areas by much of

the population. This law and other public policies in Norway thus
promote continuity in farm ownership and conservation of farm size,
which protect community structure, retaining social ties between family
members and neighbouring farmers.21

In Norway the owners of farmland must be resident on their

landholding, and they must undertake ‘active’ farming on the land,

which limits farm expansion through land purchase.22 The Concession

Act regulates the transfer of farm property ownership, unless an exemption
has been granted, for example, through the sale to close family,

for transfer to those with odel rights, or where a property is below



minimum size of 0.25 hectares.23 Concessions will only be granted if it is
the buyer’s intention to live on the farm (for a five-year minimum), and
based on their plans for farm management. As Forbord and colleagues
explain:

The Concession Act regulates the purchase of land by legal persons (e.g.
limited companies) by providing preference to potential purchasers whose
stated occupation is farming . . . this means that where land is taken over by
a company, at least one person must be an active farmer.24

In some cases, conditions for concession include sale of land to a neighbour
for agricultural purposes, and research findings indicate that concession
obligations may be exempted by the local political majority.25

Nonetheless, without a concession (or exemption) the owner must sell

the land in its entirety within the timescale and at a price set by the
municipality (kommune).

Finally, the Land Act aims to ensure that all land resources are best

used for society and farmers, though promoting rural settlement, employment
and agricultural development.26 This key legislation confirms that

it is the landowners’ responsibility that land is ‘actively farmed’ and

that land is maintained in good condition. Farmland rental arises as an
option for landowners who do not wish to be active farmers. The Land

Act controls land renting and requires written ten-year contracts between
landowner and tenant, which are submitted to the municipality.27

Dramatic increases in areas of rented farmland have been attributed

to a shift in Norwegian agricultural and rural policy, towards supporting
larger-scale and more efficient agricultural production units.28 Forty per
cent of farmland is now rented farmer-to-farmer (or non-resident odel to
‘active farmer’)29, with implications for land management practices and
underpinning social structures within the farming community.30 Indeed,
it has been stated that the predominant management system for a large
proportion of the total agricultural area is farmland tenancies, which
reduces land abandonment and permits farm expansion whilst avoiding
complicated land sales.31 Norway is not exempt from the shift to neoliberalism32,
not least with regard to agricultural policies,33 and a debate is

emerging regarding changes to the concession laws, in order to increase
competitiveness in global production markets.34 The implications of
this debate around the role of market forces — and the counter-lessons
evident from Scottish land reform — are discussed later in this chapter.

THE NORWEGIAN MODEL IN PRACTICE: INSIGHTS FROM TWO
FARMING COMMUNITIES

Case-study methodology

Two former parishes in the Melhus municipality of Ser-Trendelag, central
Norway,35 were examined in order to understand the lived experience

of the Norwegian model of agriculture. The case-study parishes were
selected due to their close proximity to an urban centre (Trondheim),
which had influenced population and land-use changes in the casestudy
parishes over the past century.36 The case-study locations were

also familiar to the researchers, therefore supporting accessibility to



interviewees and insights into local issues. Semi-structured, biographical
interviews were undertaken (largely in English) with members of the
farming community in the Norwegian parish case studies in March and
April 2016. Sixteen people participated in the interviews, comprising

a purposive sample of owner-occupier farmers (and family members)
located throughout the two parish case studies, including two interviewees
that also self-defined as community representatives (i.e. former local
politicians and community group leaders). These community representatives
were also resident farmers.37

Interviewees were invited to describe the history of their farm and the
surrounding parish (or community) area over the past century, to identify
the key events and changes that had happened in their lifetime, and

those recounted by previous generations. Critically, the interview sought
to understand the views held by the farmers of the social and economic
drivers for these changes, and the consequences of those drivers for their
farm, the local community, and the future of the Norwegian agricultural
system. This interview data provides an insight into the Norwegian
agricultural model and the implications of an alternative (and changing)
land tenure regime to that found in Scotland. These insights are illustrative
of underpinning features of the Norwegian model and changes

necessary in order to achieve this model in Scotland.

The key drivers of change emerging from the interview analysis are

presented in the following section, in addition to a summary of interviewee
views on the social consequences of the historic and potential

future changes to their farm and the Norwegian agricultural model

more broadly. These consequences provide the basis for reflection on

necessary cultural change required in Scotland to accompany the implementation
of land reform policy.

Economic drivers of change

The history of land ownership and land-use change in the Norwegian

case studies is characterised by the establishment and expansion of smallscale
owner-occupied farms.38 The primary drivers of change across the

previous century are considered to be economic in nature,39 including

the influence of the market (i.e. production prices, cooperatives,

and supermarket contracts) and market-driven policies, government
incentives, mechanisation, and the availability of off-farm employment
opportunities.40

In detail, the influence of the ‘channelling policy’ (kanaliseringspolitikken)
from the 1960s onwards, which zoned specific geographic regions

for different production types, led many farmers to cease livestock (and
grass) production in Melhus ‘central’, shifting to grain, or seeking offfarm
work, at least part-time. Similarly, the arrival of production quotas

for milk, and concessions for chicken, led some farmers to consider
whether or not to continue with the scale of their main production.
Changes to the milk quotas at the end of the 1990s resulted in changes



in local agricultural practices, as well as structural changes in farm sizes
and the number of active farms in Melhus ‘rural’. Critically, milk quotas
are based on historical production, as well as the amount of farm land
available for grazing and to spread manure. Therefore, changes that
encouraged an increased dairy herd size required an associated increase
in landholding scale, through land purchase or renting. The current
system allows farmers to buy or rent quota to expand production, and
many farmers in both Melhus ‘central’ and ‘rural’ are reported to have
‘built bigger and bought quotas’, although this can be expensive in the
short term. The interviewees described historic subsidy schemes for the
cultivation of ‘new’ farmland, and improvements to allow/extend cultivation
(drainage, levelling, etc.), that are no longer available today. The
interviewees also stated that it is very difficult to become a new entrant
dairy farmer today (unlike in previous generations) due to the high cost
of milk quotas, amongst other costs.

Furthermore, a key driver of change has been the influence of the

production market and market demands (for example, for Norwegian

chicken and local food developments), interconnected with the influence

of government production subsidies (such as encouraging organic conversion,
and increasing concessions for chicken production). Interviewees

also noted that government subsidised loans41 are not allocated to farms
below a certain scale, as described: “You don’t get the subsidies if you

don’t “build large enough”, so you have to build much larger than you

have possibilities with your own land.’

Farmers increasing their production must have access to available
farmland in order to receive building/development subsidies, as well as
sufficient area for the spreading of livestock manure; the consequences
of this driver are discussed in terms of property rights later in this
chapter. Declines in production prices are further highlighted as a driver
of change; one interviewee explained that solely producing grain would
be economically unsustainable in Melhus ‘rural’ due to low grain prices,
despite farming full-time. Key economic drivers of change also include
the influence of external agencies (e.g. the Norwegian food agency),
supermarket contracts (‘they do with us what they want”), production
cooperatives (for example, milk prices paid by TINE, 42 the Norwegian
dairy cooperative; chicken overproduction mitigated through cooperative
payments — farmers paid to stop production, etc.), and other

local farmers (for example, joint farming enterprises, and local farmers
copying the success of pioneer farmers into chicken production).

The availability of alternative employment sources and the proximity

to Trondheim may be considered economic drivers of change in the
Norwegian case studies. Post-1945 farm workers largely disappeared

from farms, shifting to salaried jobs rather than seasonal farm work.

The availability of off-farm work in the city and suburbs, as well as

the arrival of the oil industry and consequential higher wages in other
industries, contributed to an out-migration of young people from farms

in the case studies, whilst others established their own businesses (carpentry,



painting, etc.). It is reported that many farms went from full- to
part-time management during the 1970s and 1980s, with farm work
undertaken predominantly in the evening and at weekends.
Mechanisation during the mid twentieth century also contributed

to declining farm employment, as well as a reduction in forestry work
available off-farm; manual labour could not compete in terms of efficiency.
Interrelated with a mechanised and more automated farming

system (with the introduction of robotic milking, for example) are the
high costs of renewing production equipment, consequently driving
increases in farm scale. As one interviewee explained: ‘For instance, in
grain production, investment in a new harvester is so large, you need
more area to defend this investment.’

The challenge of farmland preservation is mentioned by interviewees,
including the impact of infrastructure developments, such as road construction,
in breaking up small land units. The consequences of these

economic and political drivers on farm scale and tenure are further

considered in the following sections.

Social drivers of change

Many of the economic drivers of change described by the interviewees
were interrelated with social drivers, and have had consequences for

the social structure of the farming community in the Norwegian case
studies. Overall, the interviewees note that quality of life has improved
over the previous century for the farming community across the casestudy
region, with higher income levels and less requirement for long

working hours, especially after shifts from livestock to grain production
(as in Melhus ‘central’), and in relation to increasing subsidy levels since
the mid 1970s. However, the shift from ‘grass to grain’ (that is, the end
of animal and hay production), compounded by the impact of mechanisation,
has led to predominantly ‘solo farming’. Some interviewees

believed that historically the farming community in this part of Norway
had a ‘better life’ because they were not alone on the farm, and they

had people around in the ‘good and the bad’. Farming was a shared
livelihood, neighbours worked at home, and therefore met regularly: ‘[It
is] difficult to compare being a farmer when I was a young farmer than
now. Before, it was a way of life, it was the farm, it was the neighbours.’

As described, historically the majority of residents in the case-study
parishes were farmers, thus they were ‘on the same level’; with fewer
farmers there may be social imbalances in the community. Therefore,
social changes are related to the consequences of drivers of change in
land management.

Nonetheless, the high price of machinery has contributed to increasing
cooperation between farmers, and due to the decreasing numbers

of farmers, the ‘culture of helping each other’ is thought to be increasingly
important. Joint farming is considered conducive to increasing

production, overcoming individual challenges through communication
and interaction, as well as improved land management practice (e.g. soil



conservation through limiting compaction). However, previous joint
farming experiences demonstrated to interviewees that amalgamation

and efficiency drivers can lead to further declines in farming employment,
as described:

They thought that if you put four farms together it would be work for all

of us, and income for all of us, but it’s much more efficient, and it was not
income for four people anymore, so someone has to get out!

Furthermore, the interviewees describe challenges of maintaining
agreements, relationships, and shared responsibilities in joint farming
operations, and note experiences where partners failed to spend time
at the outset of their joint enterprise building trusting relationships and
agreeing governance structures.

Social drivers of change may be considered to also include individual
farmer decision-making, for example regarding changes to production,
or developing on-farm diversification activities; whilst these decisions
were also influenced by gaining additional income, the choice of
diversification reflected the interviewees’ personal interests. Examples
include one interviewee who ‘chose community vegetable garden use
of farmland because they like to be with people’, and another who
described themselves as a ‘pragmatic organic farmer’, driven by the use
of their own resources on the farm. Furthermore, the perceived limit

to individual farmer capacity was noted by interviewees. As described,
the decision whether to build a new cow barn (or to stop farming), for
example, and the scale of the barn, is determined by the extent that the
farmer believes they can manage the additional workload, their future
plans and the plans of the next generation.

Shifting farm ownership and management between generations is

noted as a window for change in production. Furthermore, automatic
succession to the oldest child is believed to no longer be the norm, as
the children must be interested in farming, and the farm may be handed
down to other children. The interviewees also explained that a change
to historic family connection with a farm would be a social driver, with,
for example, new farm owners possessing ‘less interest’ (or perhaps less
likelihood of long-term investment, both social and economic) in farm
management.

A final, critical driver of change — or arguably of preservation — is that
of the interviewees’ own defined limits to farm scale, i.e. the maximum
farm scale that they considered to be optimum/ideal, as explained:

Yes, we can rent more land; we could manage more land. But we don’t need
it! . .. This is the proper size for a farm.

I think it was a little bit needed that we had to get bigger. But I think . . .

now we are pushing the limit.

This self-imposed farm scale limit may be related to the egalitarian
culture in Norway, and historic farm equality.43 However, contrasting
views on limits to farm scale arose between interviewees, which gives
an insight into wider tensions within the Norwegian agricultural system,



in particular concerns regarding the implications of continued farm
expansion and so-called ‘farm cannibalism’. Whilst the earlier quotes
describe the view that farm scale should remain small and within the
management capability of a farming family, others explained that due to
policy changes and government incentives (as described earlier regarding
the minimum scale for building subsidy allocation), the only option was
to expand the scale of farm businesses, thus: ‘I think honestly that every
farmer in Norway wants this, because they can see that economies of
scale make sense, to a point.’

Increasing farmer competition over land and resource access is a
concern arising from the trend of farm amalgamation and decreasing
farmer numbers in the case studies.44 As the interviewees explained,
with increasing farm scale, farmers are required to compete for available
land, which in turn can raise land prices, exacerbated by the removal of
land price restrictions. This perceived competition is of concern to the
case-study interviewees, with regard to maintaining positive relations,
thus: “. . . still we can work together and we meet in the social areas,
and talk . . . But maybe if there is a lot of competition we start to get
more unfriendly! . . . Because instead of working together we have to
fight with each other.’

The importance of maintaining good relations is exemplified by
interviewees whose scale of production is reliant on the use of land or
machinery owned by neighbouring farmers. One interviewee describes
‘collaborating” with neighbours regarding crop rotations, with another
describing the ‘flexibility’ of their relationship with neighbours as central
to their future plans for farm expansion.4s The role of ‘good relations’,
and therefore social capital as a key feature of the Norwegian model, is
considered later in this chapter.

CONSEQUENCES OF CHANGE TO PROPERTY RIGHTS

Key changes and drivers of change have had consequences for land ownership
and governance in the Norwegian case studies. The interviewees
described the implications of the changes over the previous century, in
particular that farm amalgamation and increased scale of production,
has led to considerable increases in rented farmland.46 One interviewee
stated that 45 to 50 per cent of farmland in the overall municipality

of Melhus is now rented; this is considered high, having increased

from 20 per cent in 2011.47 In addition to production increases, the

rise of renting is also associated with the high costs involved in the
renewal of production equipment (as mentioned, for example, more
land is required to repay the investment of a combine harvester), and
landowners stopping active farming for alternative employment sources,
therefore offering land to neighbouring farmers or ‘entrepreneurs’.

There is both demand for land by expanding farm businesses (‘with
more and more Angus [cattle] I must have more land’), and supply from
those who are moving out of farming livelihoods, but retaining farm
ownership. The increase in renting, however, is also related to a lack of



farmland for sale, partly due to Norwegian legislation that prohibits the

sale of arable land separate from the farmhouse on properties over 2.5

hectares.48 There is also considerable place attachment, as described by

the interviewees, therefore many landowners are reluctant to part with

family landholdings, and wish to retain farming as an option for future
generations. Furthermore, the rise of farm ‘entrepreneurship’ (including

renting land across significant distances and undertaking contracted

agriculture) represents a move away from owner-occupiers with intergenerational
connection to and in-depth knowledge of the land; this is

perceived negatively by some interviewees.

Rental agreements are for a minimum of ten years, with mandatory
municipality oversight. The interviewees described the simplicity and
flexibility (including break clauses) of ‘ordinary’ rental agreements, and
the underpinning principles including maintaining soil health and the
tenant farmer’s responsibility to pay for improvements. It is considered
easier to have different plots of land rented from different landowners,
because this allows for competition in rental prices that the tenant can
favourably negotiate, and retains a ‘communal attitude’ (for instance,

a bigger landowner might rent land for a higher price). Others noted,
however, that rental land prices (as well as milk quota prices) are
increasing due to the increasing demand for rented land:

So now in this area there is no free land — if you want some you have to

bid higher — and some do that. So not everyone is thinking it is for the
community

— they think ‘I need more, I have to bid higher’.

Furthermore, the existence/uncertainty of break clauses in tenancy
agreements, in contrast to historic, informal land ‘borrowing’ (without
formal agreements or financial transactions, thus: ‘no longer will a
farmer hand over land to an active farmer’) means that some interviewees
considered it financially uncertain to base expansion on rented land,

as explained:

I will have more land and more grass, then I must go to my neighbour — he

will rent the land to me. But you have contract maybe 10 years, then yes —
maybe you don’t have that for the next 10 years.

Whilst some interviewees who are responding to drivers of change

and are seeking to increase production described their approach of
renting land from part-time neighbouring farms ‘when needed’, others
described the impact on their business of losing rented ground due to
the landowner wishing to return to farming or change the land use (for
development, for example). Renting depends on ‘being in the right place
at the right time’ and divides landholdings due to distances between
rented fields.

The farmers interviewed emphasised the importance of ‘personal’ (or
private) ownership of the land that allows control and farmer decisionmaking
in the long term. Personal ownership supports collaborative

farming approaches, thus: ‘if you have your own farm you can work

together with other farms’. As one interviewee explained, the political



trend in Norway towards market liberalism and the potential for the
open sale of farm property will lead to increasing competition and

the potential for farmers to again become ‘tenants’, as they were in the
eighteenth century:

This development will be important. You can risk that farmers end up as
leilendinger — tenants — as they were in the crofter system back in the 1700s.
Back then the farms were transferred to the farmers, and now we may risk
going the other way.

The interviewees asserted that it is important to retain their identity

as ‘free farmers’. Fundamentally, the shift in property rights with farm
rental expansion is in turn changing power relations within and between
the farming communities in the case studies. The value of equality to
the key features of the Norwegian model is considered in the following
discussion section.

IMPLICATIONS OF A CHANGING MODEL: NORWEGIAN AND
SCOTTISH PERSPECTIVES

A key feature of the land governance model in Norway is the relative
equality of property owners and there has existed a tradition of informal
renting (referred to as ‘borrowing’ by interviewees), between neighbouring
farms. The underpinning governance and institutions (both formal

and informal) are strongly communal in nature.49 There also exists a

long history of collective land management, both for farm business
survival (for instance, the role of forestry work in subsidising farm
income) and for wider environmental and community benefit such as

the interviewees’ participation in the local skiing and hunting clubs. An
important feature of the Norwegian model described by the interviewees
was the self-imposed limits to farm scale, which may be considered

an example of the application of ‘virtue ethics’ with regards to land
ownership, as detailed by Penalver (2009),50 and reciprocity detailed by
Gezelius (2014).51

However, it may be argued that the model of social cooperation and
progressive property rights is challenged by the drivers of change and
consequences described by the interviewees in the previous section. In
particular, the findings highlight the challenge of good governance in joint
farming arrangements and the undermining of communal attitudes with
increasing land competition, which are related to the drive for efficiency
within Norwegian land policy developments such as possible removal

or relaxation of the concession laws.52 Nonetheless, as expressed by the
farming interviewees, the shift to a system based on economies of scale
rather than state support was accepted by some, who also described

the influence of global production trends/commodity prices and the
perceived limitations of national policies, such as regarding pesticide

use. Others interviewed were concerned with the realities of farm ‘cannibalism’,
increasing land rental prices (in conjunction with relatively

short-term rental contracts), and the loss of social infrastructure with
declining farmer numbers: ‘if you eat up the land of your neighbour you
can enlarge, but that is not good for the community, because then in the
end you are alone’.



This debate in Norway reflects the Lockean principle of ‘limits to
equality’, and generates ‘consequential geographies’ with a land tenure
system increasingly based on formal renting.s3 It is noted by the interviewees
that the management of disparate landholdings by a declining

number of farmers is likely to have social, economic and environmental
consequences, not least through increasing carbon emissions with

transport between field locations, limited land management on marginal
units, and reduced time for family life and community participation. The
significant increase in renting and farm unit expansion in Norway raises
questions of sustainability, and the possible necessity of land consolidation.
There also exists the potential for creating social imbalance and
inequalities, with tenants (rather than landowners) holding power in the
land market.54 However, it is unreasonable to suggest that a rural elite

will emerge in Norway, given the relatively small size of farms that are
offered for rent by non-active farmers.

The model is arguably further threatened with reported challenges to
associated Norwegian institutions, including the odel and the kdrfolk.

The latter is described as the tradition of the older generation continuing
to live on the farm, shifting to a smaller dwelling house (the karstue),

and continuing to provide knowledge and practical support to the nextgeneration
farmer. As the case studies illustrate, due in part to the rise

of part-time farming and increasing rural house prices, the transition
between generations may be determined increasingly by economic factors
rather than considerations of family or inheriting farming knowledge.
Interviewees explain that retired farmers today are more interested

in securing their own property rights, which can threaten the kdrfolk
institution. As is the case across Europe, farm succession is increasingly
delayed, the average age of farm owners is rising, and there are limited
routes into farm management for younger people and new entrants.s5

The interviewees also mentioned tensions arising in farm succession
planning, with inheritance based on the wishes of the next generation to
continue to farm, and the influence of off-farm, higher-waged employment
options as well as economic drivers such as replacing machinery or
building infrastructure increase scale of production. The risk related to a
decline in function of the Odelsrett, the Allodial Act, and the Concession
Act, would be the opening of possible land speculation and increasing
land prices. However, the former appears relatively unlikely in Norway
in the short term, due to the factors inhibiting farm land sales, as well

as due to transgenerational ownership practices, and strongly held place
attachment or ‘land memory’.56 Nonetheless, this tension illustrates the
need for coherence between property enactments and policy interventions
that adopt a liberal view of property ownership.57 Indeed, possible future
neoliberal shifts in land policies in Norway may undermine the model

of social cooperation, leading to a necessary formalisation of property
rights, such as increasing security of tenure for farm land tenants and
kdrfolk.s8



It is clear that the Norwegian case studies provide many insights

into the underpinning features of and challenges to a model of sociodemocratic
land governance. Scotland seeks to shift to a model of social

cooperation and obligation in land use decision-making, and to a certain
extent, the ongoing process of land reform creates the necessary institutional
framework.59 What is missing from the Scottish situation, and

is evident in the case studies in Norway, is a historical legacy of social
obligation, communal land management, and property-owner behaviour,
which is embedded in national agricultural institutions, with high

levels of legitimacy. The critical point of departure was Norway’s Land

Act of 1928 which abolished the landless Husmann class and thus generated
more landowner equality. Subsequent legislative advancements in

Norway have maintained farm units on the scale of family ownership

and institutional management, which have restricted farm land sales

through market interventions.60 This is in stark contrast to the marketbased
system in Scotland and the concentrated power of private land

ownership. It is also important to recognise that the cultural practices

of land ownership and land management in Scotland are intertwined

with social class and historical privileges; this is not the case in Norway,
again due to divergent histories that have supported the maintenance of

an egalitarian land tenure system.61

Nonetheless, the positive change anticipated by the Land Reform
(Scotland) Act 2016 may be supported by adopting the underpinning
features of the Norwegian model, not least seeking greater equality and
partnership-working between property owners. The increasing formality
of farm tenant rights may be seen as one route to readdress the

balance between landowner and tenant, but as this analysis illustrates,
this system of property rights must be supported by positive social
relations.62

Insights from sociological research suggest that interactions and
‘communicative interactivity’ form the basis for human relationships,
that human agency is enacted through interactions, and that this can
create social capital.e3 Social capital may be defined as ‘the structure of
relations between actors and among actors that facilitates productive
activity . . . a structure in which others may be contacted, obligations
and expectations can be safely formed, information can be shared and
sanctions can be applied’,64 or, as Putnam explains, ‘features of social
organisation, such as trust, norms, and networks, that can improve the
efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated actions’.65 Interactions
that foster trust and reciprocity are considered to enhance social capital.
Understanding micro-level interactions and processes of exchange provides
insight into the power relations that permeate such spaces of
interaction.66 It may be inferred that private land ownership, both in
Scotland and worldwide, has an influence on the generation of trust

and, in turn, social capital, including the potential to deplete it through
changes to land management that cause fragmentation in interaction,
and perhaps inherently through power differentials between landowners,
tenants, and the wider rural community.67



As the Scottish Government seeks to increase diversity of land
ownership through land reform, there are further lessons to learn from
supporting good governance in co-management and collaborative
farming arrangements, as illustrated in the Norwegian case studies, not
least the need to build institutions and trusting relationships between
land managers, and to reach early agreement on governance structures.
Many involved in the Scottish land sector describe the need for more
flexibility in farm tenancies, to encourage greater access to land for
young farmers and new entrants, and there may be lessons to learn from
the approach to land leasing based on neighbourliness and cooperation
evident in the Norwegian case studies.s8 This model would allow
owners of smaller-scale properties in Scotland to achieve the economies
of scale required for efficient production, whilst sharing the benefits

of land ownership. However, the Norwegian interviewees emphasised
the importance of ‘personal’ ownership in maintaining collaborative
farming arrangements, therefore emphasising the continued relevance of
private (rather than community or state) land ownership. Nonetheless,
the support mechanisms of farmer-to-farmer equality and positive social
relations can be undermined by competition for land access/acquisition,
as described by the Norwegian interviewees, therefore raising the question
in Scotland regarding the possibility of market interventions as in
Norway, to enable optimum land use and diversity of ownership.

CONCLUSION

The Norwegian model is presented as a system of equitable land ownership
and sustainable agriculture to which Scottish policymakers and

land reform campaigners aspire.69 Unlike in Scotland, the question of
land reform does not appear to feature in public or political discourse

in Norway, although there is some consideration of the need for land
consolidation due to the distances between rental units managed by
‘solo farmers’ (and resulting environmental impacts, in terms of transport
fuel emissions and marginal land abandonment). In contrast to

Scotland, there exists a much greater proportion of the population with
access to land, due to the scale of landholdings and extent of close
farming connections within family histories. The Norwegian model may
be proposed as a suggested policy solution for Scotland. However, in
order to achieve this aspiration, several potential changes in Scotland
would allow greater alignment with the institutions and governance of
land in Norway. These changes may include greater influence of local
communities and local authorities in the allocation of land for rent and
perhaps also tenancy length, replicating the role of the municipality in
Norway, and seeking to overcome barriers to new agricultural tenancies
in Scotland.70 Scottish policymakers could review guidance regarding
succession and inheritance to promote equality of land ownership
between claimants on inheritance.71 Furthermore, it is important that

the Scottish policymakers seek to maintain social networks (and hence,
social capital) between members of the local farming community, and
between the farming and non-farming rural community, as exists in
Norway through strong rural connections, and recreational activities.



Time will tell whether the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016 leads

to effective change and fulfilment of the Scottish Government’s land
reform intentions. Nonetheless, the exploration of the lived experience

of farmers in the Norwegian case studies presented illustrates the value

of international comparison to gain insights and experiences from alternative
perspectives and institutional settings. Indeed, learning from the
Norwegian experience indicates that the Scottish policy goal of land
reform may require:

(1) Support for underpinning networks and developing social capital
between rural actors (i.e. owners and managers of land, and those who live
and work in rural areas)

(2) Mechanisms that create opportunities for equality in land access

(e.g. through succession and inheritance), to avoid competition between
landowners and countering trends of farm ‘cannibalism’, through building
cooperation and new business models72

To conclude, this chapter also provides an insight into Norwegian land
policies, to highlight the consequences of potential future changes to the
Norwegian model. Similar to Scotland, Norway is not exempt from the
pressures of neoliberalism, not least with regard to agricultural policies,
and dramatic increases in areas of rented farmland have been attributed
to a shift in Norwegian agricultural and rural policy, towards supporting
larger-scale and more efficient agricultural production units.73

A debate is emerging regarding policy changes intended to increase
competitiveness in global production markets.74 Such legislative reform
in Norway would have consequences for land prices, increasing the rate
of land sales and land speculation, as well as influencing traditional rural
community structures. In this regard, it is opportune for Norwegian
policymakers to consider and reflect on alternative land systems which
are governed more directly by market forces, such as in Scotland.75
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