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ABSTRACT

Peatlands cover one-third of Finnish land area. When the industrial use of peat as
a domestic heating fuel evolved over the course of Finland’s modernisation in the
1960s and 1970s, reducing the environmental impacts of peat extraction and peat-
land conservation became pressing issues. This dissertation studies peatland politics
in Finland and focuses on local peatland conflicts and deliberative environmental
governance. Additionally, it connects the study of interactions between a broad range
of actors to the study of language and argumentation. In doing so, it focuses on the
arguments presented for and against peatland conservation.

This dissertation presents three case studies: two case studies of peatland conflicts
and local environmental movements, namely the case of Julkuneva mire, located in
Veteli, Central-Ostrobothnia and the case of Viurusuo mire located in Outokumpu,
North Karelia. It also presents a case study on the deliberative policy process of the
Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme in Finland. The mire conservation pro-
gramme from 1979 was amended in a process, which consisted of selecting areas for
mire conservation and deliberation over the suitable policy means for conservation
in an expert forum as well as broader communication with the public. All three case
studies combine different data sources, which consist of interviews, newspaper arti-
cles and legal documents.

The first two cases provide evidence that peatland conflicts have emerged in differ-
ent parts of Finland as local residents and other local and regional actor groups have
made appeals to the Vaasa Administrative Court and the Supreme Administrative
Court since 2000, when the Environmental Protection Act was established. This shows
that environmental movements have adopted appeals on environmental permits as
one of their tools to resist environmentally harmful projects. This also provides evi-
dence regarding the motives for taking part in the action, which include place based
attachments and the cultural values attached to mires. This study examines the argu-
ments which persisted in local interactions and those that influenced legal decisions.
This emphasises the importance of understanding the context and the audience. The
last case study shows that the drafting process of the Supplemental Mire Conservation
Programme included some elements of experimental culture, although towards the
end of the process the amount of participants involved in the deliberation was nar-
rowed down. In the context of Finnish peatland policy, voluntary policy solutions are



gaining ground. Additionally, broader dialogue between all actors taking part in the
planning and management of peatland use, restoration and conservation is needed.

Keywords: Peatland politics, peatland conflict, environmental movements, deliberative envi-
ronmental governance, arquments
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TIVISTELMA

Soiden kayton ja suojelun yhteensovittaminen on ymparistopoliittisesti kiinnostava
kysymys. Tassa tutkimuksessa tarkastelen tapaustutkimuksen keinoin suomalaista
suopolitiikkaa suuntaamalla huomion politiikkaprosesseihin, paikallisiin konflik-
teihin ja osallistavaan hallintaan. Samalla erittelen suopolitiikan vuorovaikutuksen
kenttdd kiinnittdmalla huomiota kielelliseen vuorovaikutukseen ja argumentaatioon
vaikuttamisen vélineena. Talloin kiinnostuksen kohteena ovat perustelut, joilla soi-
densuojelun eri politiikkakeinoja ja paikallista toteutusta tuetaan tai vastustetaan.
Tapaustutkimuksen keinoin nostan tarkastelun kohteeksi Julkunevan turve-
konfliktin Vetelissa, Keski-Pohjanmaalla, sekd Viurusuon turvekonfliktin Outokum-
mussa Pohjois-Karjalassa. Konfliktit ovat luonteeltaan hyvin samankaltaisia, mutta
nostavat tapaustutkimuksina esille 2000-luvun ymparistokonfliktien ominaispiirteits,
joista tieteellisen tiedon kaytto ja perustelujen muotoilu eri yleisdille ja vaikuttaminen
politiikan eri areenoilla ovat keskeisimpid. Kummassakin tapauksessa on kayty kiis-
taa turpeennoston ympaéristoluvista oikeusteitse. Lisédksi tarkastelen soidensuojelun
taydennysohjelmavalmistelua osallistavan hallinnan ja toimijuuden nakokulmista.
Taydennysohjelmaprosessin tarkastelu valottaa mita luonnonvarahallinnan toimijoita
ja diskursseja valmisteluun on osallistunut ja kuinka osallistavuus on toteutettu.
Tama tutkimus tuo esille, ettd turpeennoston herattama laaja vastustus on eten-
kin 2000-luvun ilmio. Turvekiistat ovat tiiviisti kytkoksissda maaseudun muutokseen,
silld maalla asujat haluavat elda ldhella luontoa ja virkistaytya. Julkunevan ja Viuru-
suon luonnonsuojelutoiminta rinnastuu oman elintilan puolustamiseen ja kylayhtei-
son hyvinvoinnin turvaamiseen. Lisdksi nama suokiistat kaytiin oikeusistuimissa ja
tiedotusviélineissa. Ymparistolupajarjestelma on mahdollistanut kiistojen kdymisen
oikeusteitse ja suora toiminta on harvinaista 2000-luvun ymparistokonflikteissa. Soi-
densuojelun tiydennysohjelmaa valmisteltiin hyvassa hengessa, mutta osallistavan
prosessin ja tyoryhmatyoskentelyn tulokset sivuutettiin osittain toimintapolitiikan
valmistelussa. Soidensuojelun tdydennysohjelman politiikkaprosessissa tehokkain
argumentointitapa oli konsensushakuinen, kestdvyyden sosiaalisiin ja taloudelli-
siin ulottuvuuksiin nojaava. Tamd kertoo suomalaisen yhteiskunnan konsensus-
orientoituneisuudesta. Liséksi soidensuojelun tdydennysohjelman toteutuksessa on
havaittavissa joitakin kokeilukulttuurin piirteita. Suojeluohjelmaehdotus vahvistaa
vapaaehtoisen luonnonsuojelun asemaa suomalaisessa suojelukeskustelussa. Osal-
listavan hallinnan nakokulmasta soiden suojelu on mutkikasta, silld tavoitteista ja
keinoista neuvoteltaessa osapuolten on huomioitava useita, osin toisensa poissulke-



via intresseja uhanalaisten luontotyyppien ja lajien suojelusta metsatalouden ja tur-
vetuotannon tulevaisuudennédkymiin seké virkistysarvoihin. Virkistyskayttdarvot ja
suojeluarvot ovat saaneet lisdd painoarvoa ja luonnonvarojen hallinta on jakautunut
yhé laajemmalle toimijajoukolle. Taméan vuoksi tarvitaan yha kokonaisvaltaisempia
lahestymistapoja vastaamaan ymparistohallinnan haasteisiin ja avaamaan dialogia eri
toimijajoukkojen viélille. Samalla on varmistettava, ettd suojelutavoitteet toteutuvat ja
resurssit ovat riittavia soiden ennallistamiseen.

Avainsanat: Suopolitiikka, turvekonfliktit, paikallinen liikehdintd, deliberatiivinen hallinta,
argumentit
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 WHY PEATLAND POLITICS?

In this study peatland politics is connected to agency in discursive struggles over the use
and conservation of peatlands in natural resources governance. The actors involved
aim to change the direction of policy processes with rhetorics and argumentation
that reflect their interests and values. These actors simultaneously take part in the
redefinition of the content for the sustainable use and conservation of peatlands in
Finland. I use the concept of peatland politics to highlight the competing definitions
over the use and conservation of peatlands in society. These struggles are connected
to the symbolic meaning of mires and peatlands by various conceptions and practices
that organise the relationship between humans and habitats, which are culturally
referred to as mires, bogs, fens, swamps, wetlands or peatlands (in Finnish suo0). The
term peatland policy in this study refers to the guidance and policy instruments em-
ployed in the use and conservation of peatlands.

Drawing on the conceptual difference between politics and policy is necessary as the
Finnish word politiikka consists of different terms, such as politics, policy and polity
(Palonen 2003; Ratamaéki 2009, 15; Sairinen 2009, 137). Politics is about the discursive or
argumentative struggles over the definition of a policy’s content. In this way politics is
about contestation, which lasts throughout a discursive opening and moves towards
consensus when epistemic closure is reached. Politics is also about agency — the stake-
holders, actors or agents who take part in discursive or argumentative struggles with the
goal of influencing a policy’s content. Discursive struggles and agency are constitutive
of politics (see e.g. Laine & Jokinen 2001; Hajer & Wagenaar 2003). Policy refers to the
devices that guide the actions of stakeholders and institutions (Laine & Jokinen 2001, 47;
Ratamaki 2009, 15). Policies are formulated in a process of democratic interaction. They
can be binding or non-binding (law, soft-law) and the efficiency of their implementation
varies. Polity refers to the places of interaction where policy making takes place (Sai-
rinen 2009, 137). The term refers to the multiplicity of interactions within governance
networks. Polity is thus not only parliament but also extends to various stakeholders
who take part in the processes of a governance network.

Finnish peatland politics is influenced by international climate and biodiversity
targets. Peat has been defined as a slowly renewable biomass source of energy in
Finland, contrary to IPCC targets (Leinonen 2010, 3). The IPCC defines peat as a
fossil fuel in the same category as coal (IPCC 2007). Finnish attempts to define peat
as a slowly renewable energy source were still visible in its 2008 national long-term
climate targets whereas in 2013 the national climate strategy recognised the need to
slowly discontinue the use of peat (Kansallinen... 2013, 30). Additionally, according
to the national energy and climate roadmap, “the use of peat should be discontinued in
the production of electricity and district heating unless the commercialization of CCS enables
their use” (Parliamentary Committee on Energy and Climate Issues 2014, 10). Finnish
energy and climate policy until 2030 outlines that the use of peat should not be more
profitable than renewables, but taxation should ensure that it is more profitable than
the use of coal and other fossil fuels (Valtioneuvoston... 2016). The climate impacts of
peat extraction and burning in co-generated heat and energy power plants are signifi-
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cant and comparable to brown coal, though peat is slightly worse. On the other hand,
when peatlands are drained the natural production of methane (CH4) is reduced.
Climate change, as the most significant environmental challenge of the 21st century,
has changed the framing of Finnish energy policy, although energy self-sufficiency
and security of supply remain persistent elements (Kivimaa & Mickwitz 2011). Even
though most actors agree that peat is not a renewable source of energy, some actors in
the Finnish policy debate persistently reframe it as a slowly renewable biomass energy
source. The positioning of peat in national energy policy in relation to international
climate targets is ongoing.

This study connects the politicisation of peat as an energy resource to the de-
bate on the impacts of peat extraction on water that have caused local environmental
conflicts (Mustonen 2014). As the empirical case studies reveal (see Chapter 4), the
climate change frame was not present in the local environmental movements nor the
government intervention for peatland conservation.

The arrival of the ecosystem services approach in Finnish peatland politics is ev-
ident. According to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, MA (2005), ecosystem
services are the benefits that human beings obtain from nature. This concept has
been developed to consolidate the needs, wants and interests of actors taking part in
natural resource governance. The Proposal for the National Strategy for Sustainable
and Responsible Use and Conservation of Peatlands (Ehdotus... 2011) was the first
national strategy paper in Finland to apply the ecosystem services approach. The re-
port applied five categories of ecosystem services to mires and peatlands: provisioning
services, regulating services, maintenance services, cultural services and supporting
services. For example Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) only mentions four
categories. The report builds on the promise of ecosystem services as a method of
consolidating the different needs, wants and uses of mires and peatlands.

The peatland strategy describes the existing uses of peatlands, including forestry,
agriculture, peat extraction, biodiversity protection, nature products, hunting, rein-
deer husbandry, recreation and teaching (Ehdotus... 2011). It also lists the existing
regulatory tools and policies, and suggests ideas for further development of the reg-
ulatory environment. Among others, stopping biodiversity degradation on Finnish
peatlands and achieving the favourable status of peatland conservation as well as
reducing water pollution from peatlands, reducing climate impacts and developing
sustainable peatland forestry are outlined in the peatland strategy draft (ibid). The
draft also guarantees the use of peatlands for agriculture and peat extraction. How-
ever, the rather ambitious proposal never became legally binding but was used as a
background paper for the decision in principle on the Sustainable and Responsible Use
and Conservation of Peatlands (Valtioneuvoston... 2012). This decision in principle is
based on the National Strategy for Mires and Peatlands, which takes the ecosystem
services approach as a starting point.

Peatland conflicts are caused by overlapping land use interests and different stake-
holder values of the groups participating in the discursive struggles of peatland pol-
itics (Joosten & Clarke 2002, 8). They have emerged over time and are linked to the
intensified use of peatlands for agricultural, forestry and peat extraction purposes.
Peatland conflicts are connected to the trade-offs between the interests of different
stakeholder groups (Joosten & Clarke 2002, 8) and share the characteristics of natural
resource or environmental conflicts, which have been divided into knowledge based,
interest based and value based conflicts (Rannikko 1994, 26; Sairinen 1994, 26-28;
Laine & Jokinen 2001, 58). Knowledge based conflicts may emerge because of missing



information or incompatible standpoints on the information (Laine & Jokinen 2001,
58-59; Valkonen & Saaristo 2010, 109). Interest based conflicts emphasise different
agencies which aim to influence the processes of natural resource governance from the
point of view of an interest group, such as industry, forestry, land owners or nature
conservation (Valkonen & Saaristo 2010, 108). Value conflicts emerge from the diver-
gent values that people place on nature. Finnish forest conflicts, such Talaskangas,
Murhijarvi and Kessi, are examples of colliding economic, nature and cultural values
(Valkonen & Saaristo 2010, 107).

Local legitimacy challenges to nature conservation and interactions between agents
that take part in the definition of nature politics have been the focus of previous studies
on nature conservation conflicts in Finland (see eg. Valkonen 2003; Hiedanpaa 2005; Pu-
hakka 2007). The concept of local legitimacy refers to the acceptance of a shared rule by a
community, whereas legitimacy refers to the acceptance of political authority (Bodansky
2007, 3). In natural resource governance legitimacy is often connected to procedural val-
ues, such as access to information, the right to participate and the outcome. Participatory
and deliberative approaches to environmental planning and policy design are expected
to reduce environmental conflicts. In natural resource conflicts, such as forest or species
specific conflicts in Finland, participatory approaches and dialogue have been a useful
part of conflict management (see eg. Raitio 2008; Rataméki 2009). They have increasingly
been adopted as practises of natural resource governance.

Participatory planning is also mandatory in processes that require an environmental
impact assessment (EIA) and environmental permit (P6l6nen et al. 2011). An EIA is a tool
for conflict management and is part of the environmental permit process for peat extrac-
tion. Before the renewed Environmental Protection Act of 2014, production areas over
10 ha required an environmental permit. Currently all peat extraction areas require an
environmental permit. In the European Union (EU) the EIA directive of 1985 establishes
procedural rights for citizens in environmental issues (Raitio 2008, 18). Similar proce-
dural rights were established with the Aarhus Convention (on access to information,
public participation in decision making and access to justice in environmental matters
established in 1998), as well as in principle 10 of the Rio declaration from 1992 (ibid.).
When Finland joined the EU, EIA were integrated as part of national legislation with the
EIA Act (468/1994; replaced by the EIA Act 252/2017), which improved citizen rights to
information and opportunities to participate in planning processes with environmental
consequences (Polonen et al. 2011). EIA, as an established practise, has made a positive
contribution to the openness and participatory opportunities of environmental permit-
ting for peat extraction. However, these processes have major shortcomings, such as the
lack of consideration for the total array of alternatives and insufficient assessment of
water impacts (P6lonen & Halinen 2014).

In this study I mainly use the term mire to refer to the most common Finnish
wetland types. Mires are geologically defined as peat deposits and biologically as
places of peat composing plant formations (Cajander 1913, 7). In this study the term
peatland, which more broadly refers to organic soil types consisting of peat, is also
used. Mire is used as a subcategory of peatland types that are roughly divided into
bogs and fens (Joosten & Clarke 2002, 25; Seppa 2002; Lindholm & Heikkila 2005;
Virtanen 2008, 18). The main mire types in Finland are aapa mires and raised bogs
(Laitinen et al. 2007). On aapa mires the mineral rich water flows from surrounding
areas can reach the centre of a peatland formation while on raised bogs the centre of
the mire rises higher than the level of the surrounding mineral soil, which is why the
centre of these mires are nutrient poor (Seppa 2002). Raised bogs are the result of the
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continuous accumulation of sphagnum peat, which has grown over the water table
over long period of time. Aapa mires are in a different phase of peat accumulation.
Aapa mires are the characteristic mire type of central and northern Finland, whereas
raised bogs are typical for southern Finland. The mire types of southern Finland are
under more pressure than the aapa mires of central and northern Finland as most
nature conservation areas are located in the northern part of the country and land
use is more intensive in the more densely populated south (Heikkila & Lindholm
2015). Mires are complex water systems that are vulnerable to changes caused by
human activities. Many of the changes in water level have been caused by forest and
peatland drainage (Tanskanen 2000, 28). Many of the mires that remain undrained
are surrounded by drained forest areas, which impacts the water balance of the mire.
These areas are in need of restoration.

1.2 RESEARCH AIM AND SETTING

This study is positioned in the field of environmental politics. Environmental poli-
tics is about the interactions between various actors (human and non-human) and
societal forces that aim to solve complex environmental problems (Sairinen 2000, 20;
Palviainen 2004, 33). This sub-field of environmental social sciences emerged from
the need to combine critical understanding of socio-economic, political and cultural
structures and processes to interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary thinking in order
to solve environmental problems (Roberts 2011, 3). Environmental politics has insti-
tutionalised as an established field of study in Finland since the late 1980s (Konttinen
et al. 1999, 5). This follows the international expansion of interest in environmental
topics in many academic fields. Research on environmental movements, environ-
mental conflicts, local experiments on sustainable development and environmental
policy development as well as environmental governance have been of interest to
sociologists, political scientists and other environmental social scientists.

The environmental social sciences have widely focused on the symbolic and dis-
cursive construction of environmental problems (Lockie 2015). These environmental
problems are often ‘wicked’, which means that they are not easily solvable because of
the various actors and interests taking part in defining the problem (Rittel & Webber
1973; Whyte & Thompson 2012). On the other hand, environmental problems emerge
in the material processes of ecosystems, production and consumption patterns, human
metabolic functions and societal processes that have material consequences (ibid.).
This dissertation recognises that the existing scarcity of ‘pristine mires’ is a result of
the material processes that turned them into peat extraction sites, agricultural land and
drained forestry land. Yet, this work focuses on the meanings, discourses, arguments
and symbols that shape the human-nature interactions which derive from and result
in changes in the material processes in the objects that are studied as ecosystems or
hydrological units.

This study approaches Finnish peatland politics through case studies on local en-
vironmental movements and deliberative policy making. The objectives of this dis-
sertation are to understand Finnish peatland conflicts in the 21st century, analyse the
deliberative settings of peatland policy and study the arguments present in Finnish
peatland politics. The broader aim of this synopsis is to analyse the transition patterns
of mire and peatland politics in Finland, including shifts in governance and perceptions
of sustainability, and to understand peat related conflicts. More detailed questions on
peatland conflicts and deliberative policy making have been addressed in Papers 1-4.



Table 1. Research questions, methods and main findings of each article.

Paper

Research question

Method

Main findings

Paper 1: Albrecht, Eerika
(2015). Energiaa vai
luonnonrauhaa? Puolesta
ja vastaan argumentointi
paikallisessa turvekonflik-
tissa Keski-Pohjanmaalla.
(Energy or natural peace?
For and against argumen-
tation in a local peat conflict
in Central Ostrobothnia).
Terra 127:4, 157-168.

1) What actors took part
in the Julkuneva peatland
conflict?

2) What kind of arguments
and justifications were
applied in support of and
against peat extraction?
3) What kind of collective
forms of action and activism
did the peatland conflict
feature?

Argument analysis: Identify
arguments in support of
and against peat extraction

Stakeholders of Julkuneva
peatland conflict: citizens,
village association, fishing
association, local FANC,
regional administration and
Vapo Ltd.

Arguments in support of
peat extraction: national
energy policy, security of
supply and employment.
Against peat extraction:
nature values, recreational
use, place attachments and
avoiding environmental
impacts.

Collective action in rural
society is connected to
recreational values that are
shared by a new group of
rural residents who live in
the countryside but whose
livelihoods are not depen-
dent on farming.

Paper 2: Albrecht, E., Ra-
tamaki, O. (2016). Effective
arguments for ecosystem
services in biodiversity
conservation — A case study
on Finnish peatland conser-
vation. Ecosystem services
22, 41-50.

1) What kinds of ecosystem
services did the stake-
holders of the Viurusuo
conflict identify and what
were the arguments used in
defending the importance of
these services?

2) What arguments were

Argument analysis: Identify
arguments that persist-

ed throughout the local
campaign and effectively
influenced the administrati-
ve ruling.

Classifying ecosystem
services with CICES 4.3

Valuations of local ecosys-
tem services emphasised
cultural values and sustain-
ed the local campaign.
Nature Directive Amend-
ment IV species and
habitats were effective
arguments in administrative

effective and how? categorisation. courts.

3) What were the sources Legitimate argumentation

of effectiveness in the argu- targeted towards courts

mentation? were legal norms and
scientific knowledge.

Research question Method Main findings

Paper 3: Albrecht, E.,
Akerman, M. (2016). Soi-
densuojelun osallistaminen
ymparistopolitiikan kokeilu-
na. (Participatory processes
of mire conservation as an
environmental governance
experiment). Alue ja Ympa-
ristd, 45:2, 4-19.

What is the role of par-
ticipatory governance,
government policy and
experimental culture in

the drafting process of the
Supplemental Mire Conser-
vation Programme?

Thematic analysis: Evalua-
te how and to what extent
participatory processes
enable elements of expe-
rimental culture, such as
dialogue, public discussion
and learning, and challenge
existing policy, institutions
and practices.

Representative democracy,
participatory governance
and deliberative experi-
ments function with diffe-
rent logics of interaction,
dialogue and learning. The
analysis of the supplemen-
tal mire conservation pro-
gramme raises the question
of how to reconcile the
participatory demands and
safeguard nature values.

Paper 4: Albrecht, E.,
Discursive struggle and
agency — Updating the Fin-
nish peatland conservation
network (Submitted).

a) What were the roles of
different policy discourses
and agency in the process
of drafting the Supple-
mental Mire Conservation
Programme in Finland?

b) Which discourses did
agents rely on in order to
gain discursive agency and
persuade others to support
their preferred policy solu-
tions?

¢) How did this influen-

ce the outcome of the
process?

Discourse analysis: ana-
lyses of discourses and
discursive agency to reveal
strategies to gain power
and influence the outcome.

Four discourses of ‘main-
tenance of biodiversity’,
‘regulatory programme’,
‘voluntary conservation’ and
‘participatory’ shaped the
mire conservation policy.
The agents relied on
keywords, such as volunta-
ry and sustainability, to gain
support for voluntary con-
servation and participatory
discourses. A value shift
towards market-based and
voluntary environmen-

tal policy instruments is
becoming more permanent.
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This study aims to identify the actors who define the content of Finnish peatland poli-
tics, and examine the conflicts over the conservation of peatlands and the argumenta-
tion in relation to policy processes. These aims are connected to the modernisation of
Finland, which led to peatland drainage, and landscape and ecological changes that
raised concerns over nature conservation (described in Chapter 2). The case studies
in this work empirically deal with two local peatland conflicts in western and eastern
Finland (Julkuneva, Veteli, Central Ostrobothnia and Viurusuo, Outokumpu, North
Karelia) and the policy process of updating the Finnish peatland conservation net-
work in a working group for supplemental mire conservation. Additionally, it focuses
on the rhetoric and interactions within the policy processes of peatland conservation.
Therefore, the main interest is in finding successful arguments for conservation in
Finnish peatland politics.

The research questions are:
a) What are the characteristics of local peatland conflicts in Finland?

b) What kind of deliberations take place in Finnish mire conservation
policy?

c) What kind of arguments have been presented in Finnish peatland
politics?

This synopsis summarises the results of four articles on three case studies on peatland
politics, carried out between 2010 and 2015. Each study was conducted with the data
triangulation technique, which is a qualitative research strategy aimed at in-depth
understanding of a phenomenon through combining information from different data
sources — not only to improve the validity and quality of the research but also to act
as an alternative to validation (Denzin 2012). The first two case studies focus on local
conservation movements, while the third case study focuses on the policy process of
updating the mire conservation programme in Finland. The results of each case study
have been published. Papers 1 and 2 present an analysis on peatland conflicts between
the peat extraction company Vapo Ltd and local stakeholders, which emerged in the
middle of the 1990s and persisted for nearly two decades. The two study sites were
located at the Julkuneva mire, Veteli, Central Ostrobothnia and the Viurusuo mire,
Outokumpu, North Karelia. In these case studies arguments for and against peat-
land conservation were analysed and changes of argumentation during the lengthy
environmental conflicts were tracked. The first study is based on my master’s thesis
project. The field work for the second paper was conducted together with Dr Outi
Ratamaéki and the Besafe project (http://www .besafe-project.net/), so that both of us
took part in the study design, interviews and analysis. I contributed to the analysis of
ecosystem services by using CICES 4.3 and to the two narratives of small ponds and
swamp frogs, while Dr Rataméki was responsible for the more detailed argument
analysis in Annex 1. We both contributed equally to writing the article.

In this study I aim to understand local environmental conflicts through two
case studies — Julkuneva, Veteli, Central Ostrobothnia and Viurusuo, Outokumpu,
North-Karelia. Both of these conflicts endured for almost 20 years (data samples run
from 1995 to 2013), and with appeals to administrative courts. This dissertation aims to
understand how these local movements emerged and why they persisted. Additional-
ly, Linterested in changes in argumentative practices and the legal system’s practices



of interpretation as througout the conflict more arguments for peatland conservation
emerged. The changing practices of interpretation were present in the case studies
of Julkuneva and Viurusuo, where the environmental movement mobilised through
appeals to the Finnish Supreme Administrative Court and the Vaasa Administrative
Court (regional administrative court). The Environmental Protection Act (86/2000)
harmonised the environmental permit procedure and broadened the right of appeal.

The third case study analyses the policy process of drafting the Supplemental Mire
Conservation Programme from 2012 to 2015 (Papers 3 and 4). The working group
for supplemental mire conservation was a government initiated deliberative forum,
which allows the analysis to be bound to deliberative forms of governance as a type of
government initiated experimentation. Additionally, the moment of political opening,
where the voluntary and regulatory means for peatland conservation was contested,
enables the analysis of discursive strategies, which the actors actively employed in
order to influence the outcome of the policy process. In Paper 3 I am responsible for
the study design and data collection, while Dr Maria Akerman strengthened the theo-
retical contribution on experimental governance. Paper 3 presents a thematic analysis
which focuses on the elements of experimental culture, such as learning, participation,
public discussion and dialogue. Manuscript 4 complements the analysis of the policy
process with a discourse analysis that reveals the discursive strategies of actors to gain
discursive agency. This approach recognises the strategic action of the agents within a
process of building consensus over the policy means through reliance on hegemonic
discourses, such as sustainable development.

Through these case studies I aim to reflect on one of the core questions of environ-
mental politics: “In what ways and for what reasons do citizens mobilize politically around
nature?” (Perreault et al. 2015, 209). However, case studies are not able to provide gener-
alisable knowledge of environmental movements, but aim to go deeper by including the
socio-environmental contexts and interactions within them. Accordingly, studying local
environmental conflicts and the interactions within them is at the core of environmental
politics. This study also analyses the participatory process of defining the content of the
Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme. This process has been studied through
two different analytical lenses: first by focusing on the capacity of the deliberation or-
ganiser, the Finnish State, to foster experimental culture: learning, dialogue and public
discussion. The second analytical approach focused on the discourses and their role in
establishing discursive agency — a power setting where actors are perceived as relevant
speakers. These two approaches are used to critically examine the quality of the process
in regard to the objectives of deliberative democracy: transparent, open and inclusive.

The outline of this dissertation is as follows: this first chapter has described the
research objectives and orientation. Chapter 2 presents two narratives on the historical
background of the conflict between peat extraction and peatland conservation, which
reveals how the problem has emerged over the past decades during the modernisation
of Finland and led to a scarcity of pristine peatlands. In Chapter 3 the theoretical as-
pects of this study are presented, including the theory of deliberative environmental
governance and the theory of deliberative democracy, along with its post-political
critique. Chapter 4 describes the data and methods. The analysis methods for each
sub-study, such as argumentation analysis, thematic analysis and discourse analysis,
are also described. Argumentation analysis and discourse analysis share an interest
in meaning and language, whereas thematic analysis has a different empirical orien-
tation. Chapter 5 summarises the case studies and briefly presents the main findings
of each case study: Julkuneva (Paper 1), Viurusuo (Paper 2) and the drafting process
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of the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme (Papers 3 and 4). Chapter 6 con-
sists of three parts in which the main results of this dissertation and future research
trajectories are discussed.



2 BACKGROUND - FROM RESOURCE
TO SCARCITY

“Once areas of marshy land were called swamps. The only sensible thing to do with
swamps was to drain them, so the land could be put to useful purpose. Governments
subsidized landowners to drain swamps. Today we call these same areas wetlands, and
governments have passed laws to protect their value in providing habitat for wildlife,
stabilization of ecosystems, and absorption of pollutants” (Dryzek 2013, 3).

This narrative of change was told as a success story of modernity until the recognition
of environmental problems in the 1960s (see e.g. Sutton 2004; Swyngedouw 2015). The
modernity project required the exploitation of nature and was based on the interac-
tions of humans, technology and nature as, “[w]ilderness had to be tamed, land had to be
cultivated and swamps had to be drained” (Sutton 2004, 13). As described by Dryzek (2013,
3) above, the recognition of environmental problems in general and the scarcity prob-
lem of ‘pristine nature’ led to a discursive change and modifications of government
policy. We now connect this discursive change to the development of environmental
politics and policy, which originated from emerging environmental concerns and
the environmental movement, and eventually led to the institutionalisation of the
environmental movement and the development of environmental governance (Laine
& Jokinen 2001, 66; Bulkeley & Mol 2003).

Mires and peatland cover one-third of Finnish land area (Lindholm & Heikkild
2006, 108). More than half of the 10.4 million hectares of peatland have been drained
for agricultural and forestry purposes since the 1950s (ibid.). Peatlands in Finland have
been used as agricultural land, for intensive forestry and peat extraction, and they are
still under pressure as these activities continue to degrade peatland ecosystems (Heik-
kila & Lindholm 2015). Finland is the number one peat extractor in the world with
about 60 000 ha under exploitation (Ylonen & Simola 2012, 168; Chapman et al. 2003).

In 1913 Cajander, a Finnish forest scientists, wrote in the introduction to his study
on peatland ecology Studien iiber die Moore Finnlands, in which he developed the con-
cept of “Moorkomplexe” (mire complex), that “[o]ne can only assume how important
the meaning of mires must be for Finland” (Cajander 1913, 3; author’s translation). Almo
Kaarlo Cajander created the scientific base for the exploitation of Finnish peatlands
as an important part of the modernisation of Finland (Lindholm 2013). Cajander was
an important figure in Finnish politics as he became the prime minister of Finland
in 1937. He also developed a mire type classification system of 87 different mire
types, although he is better known for his forest type classification system (Cajander
1916; Ruuhijérvi & Lindholm 2006, 119; Lindholm 2013). Cajander did not, however,
predict what kind of changes the rationalisation of forests and peatlands would
bring to ecosystem structures and functions in Finland during the modernisation
process. The post-war period in Finland was characterised by rapid industrialisation
driven by reconstruction and reparation payments (sotakorvaukset) to the Soviet
Union. The Finnish modernisation project accelerated in the 1960s and 1970s and
was based on intensified forestry, the draining of mires and building dams in the
north (Suopajarvi 2001).
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The rationalisation and intensification of Finnish peatland use became a national
project (Swyngedouw 2015), which accelerated with the rhetorics of peatlands as
national property (suot kansallisomaisuutena), energy self-sufficiency objectives
(energiaomavaraisuus) and security of supply (huoltovarmuus) (Lempinen 2013; Pa-
per 1). These are carefully selected rhetorical devices aimed at convincing the general
public that peat is a necessary part of Finnish energy policy (Lempinen 2013). These
framings affect Finnish energy politics and build legitimacy for the energy use of peat.
The security of supply aspect of peat has been perceived as being such an important
part of energy security that regulations, like the Act on Peat Stocks (970/1982) and the
Act on Stockpiling of Fuel Peat (321/2007), ensure its availability. On the other hand,
values connected to the identity of the national state have been used to argue for the
protection of nature values and the founding of national parks (Rytteri & Puhakka
2009).

Since the 1960s and 1970s mire conservation has been a pressing issue. Forestry
drainage intensified through the MERA programme, funded partially by the world
bank, during this period (Tanskanen 2000) and consequently awakened the conser-
vation movement to the need for action. In the beginning the conservation movement
consisted mainly of ecologists who were concerned that no pristine peatlands would
be left for future generations. The mire typology, which the Finnish ecologists Auer,
Ruuhijérvi and Eurola adopted and developed in the 1960s and 1970s, later provided
a scientific basis for the discursive struggle over mire conservation in Finland (Lind-
holm 2013). The arguments for mire conservation stem from the scientific under-
standing of declining biodiversity and local place attachments. In the Finnish context,
the Finnish Association for Nature Conservation (FANC) has played a central role in
the conservation movement. Additionally, the Swedish speaking nature conservation
agency Natur och Miljo, international environmental NGOs (e.g. WWF, Birdlife), lo-
cal associations, such as village associations (kyldyhdistykset), fishing associations
(kalastuskunnat) and individuals are actors who have furthered the recognition of
nature values related to mires.

In order to understand peatland conflicts, it is important to look at the historical
development of the emergence of peat extraction and the mire conservation move-
ment. Despite the large amount of peatlands, relatively few areas remain in natural
condition as peatlands have been drained over the course of modernising Finland.
Below, I approach this tension trough two narratives on the modernisation of Finland
—the peat extraction narrative and the mire conservation narrative. This yields insights
into the historical development that led to the current socio-ecological condition and
therefore helps us understand the politicisation of nature in the context of Finnish
mires. Drawing on past developments that led to problems with the acceptance of
peat extraction and the scarcity of mires in a natural condition is relevant as the chains
of events described in the narratives explain why and how the use and conservation
of peatlands became a pressing question in environmental and energy politics and

policy.

21 THE PEAT EXTRACTION NARRATIVE

Peat extraction began in Finland at the end of the 1800s. The technology for mechan-
ical peat extraction spread from Germany to Russia and Sweden in the 1860s and
reached Finland in the 1870s. Wood remained the most significant heating fuel, al-
though brown coal was also in use in the 1920s and 1930s. During the Second World



War from 1939 to 1944 the energy use of peat in Finland increased. The war had
closed the borders and heating fuel sources had to be domestic (Hilli 2010, 7). In 1941
the government asked the Geological Survey (geologinen toimikunta) to start field
research on peatlands and in 1943 Suo Oy (suo = mire, Oy = Limited company) began
peat extraction. Later this company was sold to Vapo Ltd (Klemetti 2008, 104).

The Finnish State Railways Fuel Office supplied government facilities with fire-
wood. This government body changed its name in 1945 to Finnish State Fuel Office
(Vapo), which later became the limited company Vapo Ltd (Hilli 2010, 7). The post-war
period in Finland was characterised by rapid industrialisation driven by reconstruc-
tion and reparation payments (sotakorvaukset) to the Soviet Union. Finland’s energy
sector became dependent on oil in the 1950s and 1960s because of bilateral trade with
the Soviet Union. Oil replaced domestic energy sources, mainly firewood, which led
to greater dependence on fossil fuels and global energy markets (Akerman & Peltola
2002). Also, co-generated district heating systems in Finnish mid-sized towns and mu-
nicipalities increased the use of peat, especially in the 1980s, which made the Finnish
energy system dependent on peat (ibid).

In the 1970s the energy crisis broke out. This was a remarkable period for the energy
use of peat as the Finnish government asked Vapo Ltd to develop the technology and
methods for peat extraction. As the prices for imported energy increased, energy sav-
ing measures were introduced together with plans for greater use of domestic energy
(Ruuskanen 2010a, 35-36). The energy use of peat increased steadily through the 1980s
and 1990s, reaching 28 500 GWh in 2007 (Tilastokeskus 2016; Figure 1). The expansion
of the peat industry in Finland signals the effect of government policy interventions in
the energy policy sector (Ruuskanen 2010a, 35-36). Peat became a domestic alternative
to brown coal and the solution to energy self-sufficiency demands through government
support. The forest industry also expanded from the 1970s onwards and formed the
cornerstone of the Finnish economy. The use of peat for energy saved valuable forest
resources for other purposes (Ruuskanen 2010b).

In the 1980s peat extraction companies began to take environmental regulations
into account (Hilli 2010, 7). Environmental regulations were sectoral pollution preven-
tion and air, noise and water pollution controls, such as the 1982 Air Protection Act
(67/82), the 1987 Noise Prevention Act (382/87) and the Water Protection Act (467/87)
(Palokangas et al. 1993, 20). Regulations on air and noise pollution had only indirect
impacts on peat extraction licensing, as prior to the Environmental Protection Act
(86/2000) of 2000 peat extraction required only a water permit (Belinskij 2015, 39);
meaning that the only appeals possible were to the Water Rights Court.

During the 1990s environmental regulations advanced with the Environmental
Impact Assessment Act (468/1994) in 1994 and the new Nature Conservation Act
(1096/1996) in 1996. Also, peat extraction now required an environmental impact as-
sessment with public hearings. Yet, the turning point for regulating the environmental
impacts of peat extraction was the Environmental Protection Act (86/2000) of 2000,
which harmonised the practices of environmental licensing for peat extraction. The
Environmental Protection Decree (169/2000) establishes that all peat extraction sites
over 10 ha in size require an environmental permit. Environmental permits became
the main policy instrument to regulate the environmental impacts of peat extraction
(Polonen & Halinen 2014). This legislative review in the 1990s created a new arena for
the communication of environmental values (Hellstrom 2001, 23). The institutional
settings which emerged with environmental permits created a new forum in which
local movements could argue for their rights in an environmental dispute.
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Between 2000 and 2011, 1117 environmental permits were granted (Belinskij 2015,
39). These permits were processed in regional environmental permit offices. For local
inhabitants and environmental NGOs, the Environmental Protection Act meant better
possibilities to appeal projects that would cause environmental pollution and degrade
nature values. Local stakeholders also very actively used the right to appeal to the Vaa-
sa Administrative Court and the Supreme Administrative Court. In Belinskij’s (2015)
analysis, two-thirds of environmental permits went through appeal proceedings be-
tween 2005 and 2008, although a positive permit was not very likely to be overruled by
the Vaasa Administrative Court and these decisions often remained unchanged in the
Supreme Administrative Court. Nevertheless the environmental permit procedure was
very influential in stalling peat extraction projects.

Despite effective environmental regulations, the amount of peat extracted from
Finnish mires increased in the early 2000s. During the peak years of the 2000s the
energy use of peat averaged about 25 000 GWh. Peat extraction is highly dependent
on the weather and during rainy summers the amount extracted is lower. However,
2010 was a turning point (Picture 1) as the energy use of peat slowly began decreasing.
This cannot be connected to a single actor or event, although energy taxation guided
the use of peat and the licensing of peat extraction became increasingly difficult in
areas that were in a natural or close to natural state. This turning point in peat use
is connected to shifting governance patters and forms of interactions constituted by
government policies, civil society action as well as business strategies and operational
preconditions.

Peat extraction in Finland from 19701to0 2014
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Figure 1. Peat extraction in Finland from 1970 to 2015. Source: Official Statistics of Finland
(OSF): Energy supply and consumption [e-publication]. ISSN=1799-7976. Helsinki: Statistics
Finland [referred: 20.8.2016 and 20.12.2017].



Energy taxation is the main policy tool guiding the use of peat for co-generated energy
purposes. In 2010 the changes on Energy Tax Law were enacted, which introduced
a moderately ascending energy tax on fuel peat with the plan to introduce energy
taxation of 3.90 €/ MWh by 2015. According to this plan, the initial tax rate was to be
1,9 €/ MWh from 1.1.2011-31.12.2012 and 2.90 €/ MWh from 1.1.2013-31.12.2014 (Laki
sihkon ja erdiden polttoaineiden valmisteverosta annetun lain muuttamisesta 1400/2010).
However, in 2011 the regulation was amended so that from 1.1.2013-31.12.2014 the tax
rate was set at 4.90 €/ MWh (The Act on altering the appendix of the act on excise tax
of electricity and certain other fuels/ Laki sihkon ja erdiden polttoaineiden valmisteverosta
annetun lain lijtteen muuttamisesta 1444/2011). As a result of the changes in taxation,
in 2010 brown coal began replacing peat in Finnish heating power plants (Picture 2).
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Figure 2. The proportion of bioenergy, brown coal and peat in Finnish co-generated heat
production (GWh) between 2004 and 2015. Source: Official Statistics of Finland (OSF):
Energy supply and consumption [e-publication]. ISSN=1798-5072. Helsinki: Statistics Finland
[referred: 20.12.2017]. Access method: http://www.stat.fi/til/salatuo/

Vapo Ltd recognised the changing operational preconditions as the company faced
environmental permitting difficulties for peat extraction areas. Shifting perceptions of
sustainability in Finnish peatland politics were accelerating the need to change op-
erations. A scale to assess the natural condition of mires was developed during the
drafting process of the peatland strategy, which was published in 2011. The Decision
in Principle for the Responsible and Sustainable Use and Conservation of Mires and
Peatlands outlines that areas which have not been previously drained should not receive
an environmental permit for peat extraction (Valtioneuvoston... 2012).

In the 21st century peat extraction companies have been active in mire conser-
vation as part of their strategies to gain social license to operate, which refers to the
acceptance of a company’s operations by stakeholders gained through interactions
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(see e.g. Franks & Cohen 2012; Jartti et al. 2014). In fact, very few of the areas that were
not integrated in the plans for the national mire conservation programme remained
undrained (Heikkild & Lindholm 2008). Private landowners were eager to intensify
forestry practices because of the funding guiding forest management practices. In the
2000s, those areas that remained relatively undrained and were not already part of
a conservation programme were often owned by peat extraction companies. This is
because Vapo Ltd bought large quantities of land for peat extraction in the 1970s. Their
plan was to stockpile future production areas because production sites typically last
for about 30 years. Recently, as environmental permit processes have become increas-
ingly difficult, Vapo Ltd sold some of the undrained areas to the Finnish government
(Vapo Oy 2012a). In 2012 Vapo Ltd negotiated an agreement to sell five peatland areas
(1300 ha of total area) in natural condition to the State. The Viurusuo mire (Paper 2)
was one of the areas that was purchased by the State. Other mires purchased by the
State were: Kurkisuo, Hyvinkdd, Suoniemensuo, Karstula, Potkunsuo, Vaala, Viisteen-
neva, Veteli (Vapo Oy 2012a).

2.2 THE NATURE CONSERVATION NARRATIVE

The first Nature Conservation Act was established by the Parliament of Finland in
1923. The Act enabled the establishment of nature conservation areas on government
land. In the 1930s the need for mire conservation was recognised by scientists (Kaaki-
nen & Salminen, 2006, 229). In Finland one of the main stakeholders for environmen-
tal activity has been the Finnish Association for Nature conservation (FANC). FANC
was established in 1938 as Luonnonsuojeluyhdistys but reorganised and renamed
Luonnonsuojeluliitto in 1969 (Jarvikoski 1981). It took nearly two decades of work
before the first mire conservation areas of Vaskijarvi, Haddetkeidas and Runkaus
were founded in 1956 (Lindholm & Heikkild, 2005). These areas were representative
aapa mires and raised bogs preserved as strict nature reserves where only scientific
activities were, and are, allowed with permission from a national park committee
(Lindholm & Heikkila 2005; Kaakinen & Salminen, 2006, 229). National parks, such
as Oulanka and Patvinsuo (founded in 1958 and 1982 respectively), include peatland
areas. The largest continuous mire, Sompionsuo, was lost under the Lokka reservoir,
which was built in the 1960s as part of the hydroelectric system on the Kemijoki River
(Heikkila & Lindholm 2008, 96).

Mire conservation gained significant attention for the first time in the 1960s.
Finland was in the middle of a rapid industrialisation process which transformed
the country from an agricultural nation to an industrial one (Konttinen 1999, 22).
Forestry played a central role in the Finnish industrialisation process. Since the
1950s, forestry intensification plans were developed and the forest industry was
rationalised (ibid.). Forestry programs left their marks on forests through increas-
ing mechanisation and clear cutting, the use of fertilizers and pesticides, and the
draining of marshes (ibid.). Draining marshes awakened the need for mire conser-
vation among environmentally conscious citizens and scientists (Tanskanen 2000,
124; Lindholm & Heikkila 2005).

Finnish environmental movements have been categorised as four waves (Rannikko
1994; Konttinen 1999). In the first wave the modern environmental movement reached
Finland (ibid.). This movement protested against the impacts of rapid urbanisation and
modernisation of Finnish society and their harmful consequences to nature in the mid-



dle of the 1960s. This movement was connected to the cultural radicalism of the 1960s
as water pollution and the effects of intensified forestry gained attention. The criticism
against water polluting pulp and paper mills and mechanised forestry with its use of
pesticides and fertilizers, as well as the massive draining of marshes and peatlands that
significantly altered the environment, was mainly presented by environmentalists, such
as FANC or bird-watchers. The general public had not yet awakened to environmental
issues and still perceived intensified forestry as providing welfare and economic benefits
for small-scale farmers and forest owners.

The cultural environment helps explain why the conservation movement appealed
to new members in the 1960s as it was also the decade when environmental concern
reached the wider public. Radicalisation should not be understood only in the context
of industrialisation, but in the broader context of single issue movements (Konttinen
1999, 23). The 1960s has been described as the decade of the birth of environmen-
talism, inspired by books such as Rachel Carson'’s Silent Spring (1962). This decade
also witnessed the discursive shift from nature conservation to conservation of the
environment (Valiverronen 1996, 50). The political environment in Finland was not in
favour of mire conservation initiatives as the drainage of peatlands was perceived as
a contribution to overall development, where one of the main benefits was increased
employment in rural areas. The draining of mires and mire conservation were also
under the control of a single ministry, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, and
the Peasants Party, which was later renamed the Center Party (Borg 2008, 261).

The large-scale drainage of peatlands through the MERA programme between
1965 and 1975 resulted in an environmental awakening and the need for mire con-
servation (Tanskanen 2000, 196; Heikkild & Lindholm 2008). The intensified forestry
drainage caused fears that no pristine peatlands would be left for future generations.
The first forestry funding programme (MERA I) was launched in 1964 and aimed at
the sustainable production of raw-wood. As continuations of the first forestry fund-
ing programme, MERA II and MERA III were launched. MERA Il received funding
from the World Bank from 1973-1975 (Tanskanen 2000, 128). These were also the
peak years for peatland drainage. During the ten year forestry intensification period
over 2.6 million hectares of peatlands were drained and over 700 000 km of ditches
were dug (ibid). Peatland drainage was led by the political-economic interests of the
main national level forestry actors, leaving very little decision making room for local
forest owners (Borg 2008, 260). Local peatland users, those who pick berries, hunt,
fish in nearby rivers and lakes, or enjoy nature for other recreational purposes, were
left out of the decision making structures and the value of these forms of natural
resource use was not recognised.

In the enthusiasm of the 1960s development it was hard to find arguments for
mire conservation. Rauno Ruuhijdrvi and Seppo Eurola developed the regional di-
vision of peatlands in Finland, which acted as a scientific base to argue for the con-
servation of Finnish mire types (Lindholm & Heikkild 2005; Borg 2008, 261; Eurola
et al. 2015). They developed the mire typology first introduced by Cajander in 1913
as ‘Moorkomplex’ in two dissertations on mire ecology (Ruuhijirvi 1960: Uber die
Regionale einteilung der nordfinnishen Moore Ann. Bot. Soc. 'Vanamo’ 31: 1, 1-360 & Eu-
rola 1962: Uber die Regionale einteilung der siidfinnishen Moore. Ann. Bot. Soc. ‘Vanamo’
33:1-243) (Lindholm & Heikkild 2005; Eurola et al. 2015, 91-96). Their work became
the scientific basis for the first mire conservation plans on public land. In 1966, the
first proposal for mire conservation on public land in southern Finland was written
(Eteld-Suomen valtionmaiden soiden sdilytyssuunnitelma/ Hayrinen & Ruuhijarvi 1966).

27



28

This proposal was drafted by a mire conservation committee, which was initiated by
FANC and the Finnish Peatland Society (Tanskanen 2000, 124; Heikkila & Lindholm
2008; Borg 2008, 261). A few years later the plan for mire conservation on public
land in northern Finland was drafted. Based on these proposals, the Finnish State
Forest Enterprise protected about 150 000 ha of mire areas (Salminen 1984, 58). Later
on, the State Forest Enterprise had to rezone part of these areas to peat extraction
(Heikkila & Lindholm 2008).

In the 1970s, peatlands became a central concern of the Finnish nature conserva-
tion movement alongside forests. The need for protected areas on private land was
becoming a concern because the draining of mires had intensified (Salminen 1984,
58). The State took a more central role in conservation planning and the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry invited a group of experts to draft a national mire conserva-
tion programme (Salminen 1984, 59). Additionally, the late 1970s were also the peak
years of the grass roots environmental movement in Finland (Jarvikoski 1994, 162-165;
Rannikko 1996, 12-14). This second wave of environmentalism broadened the topics
of protest for the environmental movement as the cultural climate emphasised ‘soft
values’ (Konttinen 1999, 25). The protest wave in the 1970s targeted industrialisation
and capitalist development, and argued for healthier everyday environments.

Towards the end of the 1970s environmental conflicts in Finland broke out (ibid.).
The Finnish environmental movement had a significant year in 1979 as local environ-
mental movements employed acts of civil disobedience in Koijérvi and Lappajérvi
to increase awareness of environmental protection topics among the general public
(Jarvikoski 1981). The so-called Koijarvi Movement in the 1979 started this wave of
action, which led to the establishment of the Ministry of the Environment in Finland in
1983 (Jarvikoski 1994, 166; Konttinen 1999, 28). The Koijarvi Movement was a protest
against the draining of a bird lake in southern Finland. The protesters were mainly
young intellectuals from Helsinki who opposed local farmers (Konttinen 1999, 26).
These individuals later formed the first generation of environmental professionals
(ibid.) Also, movements in Lappajarvi, Kemijoki and Hattuvaara contributed to the
wave of environmentalism in the 1970s, which in other Nordic countries occurred
some years earlier (Rannikko 1994, 13). In Lappajérvi and Kemijoki local residents
were involved in direct activism opposing hydroelectric projects. The Hattuvaara
movement opposed the use of defoliants in forestry (ibid).

Common to these movements was the critique of environmental destruction
brought on by modernity. They shared an anti-modern orientation and emphasised
the value of human subjectivity with the search for unspoiled ‘wild” environments
and improved well-being of local communities (Konttinen 1999, 26). These movements
represented the wilderness environmentalism described by Martinez-Alier (2002,
3—4), which is connected to the arrival of post-materialist values and appreciation of
nature in societies where most material needs have been satisfied. These movements,
although some of them were unsuccessful in achieving their conservation aims, were
successful in pressing the importance of environmental topics. On the national level,
mire conservation received the attention that the ecologists active in the 1960s conser-
vation movement had demanded. The National Mire Conservation Programme was
prepared and implemented in 1979 and 1981.

As a result of environmental activism, the environmental administration was
established in Finland in the 1980s. In 1983 the Ministry of the Environment was
founded, which was a remarkable ‘victory” for environmentalists (Jarvikoski 1994,
166-167), and the Green Party of Finland was founded in 1987 (Sohlsten 2007). The



establishment of an environmental administration reduced the need for direct action
and many of the former activists were later influential in the Green Party and ad-
ministrative positions (Jarvikoski 1994, 166). Environmental regulations, mainly the
Water Act of 1987 (467/1987), changed the peat industry’s operational environment in
the 1980s (Ruuskanen 2010, 128). The environmental movement quickly adopted the
practice of appealing environmental licences in their set of tools to resist harmful en-
vironmental activities on Finnish peatlands. The institutionalisation of environmental
concern and the ‘greening’ of policy making reduced the interest and need for direct
action (Jarvikoski 1994, 166; Rannikko 1994, 14-15; Konttinen 1999, 28). The decade
was still active in terms of environmentalism although the years 1982-1985 were less
active (Litmanen 1990, 41-42; Jarvikoski 1994, 166).

Towards the end of the 1980s the Vuotos Movement against a hydroelectric project
and the Kessi, Talaskangas, Murhijarvi and Porkkasalo forest conflicts highlighted
the ‘pristine nature” and national cultural values that started the third wave of envi-
ronmental movement in Finland (Jarvikoski 1994, 173; Rannikko 1994, 14; Konttinen
1999, 29). In these movements local residents and nature conservation associations
were active and formed a common front to defend nature, although sometimes locals
were against the movement, like in the Kuusamo forest conflict between 1994 and
1996 (Konttinen 1999, 30). It seems that the setting was changing as supporters of
extraction were located in urban centres and supporters of conservation were in the
peripheries (Rannikko 1994, 16).

Direct action in the 1990s was connected to the animal rights movement (Konttinen
1999, 33-35) and in the 2000s to urban planning issues. In the 1990s, biodiversity conser-
vation gained significant attention internationally and environmental conflicts related to
the use and conservation of forests also emerged in Finland (Rannikko 1996). Similarly,
contestation over the use and conservation of peatlands emerged at the end of the 1990s
as peat extraction projects caused local environmental conflicts. The active implemen-
tation phase of Agenda 21 also occurred in Finland in the 1990s, which changed the
culture of participation and concern for local environments (Niemi-lilahti 1998). After
the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, local sustainable development initiatives
opened up dialogue among citizens, local organisations and companies. These sustain-
able development initiatives led to the development of new forms of governance and
brought decision making closer to the public.

The EU nature conservation network Natura 2000 provoked strong landowner
opposition in several member states at the beginning of the 2000s (Konttinen 1999,
33; Hiedanpaa 2005). The conflict stems from a legitimacy problem with EU decision
making, which derives from the sui generis nature of the EU (which does not fit with
any accepted category of government) and is described as top-down and hierarchical
(Turnhout et al. 2015). This was visible especially with the implementation of Natura
2000 (Hiedanpé&a 2005). The legitimacy challenge of nature conservation, as in the
Natura 2000 conflict, has accelerated the policy development of voluntary conser-
vation and neoliberal nature conservation characterised by the commodification of
nature. The METSO conservation programme can be seen as an example of the latter
(Apostopolou et al. 2014).

Peatland conservation is one of the topics central to the 21st century’s environmen-
tal movement. Currently 1.13 million hectares of mires and peatlands are protected,
which is 13% of Finnish peatlands (Kaakinen & Salminen, 2006, 236). Since then the
programme has been evaluated twice, in 1995 and 2004, and new areas have been
protected through the Natura 2000 network. The need for supplemental mire conser-
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vation was evaluated between 2012 and 2015 in a similar type of working group as
the National Mire Conservation Programme, where the main actors with expertise
on mire ecology, forestry etc were represented. The need to rescrutinise the mire con-
servation network was argued as evident, especially in southern Finland where the
peatlands were under the most pressure and degradation of biodiversity is ongoing
(Alanen & Aapala 2015; Heikkild & Lindholm 2015). Mires have since been protected
as national parks, strict nature parks and Natura 2000 areas.

Compared to the ‘golden years’ of environmental activism, the 21st century’s envi-
ronmental movement in Finland relies on environmental licencing and participatory
policy making to resolve conflicts between the use and conservation of mires and peat-
lands. FANC and its local organisations have actively appealed to both the Vaasa Ad-
ministrative Court and the Supreme Administrative Court in cases where the nature
values of a mire are threatened by peat extraction. FANC also lists mire “victories’ on
areas where environmental permits have been rejected (Luonnonsuojelija 2016). Thus,
appeals to the Water Court of Finland and, after the renewal of environmental permit
system in 2000, appeals to the Vaasa Administrative Court and the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court replaced the need for direct action. The environmental permit procedure is
perceived by nature conservationists as the most effective method for stalling extraction
projects on a single mire (ibid.). It seems evident that the Environmental Protection
Act, which was designed as a tool to regulate environmental pollution, has become the
main course of action for nature conservationists. Legal appeals seem to suit the toolkit
of FANC’s local level groups. The nature conservation movement in Finland has been
described as a middle-class environmental movement that targets national level policies.
FANC is ‘taking credit’ for prolonged environmental permit processes as the association
has systematically used the right of appeal, which was also given to other environmental
organisations and parties in 2000 (SLL 2012).



3 THEORETICAL APPROACHES

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT IN NETWORKED
GOVERNANCE

In the following I will present the theoretical approaches that this thesis is based on.
This chapter has two aims, to scrutinise the demands for participatory democracy
and environmental sustainability in society. Here, I present the theoretical founda-
tions of this thesis, which connect the study of local peatland conflicts and policy
making in deliberative settings. The demands for participatory democracy and en-
vironmental sustainability have been central themes to deliberative environmental
governance and deliberative democracy scholars. Additionally, I present more recent
critiques of the deliberative ideal, stemming from the failure of the governance sys-
tem to provide sustainable outcomes that are inclusive towards citizens and reduce
environmental strain.

Politics has, since the 1970s, witnessed a shift from government to governance (see
e.g. Rhodes 1997; Kooiman 2003; Swyngedouw 2005). There is no longer any need to
debate the shift from government to governance, instead we need to study the interac-
tions between various actors within governance systems and structures. Governance
has been defined as the, “totality of interactions, in which public as well as private actors
participate, aimed at solving societal problems or creating societal opportunities; attending
to the institutions as contexts for these governing interactions; and establishing a normative
foundations for all those activities” (Kooiman 2003, 4). The governance approach sees
problem solving and opportunity creation as a collective and interactive responsibility
of all parties, including the state, market and civil society (Swyngedouw 2005, 1995).
Governance processes consist of multiple levels and actors, like state and non-state
actors (i.e. experts, industry associations, labour unions and environmental NGOs)
(Dryzek et al. 2003, 187; Behagel & Arts 2014). Interactions between these actors take
place within a governance network representing public and private interests. These
interactions are mainly horizontal, participatory and voluntary, which is why new
modes of accountability and legitimacy have emerged. Legitimacy as a concept refers
to the foundations for the exercise of power and justification of political authority
(Bodansky 2007, 706; Fabienne 2010). The state-civil society division as understood
in traditional democratic theory has disappeared, and awakened a critical concern for
democratic legitimacy in networked governance (Serensen 2002).

Through governance practices, governance institutions have extended the group
of actors that participate in the environmental policy processes (Haikio & Leino 2014,
12). This extended group of actors influences the outcomes of these processes in more
unpredictable ways (ibid.). The extended group of actors have also broadened the
arguments present in these policy processes. The governance structures include a
wide range of actors that take part in various interactions within electoral politics,
sub-politics and the public sphere. Decisions on the use and conservation of Finnish
peatlands are shaped during interactions among government actors, interest groups,
such as landowners, forest and peat industry representatives, environmental NGOs,
and civil society. These actors, through their various interactions and arguments, con-
tribute to the formation of peatland politics by sharing their knowledge and expertise,
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and influence governance processes through their interests and values. Additionally,
networked governance and institutionalised forms of environmental decision making
have changed the settings so that a multiplicity of environmental protests exist (Leino
& Haiki6 2014, 250).

In networked governance the environmental movement has become increasingly
individualised (Leino & Haikio 2014, 250). Many single issue movements exist simul-
taneously, such as those focused on food or urban green spaces. Many of these are
responses to current global challenges, of which the most pressing ones are climate
change and degrading biodiversity. These movements are based on interactions that
are scattered throughout governance networks. Actors and spaces of these interactions
are heterogenous. Yet the environmental NGOs, such as FANC, WWF and Greenpeace
have a central role in Finnish environmental movement. In previous studies on land
use and environmental conflicts these motivations have been connected to place at-
tachments and environmental concerns (Nie 2003). As citizens tend to be committed to
only one issue, those involved in movements driven by place attachment in struggles
over local environments are part of the new forms of the environmental movement.

The feeling of belonging to particular local community seems to be almost as
relevant as place attachments for participation in local peatland conflicts. A local
community is also a loose network of actors who live, work, have their second home
or else have the feeling of belonging to particular place (Rannikko 2010). The local
communities consist of heterogeneous groups of actors, who are bound to particu-
lar places through patterns of living or working and through social interaction.
However, in contemporary society the borders of local communities are blurred as
social interactions are not place-bound and often take place in online forums. Anssi
Paasi (2003; 2013) has argued that identity is an important delineating factor when
drawing the line between belonging or not belonging to a particular region or place.

Citizens are also required to be consulted about decisions concerning the environ-
ment. Their reactions to the impacts of peat extraction on water show that citizens
distrust this expert system when local communities perceive that water quality is at
risk (Mustonen 2014; Moéttonen et al. 2016). This distrust of expert knowledge on wa-
ter impacts and reactions towards peat extraction companies indicate that the social
license to operate is currently inadequate and that the industrial use of peat is facing
a legitimacy crisis. In turn, this means that it is important to seek alternatives to peat
extraction and pay more attention to peatland policy. Social impact assessment prac-
tises and participation need to be improved in these processes to avoid the lengthy
appeal procedures in administrative courts.

Additionally, studying the discursive and argumentative practices of local peatland
conflicts and deliberative expert panels sheds light on how Finnish natural resources
governance is currently organised around the particular setting of peatland conser-
vation. Natural resource governance refers to the public and private institutions and
interactions which guide the use, conservation and management of natural resources.
It consists of the discourses, practises and regulations formed through interactions
that affect the use and conservation of natural resources and the environmental issues
related to them. The objective of natural resource governance can be more sustainable
use of natural resources or more efficient use of natural resources. Natural resource
governance is not meant to hinder the use of natural resources but to make sure that it
is done with minimal strain on the environment. Sustainable use of renewable natural
resources means using less natural resources annually than can be regenerated in a



year. Defining sustainability for non-renewable or “slowly renewable’ resources, such
as peat, is more challenging. Responsible use and conservation of these resources is
emphasised (Joosten & Clarke 2002; Valtioneuvoston... 2012). Literature on natural
resource governance has focused on the problem of governing common resources
(see e.g. Ostrom 1990; Paavola 2005; Bodin & Crona 2009). Here, responsive and par-
ticipatory governance approaches have been emphasised, as top-down approaches
are poorly suited to the engagement of various actors in defining problems, conflict
resolution and making trade-offs (Bodin & Crona 2009).

3.2 DELIBERATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

A growing body of deliberative environmental governance literature has addressed
the balance between participatory decision making and the effectiveness of envi-
ronmental or nature conservation policies (Newig & Fritsch 2009; Backstrand et al.
2010; Hogl et al. 2012; Behagel & Arts 2014). Interest in deliberative forms of decision
making is connected to the assumed capacity of deliberative processes to provide
environmentally sound outcomes (Humprey 2007; Backstrand et al. 2010, 6; Fast
2013, 95). The argument here is that the quality of participatory and deliberative
decision making is improved through more open and transparent processes that
are inclusive for local knowledge and alter the political arena in a manner that is
more sympathetic to environmental interests (Newig & Fritsch 2009). Participatory
and deliberative policy making are fully institutionalised forms of dealing with
environmental topics in the European north (Mol 2014).

The deliberative environmental governance approach aims to achieve greater
participation, accountability and deliberation (Kronsell & Backstrand 2010). Partic-
ipation is one of the main deliverables of deliberative environmental governance.
The expectation of participatory environmental governance is that participation and
deliberation increase the effectiveness and legitimacy of policy making (Lévbrand &
Khan 2010, 47; Zografos 2015, 75). These expectations build on the observation that
public engagement and citizen dialogue lead to greater acceptance of public policy
and improved implementation (Demeritt 2015, 226). Participation has the potential
to contribute to the legitimacy and sustainability of policy making and reduce the
risk of conflicts over the priorities, decisions and outcomes of nature conservation
activities (Baker et al. 2014, 518).

Legitimacy here is achieved through the quality of deliberation rather than dem-
ocratic representation (see e.g. Dryzek 2000; Borg & Paloniemi 2012). Legitimacy can
derive from law, the participatory processes that respond to the democratic expecta-
tions of the citizens or from the outcome (Bodansky 2007, 710-711; Hogl et al. 2012,
11). Environmental policy making is often about finding a balance between these
legitimacy demands. The accountability and legitimacy of governance have shifted
towards more procedural values, such transparency, rule of law, fairness and inclu-
sion, and effectiveness (Kronsell & Backstrand 2010, 38-39). The demand for effective
governance practices and deliverables is connected to the discursive creation of ‘failed
state” and illustrates the influence of neoliberal discourse (Turhout et al. 2015). Due
to this emphasis on procedural values and outcomes, the governance approach is
vulnerable to challenges, such as technocratic decision making, elite capture or lack
of accountability (Behagel & Arts 2014).
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Deliberation is also subject to these legitimacy demands. According to Dryzek &
Hendriks (2012): Democratically legitimate deliberation entails the right, opportunity
and capacity to participate for all those affected by their decision — or their represent-
atives — to participate in a consequential decision about the content of that decision.
(Dryzek & Hendriks 2012, 37).

On the other hand, deliberation may increase the legitimacy of the policy choice, if
the end result of that deliberation has been taken in account. The result of deliberation
only informs political decision making and is not required to be taken into account in
electoral politics. The policy impacts of a deliberative forum are consequently limited
in electoral politics, which is why the outcomes of deliberation remain low (Dryzek
& Stevenson 2011; Zografos 2015). This is especially true when the issue is contested.
The legitimacy of a deliberative system is threatened when the deliberation remains
a sideshow of where decisions are made. Also, the assembling of a deliberative forum
may not be perceived as legitimate by all relevant stakeholders in a policy process.
It may be difficult to empirically study all of the events in a policy process as agency
behind the scenes can be hidden (Schoukens et al. 2012). Furthermore, with regard
to inclusiveness and effect, the design of state-driven deliberative forums and who
participates in them greatly influences the processes and outcomes.

Deliberative environmental governance literature have been influenced by the con-
cept of deliberative democracy. Theory of deliberative democracy assumes a non-hi-
erarchical, ideal speaking situation, in which argumentation and persuasion aims at a
reasoned consensus (see e.g. Habermas 1981; Zocrafos 2015). Decision making is based
on arguments offered by and to the participants that take part in public deliberation
(Elster, 1998, 8). Deliberation can be understood as a normative process wherein the
broader goal is improving the deliberative legitimacy of collective decision making
and improving democracy through public engagement and empowerment (Haber-
mas 1996; Backstrand et al. 2010; Ercan & Hendriks 2013). Those affected by collective
decisions or their representatives should have the right, capacity and opportunity to
participate in decision making (Ercan & Hendriks, 2013).

The developments of governance and professionalised sub-politics can also be seen
as limitations to deliberative democracy as they restrict the group of actors partici-
pating in policy processes. Deliberations often take place within a self-selected group
of individuals who are more concerned about public issues and therefore more com-
mitted to solving them (see e.g. Elster 1998). Additionally, differences in capacities,
such as institutional, educational and knowledge background, and commitment, in-
fluence how stakeholders contribute to deliberation. Habermas (1970) called unequal
communicative relationships where the power relations between experts and local
communities matter “distorted communication”. In this sense deliberative settings
are a way to govern these power relations (Buchstein & Jorke 2012, 296).

Deliberative environmental governance aims at examining governance processes
in which deliberations take place holistically. Thus the focus is not only on a single
deliberative forum but on the deliberative capacity of the governance system where
deliberation take place (Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012, 32). Micro deliberation takes place
within institutionalised forums, such as parliaments, committees or citizen forums;
and macro deliberation is understood as a broader communicative process that takes
place within the broader public sphere (Ercan & Hendriks 2013; Ercan et al. 2017). In
many conceptions of micro deliberation, which are often referred to as mini-publics or
deliberative forums, participants are free and open to reason together for the purposes
of collective decision making (Mackenzie & Warren 2012, 95; Riedy & Kent 2015). Mac-



ro deliberation refers to broader understandings of deliberation within the governance
system. These distinctions of deliberative democracy have also been differentiated
as empirical and systemic approaches (Davidson & Elstub, 2014; Ercan et al. 2017).

Deliberative forums are often constituted of professionals representing various
economic and political actor groups (see e.g. Dryzek & Hendriks 2012; Busca & Lew-
is 2015). The number of participants is often limited to ensure that the forum can
promote the communicative conditions for equitable and fair reasoning. These ex-
pert polls have become an institutionalised part of environmental policy making in
many western democratic countries and they enable the testing of and dialogue over
a particular policy issue. These professionals represent economic and environmental
stakeholder groups, research organisations and government institutions. In delibera-
tive forums they are supposed to leave their institutional affiliation behind and work
towards common problem solving. The objectives of deliberation are pre-given and
participants are selected to form an ‘ideal mix’. Deliberation ideally combines social
learning and problem solving (Dryzek & Hendriks 2012, 36). The transparency of
deliberative forums is often connected to the quality of deliberation (Fischer & Leifeld
2015). It is important to note that in deliberative processes stakeholders and interest
groups outside of deliberative forums also attempt to influence outcomes. This is why
understanding agency and the discursive practices that guide interactions is relevant.
It is therefore important to ask, in what ways, for and by whom, and with what side
effects are these forums taking place? Deliberative forums, depending on their design,
can be inclusive to certain groups of individuals and exclusive to others.

Deliberative forums exist within a broader political system of governance. The
systemic understanding of deliberation highlights the communicative role of public
discourse via media and civil society organisations, draws attention to the wider dis-
cursive aspects of democracy as well as the argumentation and contestations taking
place within the public sphere, which is referred to as a deliberative system (Hendriks
2006; Dryzek & Hendriks 2012, 33). This systemic understanding recognises that de-
liberation takes place within multiple arenas, institutions and spaces of social life
(Hendriks 2006). This more holistic understanding of deliberation is relevant to this
study. On the systemic level the research task of empirical analysis of a deliberative
system has been described as considering the role of institutions, practices, discourses
and narratives (Dryzek & Hendriks 2012, 49). However, it is necessary to broaden
this empirical analysis to include interactions within the environmental governance
system where agency plays a particular role.

In Finland there is a long tradition of expertise on peatland ecology and peatland
management. Finnish decision making has been described as being dominated by an
expert culture. Supporting policy making with expert knowledge was already part
of the national mire conservation programme from 1979 as it was drafted in a similar
type of working group as the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme (Borg
2008, 262). Thus, deliberative forums and expert panels have been part of Finnish
peatland governance for close to 40 years. Although Finnish peatland governance
functions worldwide as a positive example of integrating expert knowledge and citi-
zen participation into the decision making, it has not reached the objectives of strong
sustainability. This can be connected to the failures of deliberative environmental
governance to provide sustainable outcomes.
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3.3 THE POST-DEMOCRATIC CRITIQUE
OF DELIBERATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL GOVERNANCE

Deliberative environmental governance has been criticised for being unable to ful-
fil the demands of participation and environmental sustainability. Deliberative
environmental governance has its shortcomings in delivering effects on nature
conservation as the outcomes of deliberation reflect the values of the participants
in deliberation (Backstrand et al. 2010; Backstrand & Kronsell 2015). Thus, it can-
not be taken for granted that these decision making practices will simultaneously
improve the democratic condition and protect nature values or the environment.
First, the more radical critique of technocratic decision making in governance is con-
nected to the post-political condition (Mouffe 2005). The shift towards governance has
redistributed decision making powers to non-state actors in governance networks and
there is now a democracy deficit as market forces become more prominent (Swynge-
douw 2005). This is eroding the participation, negotiation and conflict mediation
mechanisms in governance networks (ibid). This has been called the post-political or
post-democratic condition (Ziiek, 1999; Mouffe 2005; Ranciere 2006). The post-political
condition states that politics takes place in multiple domains, which can be considered
as non-political (Mouffe 2005, 53). With post-politics, professionalised sub-politics have
become part of environmental policy making (Dryzek et al. 2003, 187). Professionalised
sub-politics consist of expert organisations, such as industry associations, labour un-
ions and environmental NGOs, that take part in official and unofficial policy processes
through public consultations, consensus conferences and deliberative forums. The in-
creasing professionalisation of environmental policy actors and sub-politics have been
criticised for not being capable of solving the environmental problems of the 21st cen-
tury as they have led to the support of the modest eco-modern agenda that developed
during the optimistic period of environmental policy making in the 1980s (Andersen &
Massa 2000, 187). The post-political condition in environmental governance has been
legitimatised as a way to solve “wicked problems’ (Swyngedouw 2009; Raco 2014). This
critical view on governance argues that common problem solving is reduced to mana-
gerialism, where the process is guided by expert knowledge and public consultations
with limited participation in actual decision making (Swyngedouw 2007, 23; Le Billon
2015, 602). Deliberative forms of governance are also vulnerable to elite capture.
Second, the governance approach requires new forms of accountability. The reor-
ganisation of social relations, which reflects the change from government to govern-
ance and post-democratic developments in society, has led to a shift from input legit-
imacy to procedural and output legitimacy (Bodansky 2007; Kronsell & Backstrand
2010). Input or source based legitimacy refers to a situation where rule in a community
is legitimised through its origin (Bodansky 2007). Authority is gained through institu-
tional status, such as on the basis of a religion or law through its origin. Process based
legitimacy emphasises procedural values, such as the accountability of governmental
agencies to inform the public and provide opportunities to comment (ibid.). Output
legitimacy connects the accountability of an institution to its effectiveness in terms
of meeting the proposed goals and producing an outcome (ibid). Procedural values,
such as inclusiveness, deliberation and outcome, are the sources of legitimacy in a
deliberative environmental governance system (Backstrand et al. 2010, 6). The em-
phasis on outcome and the increasing importance of process based and output legit-
imacy have emerged simultaneously with the shift from government to governance
(Kooiman 2003; Hajer & Wagenaar 2003; Kooiman & Bavinck 2005; Bodansky 2007).



Compared to traditional sources of legitimacy, such as religious authority or law,
procedural values connected to deliberative democracy and the ability of decision
makers to produce an outcome are the new ways to gain public acceptance. This new
type of legitimacy leads to the post-democratic constellation (Blithdorn 2013a, 228).
Mustonen (2017) describes this development as the emergence of the environmental
management mentality. This mentality is evidently guiding environmental impact
assessments and the environmental licensing practises and is also embedded in the
legal tradition in Finland (Ervasti 2012: 79; Mustonen 2017).

The third participatory challenge is connected to the incompatible logic of mar-
kets and democratic debates in the public sphere, in which the exchange of argu-
ments and articulations of interests to outline the future trajectories of technological
development take place (Beck 1997, 117-118). According to Maarten Hajer (2003),
a new vocabulary of nature development broadens the group of actors involved in
governance interactions. For example, business actors are more responsive to the
discourse of nature development than nature conservationists. This broadening of
discourse and bringing it closer to hegemony was argued by Hajer as a way to for-
ward nature conservation. However, reaching consensus may not necessarily bring
about action.

The ecological critique on deliberative democracy has focused on the problem of
representing nature and non-human entities in deliberative forums. Eckersley’s (1999)
discourse ethics aims to extend the ‘fields” of communication to include non-human
entities by arguing that nature should be part of moral concern regardless of its ability
to participate in a dialogue in a deliberative situation. The main ethical concern here is
asking who can speak for nature as individuals are expected to represent themselves.
Dryzek (2000) also calls for openness in terms of communication with non-human
nature, especially those entities that are directly connected to ecological politics. This
critique concludes that, at best, ecological politics can only recognise multiple envi-
ronmental values and be responsive towards nature in deliberative processes.

Although deliberative environmental governance has delivered positive out-
comes in terms of inclusiveness and participation, environmental outcomes remain
marginal. The emphasis on democratic practises coexists with the sustainable devel-
opment discourse and Local Agenda 21 initiatives (Hajer & Kesselring 1999). This
emphasis has dominated the field of environmental politics for over 20 years and
is the dominant discursive frame to address environmental problems in the 21st
century (Sutton 2004, 114). The eco-political critique claims that this framing has
been inefficient in delivering sustainable outcomes. Sustainability has been divid-
ed into weak and strong sustainability (Caradonna 2014, 243). Weak sustainability
moves away from destructive habits and stabilises ecosystems, climate and human
populations where strong sustainability demands the active participation of hu-
man beings to repair much of the damage they have done (ibid.). Additionally, it
should be noted that what is considered sustainable is subject to interpretation and
might change over time. The three cornerstones of sustainable development add a
dimension of complexity when social and economic sustainability occurs at the cost
of ecological sustainability.

Sustainability aims to bring human actions back within ecological boundaries so
that the preferred social development pathways are collectively discovered (Meadow-
croft 2007, 2009). Conceptually, sustainability differs from sustainable development,
which is a growth oriented concept; although the Brundtland report from 1987 calls
for a different pattern of growth, one which is more equal, just and contributes to
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human well-being and the well-being of future generations, and which recognises
the interdependence of humans and the environment (WCED 1987; Hopwood et al.
2005). Currently, there is a disagreement within the sustainability movement about
whether economic growth is desirable or not (see e.g. Schneider et al. 2010; Caradonna
2014). When ecological boundaries are exceeded, consumption levels are unsustain-
able. Politics typically has a short term perspective and the focus of politicians is on
re-election (Meadowcroft 2009). Long-term goals, such as carbon reduction targets, are
often negotiated at higher levels of policy making and international policy institutions
may lack legitimacy or be unable to deliver binding environmental policies.

The concept of sustainable development has its origins primarily in the ecological
understanding of sustainability. Yet, the concept has been adopted by actors com-
mitted to economic growth and competitiveness (Swyngedouw, 2007). The problem
emerges when actors at all levels of society claim to be environmentally conscious and
employ environmentalist arguments or the ecological discourse to legitimise their ac-
tions (Nieminen et al. 1999, 14). If everybody is environmentally conscious, arguments
might diminish as ecological discourse is used to legitimise actions that are connected
to individual economic benefit or economic growth. This change in environmental
(eco-political) communication has been described as the post-ecologist turn, where
the normalisation of environmental crises and overuse of ecological discourse has led
to a relative weakening of environmental politics (Blithdorn 2013b).

According to Blithdorn (2013b), the depoliticisation of the ecologist critique and
techno-managerial (re)framing of environmental issues under the ecological modern-
isation discourse are part of the politics of unsustainability. The argument here is that
the politics of unsustainability is, instead of changing current lifestyles and consump-
tion patterns to more environmentally friendly ones, aiming at legitimising current
production and consumption patterns through ecological discourse. Thus, instead
of transitioning to sustainability the politics of unsustainability maintains the status
quo (Newig 2007). A democracy is unsustainable when democratic norms have been
mobilised in order to defend value-preferences and lifestyle choices that are visibly
socially exclusive and ecologically damaging (Blithdorn, 2013b).

Additionally, the post-political condition explains why sustainability goals trans-
late so slowly into action at local production and consumption levels. Discourses
of sustainable development, globalisation, multi-level and multi stakeholder gov-
ernance, contribute to transformations that Zizek, (1999), Mouffe (2005), Ranciére
(2006), Swyngedouw (2007) and Catney and Doule (2011) have called the post-political
condition. The optimism of deliberative theory has been criticised by these authors
who argue that participatory politics, deliberative expert panels and environmental
administration accelerate the post-political process in which government turns into a
managerial body because the “political” no longer exists. Some authors (Zizek1999;
Mouffe 2005) highlight that conflict is essential to politics. According to them, democ-
racy is weak without discursive conflict. Mouffe’s (2005) understanding of radical
democracy calls for a return to traditional democracy, where citizens can actually
participate in democratic processes and understand them.

These types of developments in society have also been referred to as a post-dem-
ocratic turn that, “fosters a new governmentality that mobilizes democratic values and rede-
ploys decentralized, stakeholder-engaging forms of governance as a tool for legitimizing and
stabilizing the politics of unsustainability” (Bliihdorn 2013b, 18).

Policy processes are no longer authentic as the polity is not open to citizens but occu-
pied by bureaucrats and experts who support particular governance structures (Catney



and Doule 2011, 178). The post-political condition does not only cover political spheres
but areas of economic and social life (Swyngedouw 2007, 24). These developments in
society have also been referred to as a post-democratic turn or post-democratic paradox,
in which citizens in modern post-industrial societies expect representative democracy
to be in place but the emancipatory capacity of modern democracy is weakened by the
pluralism in value preferences of modern citizens (Blithdorn 2013a & b, Durant 2015).
Typically these authors differentiate between the authentic politics of the past and the
expert-driven post-politics of the present, which leads to the question of how to restore
politics (Bourdieu 2002; Kenis et al. 2016).
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4 MATERIALS AND METHODS

41 CASE STUDY RESEARCH

The case study approach is applied here to reveal contextual knowledge about peat-
land conflicts and mire conservation policy in Finland. It allows for inductive or de-
ductive research design, although inductive analysis on processes is often favoured
(Hartley 2004, 324). A case study is not a method but a research approach (see e.g.
Yin 2003; Hartley 2004; Laine et al. 2007). It is a detailed description of a phenomenon
that can be a person, organisation, process, programme, institution or series of events
(Yin 2003, 14). This approach is helpful when situations are complex, context specific
or the outcome of a process is unclear. Environmental conflicts and environmental
policy processes are such complex processes because they include multiple actors
and voices, values and interests. Accordingly, the contextual analysis of case study
research is a fruitful approach to analyse environmental conflicts (see e.g. Malmsten
2007). In this study Papers 1, 2 and 4 follow inductive research design, while Paper
3 has a deductive orientation. In Papers 1 and 2 the case study data guided the anal-
ysis. In the thematic analysis presented in Paper 3, coding and theme development
were directed by existing concepts or ideas of experimental culture (Berg 2013) and
deliberative environmental governance (Backstrand et al. 2010). Paper 4 employs a
constructionist research orientation, revealing the multiple truths in society.

The research design in this study derives from the empirical interest to understand
local peatland conflicts, the perspectives of the citizens affected by peat extraction
projects and their motivations to engage in lengthy appeal procedures as part of the
environmental licensing process. Additionally, the research interest for the drafting
of the supplemental mire conservation policy came from the desire to understand the
role of multiple stakeholders, their agency and use of language within a deliberative
process, and the interactions of existing discourses within the policy process. Qual-
itative research has been described as a situated activity, which consists of a set of
interpretive and material practises where researchers study phenomena in their natu-
ral settings, attempting to make sense of and interpret them in terms of the meanings
people bring to them (Denzin & Lincoln 2008). A qualitative researcher acknowledges
that the research design impacts the ways that he or she interprets the phenomenon
by interacting with the data and research processes.

The case study data from Julkuneva mire consists of 11 semi-structured interviews,
newspaper articles from the local newspaper Perhonjokilaakso from 1998-2011, and
document material, including resolutions from the Environmental Permit Office of
Western Finland, the Vaasa Administrative Court and the Supreme Administrative
Court, as well as letters to the administrative bodies from 2001-2011. The case study
data from Viurusuo mire consists of six semi-structured interviews, newspaper articles
from local and regional newspapers (Outokummun seutu and Karjalainen) from 1998-
2013, document material, including resolutions from the Environmental Permit Office
of Eastern Finland, the Vaasa Administrative Court and the Supreme Administrative
Court, as well as letters to the administrative bodies from 2001-2011 and participatory
observation. I also visited both mires.



The visits to Julkuneva and Viurusuo mires and maps were useful in gaining an
understanding of the local conservation movements and helped to contextualise the
information from other data sources. This material has not been analysed in detail
separately, but it reinforces the interpretation of the other material. I visited the Julku-
neva mire for the first time in the summer of 2010 and it is a medium-sized Central
Ostrobothnian marsh-mire (about 400ha) with an open landscape but altered water
balance. The edges of the mire have previously been drained and restoration prac-
tices would be necessary to return the water balance of the aapa mire. I visited the
Viurusuo mire for the first time in 2013 with the local nature conservation group,
Outokumpu Nature Friends. The visit was organised as a cross-country skiing trip
around Viurusuo to enjoy the winter landscape but also to celebrate the victory of
its conservation after 20 years of conflict. The skiing trip enabled me to observe how
the Outokumpu Nature Friends perceive the nature values of Viurusuo and it also
supported my understanding of the local conservation movement and the local com-
munity’s interests. This trip can be seen as a kind of guided walk method since obser-
vation was conducted while skiing. It can also be understood as a form of participant
observation (Kasandra & Janowitz 1974, 329). Participant observation has been used
to investigate social networks and community involvement and to study activism
and movements (Kasandra & Janowitz 1974, 329; Lichterman, 1999). However, in this
study participant observation was only used as a supportive method to gain a better
understanding of the Viurusuo conservation movement and the local community.

Also, differences in local communities play a role as local communities endeavour
to maintain a united image towards the outside world. A local community is a loose
network of people who share the same environment and interact with each other. It
consists of a physical environment and a network of interactions. Interactions in a
local community are different than interactions in a governance network. Veteli is an
Ostrobothnian place with an identity consisting of traditional small-scale farmers and
entrepreneurs. The villages of Réyrinki and Kalliojarvi, which surround the Julku-
neva mire, differ in their environmental orientations as Rayrinki has more people
who work elsewhere and do not earn a living directly from agriculture. Outokumpu,
where the Viurusuo mire is located, is a mining town with a collective identity that
follows a more hierarchical social structure as the Outokumpu Oy mining company
was very influential in organising the daily patterns of the community in the past
(Hayrynen 2010). Copper mining took place between 1910 and 1989 (ibid.) and in the
1950s Outokumpu was one of the main producers of copper in Europe. Interactions
were hierarchical as the mine’s workers inhabited local areas, while engineers and
managers inhabited other areas. Women were officially not allowed to work under-
ground but they did, for example, distribute food to the workers. Also, the villages of
Maljasalmi and Viuruniemi were part of this chain as copper ore was shipped from
the harbour in Pitkalahti.
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Figure 3. Location of Julkuneva and Viurusuo. Source: MML and Esri Finland

4.2 ANALYSIS METHODS

Each paper in this study shares an interest in the constructive nature of language, which
is characteristic of the argumentative turn and interpretive policy analysis (Fischer &
Forester 1993; Bevir & Rhodes 2004). Additionally, this study applies argumentative anal-
ysis methods (Kakkuri-Knuuttila & Halonen 1998; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004),
thematic analysis (e.g. Boyatzis 1998; Simon & Cassell 2004) and discourse analysis (Hajer
1995; Wagenaar 2011).

Interpretive policy analysis focuses on meanings that are constitutive of political
action, governing institutions and public policy (Bevir & Rhodes 2004; Wagenaar 2011,
4). Since the argumentative turn in the 1990s, interpretive policy analysis as a method
of problem structuring has focused on the social construction of meaning (see e.g.
Fischer and Forester 1993; Wagenaar 2011; Fischer and Gottweis 2012). The emergence
of interpretive policy analysis reflects societal developments towards governance, in
which different policy levels and actors interact with each other (Haikio & Leino 2014,
9). This approach is close to deliberative policy analysis, which analyses the multiple
interactions in deliberative governance (Hajer 2003).

As interpretive approaches recognise the multiple realities present in policy mak-
ing, they follow the social constructivist understanding of problems embedded in par-
ticular discourses (see e.g. Hajer 1995; Turnhout et al. 2015). Discourses, storylines, vo-
cabularies and arguments, which stakeholders use in order to shape policy meanings
about environmental controversies, are central elements of interpretive policy analysis
(Bevir & Rhodes 2004; Wagenaar 2011). By following an interpretive approach, contes-
tations over meanings embedded in competing storylines and the arguments within



a policy discourse are reflected (Hajer & Wagenaar 2003; Dodge 2014). Additionally,
in interpretive policy analysis the objects of policy analysis emerge from the practis-
es of and interactions among actors (Wagenaar 2011, 138). This is why interpretive
approaches have been criticised as having a subjective epistemology, which connects
the validity of the researcher’s explanation to the actors’ conceptualisations (Wagenaar
2011, 19). Remaining clear about the researcher’s position in the process of making
sense of different meanings is therefore essential.

Papers 1 and 2 apply argumentation analysis methods (Kakkuri-Knuuttila &
Halonen 1998; van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004), which build on Perelman and
Olbrechts-Tyteca’s (1969) argumentation theory. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca’s
argumentation refers to convincing an audience about the excellence (or superiority)
of an argument. In their work The New Rhetoric, they study the means of how to
persuade an audience by emphasising the role of a “skilled rhetor’ who knows how to
design and formulate arguments according to specific audiences: “knowledge of an au-
dience cannot be conceived independently of the knowledge of how to influence it” (Perelman
& Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969, 23). Van Eemeren & Grootendorst (2004) have developed
a pragma-dialectical approach which classifies argumentation as a verbal, social or
rational activity. In this systemic theory of argumentation the act of argumentation
is aimed at, “convincing the listener or reader of the acceptability of the standpoint” (Van
Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, 2). Argumentation is also about producing an effect. In
this way the systematic theory of argumentation differs from Habermasian theory of
communicative action, which relies on the power of the argument (i.e. the best argu-
ment will convince the audience) and on an ideal speaking situation (Habermas 1981).

In the systematic theory of argumentation a single argumentation, which is a sim-
ple for or against argumentation, or the argumentation structure can be scrutinised
(Van Eemeren & Grootendorst 2004, 4). The first paper analyses the simple for and
against argumentation employed during the peat extraction project at Julkuneva, in
Veteli, Central-Ostrobothnia. The second paper analyses the multiple argumentations
employed to conserve Viurusuo, in Outokumpu, North Karelia. Here the focus is on
revealing the nature value argumentation and the argumentation for the conservation
of Viurusuo. The effectiveness of different argumentations was also evaluated in light
of influencing the administrative court system of Finland (the Vaasa Administrative
Court and the Supreme Administrative Court) and maintaining the local campaign.

Additionally, the analysis of case study material for Viurusuo (Paper 2) aims to
advance the valuation of ecosystem services (ES) in order to recognise those values
that local residents connect to mires. Typically a study on ecosystem services starts
with classifying the ecosystem services associated with the type of nature or the study
area (Haines-Young & Potschin 2011). The Common International Classification of
Ecosystem Services (CICES) was created in 2009 as a standardised tool to account
for ecosystem services and has been regularly updated since (see Haines-Young &
Potschin 2010). CICES 4.3 is available at http://cices.eu/. The CICES classification has
been previously applied in ecosystem services accounting (Schroter et al. 2014; Saas-
tamoinen et al. 2014). Saastamoinen et al. (2014) created a comprehensive list of ES
provided by forests in Finland which partially covers the ES provided by peatlands.
In Paper 2 CICES 4.3 was applied to classify the case study data in order to identify
those values that local residents emphasise.

Thematic analysis and discourse analysis were applied in Papers 3 and 4. Thematic
analysis is a common method in qualitative content analysis, which requires a theo-
retical orientation to begin with. In Paper 3, experimental environmental governance
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functions as a theoretical background for the thematic classification. Experimental
culture is promoted in the Finnish government’s programme. The features of experi-
mental culture in public decision making have been described as advancing learning,
participation, public discussion and challenging the current course of action (Berg et
al. 2014, 13-14). Literature on experimental governance has focused more on grass
root experimentation (Bulkeley & Broto 2014). However, governments can be active
in promoting experimental culture.

Discourse analysis studies the use of language (Dick 2004; Wagenaar 2011). Many
forms of discourse analysis build on Foucault’s work on episteme (and power) (Wa-
genaar 2011, 113). Episteme is a cultural code that governs the thinking and acting of
an age. Following the Foucauldian understanding, there is no such thing as an auton-
omous subject with the capacity to act and create individual meaning independently
of a symbolic system which guides the practises and discourses employed (Wagenaar
2011, 113). There are many forms of discourse analysis, such as critical discourse
analysis (Fairclough 1993) and argumentative discourse analysis (Hajer 1995), but the
discursive agency approach (Leipold & Winkel 2016) was selected for Paper 4 because
it emphasises the interaction of agency with discourse. Central to this approach is
understanding the ways that discourses shape action and agency, and how agency
modifies discourses. Fairclough’s (critical) discourse analysis, on the other hand, fo-
cuses on language as a constructive aspect of the world, whereby the analytic focus is
on the reproducing and changing aspects of discourse and how these changes occur
(Fairclough 1993; Dick 2004, 203). Also, for Hajer (1995, 59), agency and discourses are
in a dialectical relation with each other. These approaches do not neglect the material
reality of social practises nor the material consequences of agency and interactions
within policy processes. Instead, discursive approaches ask how the practises of in-
teraction and agency within these processes are constructed through discourse and
are therefore open to change (ibid.).

Table 2. The qualitative data used in this study

Julkuneva 11 semi-structured inter- | 25 newspaper articles 21 Environmental permit reso-
views with local stake- from the local newspaper | lutions of the Environmental
holders, FANC, Vapo Ltd | Perhonjokilaakso from Permit Office of West Finland,
and local and regional 1998 to 2011 rulings of the Vaasa Admi-
administration nistrative Court, rulings of the

Supreme Administrative Court,
letters to the above mentioned
administrative bodies

Viurusuo 7 semi-structured inter- 26 newspaper articles 69 Environmental permit reso-
views with local stakehol- | from the local newspapers | lutions of the Environmental
ders, FANC, Vapo Ltd and | Outokummun Seutu and | Permit Office of West Finland,
local administration Karjalainen from 1998 rulings of the Vaasa Administrati-

to 2013 ve Court, rulings of the Supreme
Administrative Court and letters
to the above-mentioned admi-
nistrative bodies

Mire 12 semi-stuctured inter- 35 newspaper articles, 22 statements regarding the

conservation | views with experts taking | press releases and blog Supplemental Mire Conservation

programme | part and not taking part in | posts from 2014 to 2015 | Programme, and other docu-
the working group for mire ments from the Ministry of the
conservation Environment

Total 30 semi-structured inter- | 86 newspaper articles, 112 documents
views press releases and

blog posts




5 CASE STUDY SUMMARIES

5.1 LOCAL COMMUNITIES AND PEATLAND CONFLICTS

Papers 1 and 2 present two case studies of lengthy environmental conflicts over the
environmental licensing of peat extraction at the Julkuneva mire in Veteli, Central
Ostrobothnia and the Viurusuo mire in Outokumpu, North Karelia. In these case
studies the conservation movements persisted for 18-20 years. Local residents had to
learn that their concerns did not resonate with existing legislation. Even though their
arguments were ineffective in legal proceedings, they provided powerful support to
their respective local conservation movements. Argumentation stemming from lo-
cal culture and history were important for both of these conflicts. These arguments
spanned the entire campaigns, effectively garnered publicity and motivated other
local stakeholders to take part during the various appeals to the Vaasa Administrative
Court and the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland.

The case study on Julkuneva (Paper 1) analyses the conflicting interests and argu-
ments for and against the extraction of peat throughout a prolonged environmental per-
mitting process. The study area includes the rural villages of Rayrinki and Kalliojarvi in
the Veteli municipality, Central Ostrobothnia. In Paper 1 the arguments for and against
peat extraction were analysed. Arguments that support peat extraction consist of peat as
a domestic fuel source and part of the security of supply in Finnish energy politics. The
need for peat extraction was also reasoned with the low economic value of peatlands
as such and with Vapo Ltd’s right to use those areas that it had been stockpiling since
the 1970s and 1980s. The arguments for conservation of Julkuneva emphasised the need
to leave the natural areas as they were and locate peat extraction on previously altered
peatlands. The importance of aesthetic and ecological values, such as landscape and
overall nature values, were emphasised by individuals, but they were not included in
the planning and decision making on the use and conservation of peatlands.

Some of the inhabitants of Rayrinki and Kalliojarvi engaged in forms of collective
action to encourage the conservation of peatlands and water as well as to protect their
own living spaces and the “wilderness” as a whole. Laurén (2006, 210) emphasises
personal connections to nature, such as childhood memories and recreational use.
These personal ties and place attachments explain why local residents defend local
environments. These values were highly visible in the empirical foundations of this
study. Citizens who value a particular area because of personal place attachments
and other cultural reasons do not argue on the basis of habitats and species. Personal
interaction with nature and semi-urban lifestyles that emphasise the aesthetic and eth-
ical aspects of nature, and an understanding of humanity as part of nature seem to be
behind the motivations to act. Additionally, the conservation of Julkuneva was argued
for on the basis of the environmental impacts of peat extraction. Paper 1 follows the
Julkuneva case until the decision from the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland
on the 27th of December 2010, which returned the issue to the Environmental Permit
Office of Western Finland. The Julkuneva case was sealed by the environmental permit
resolution (Regional State Administrative Agency of Western and Central Finland
2016) and the open bog was protected from peat extraction, although a permit on its
fringe (reuna-alue) was granted.
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The case study of the Viurusuo mire (Paper 2) focuses on the discursive struggle
between different valuations of ecosystem services and specifically evaluates the effec-
tiveness of the arguments presented on behalf of those services. Viurusuo is a raised
bog of 360 ha located in eastern Finland. The peat mining company Vapo Ltd applied
for an environmental permit for peat extraction at the Viurusuo mire in 1995, which
resulted in 18 years of conflict. Many different ecosystem services were discussed
during this period. Not all of the arguments supporting these services were effective in
the legal proceedings for the environmental permit. Especially arguments stemming
from local concerns related to recreational services or more abstract values, such as
public interest or future generations, were ineffective. This case study shows how for-
mulating the ‘right’ kind of arguments is highly dependent on the target audience and
on the socially constructed context where the arguments are presented. In the case of
Viurusuo, the final political decision of the Ministry of the Environment (Ministry of
Environment 2012) to protect the mire echoes arguments provided by the participants
in the local conservation movement. It is possible that without the local campaign
Viurusuo would not have been bought by the State of Finland in 2012.

Many studies on nature conservation conflicts have witnessed a tension between
the environmental administration and landowner groups (Rannikko 1994; Hiedanpaa
2005). This tension is also visible in this study. Although nature conservation and envi-
ronmental protection are generally well accepted in Finland, the protection of landown-
er interests is also generally high. This is due to the large number of private forest owners
in Finland (about 632 000) (Mustalahti 2018). The acceptance of nature conservation on
peatlands is considerably high because of the insignificant economic activity associated
with wetlands. Forestry’s interests are also well integrated in Finnish decision making
structures. Yet, there is a small group of actors that persistently protect nature values
and places from extractive practices. The environmental attitudes of local actors taking
part in nature conservation conflicts explains part of the motivations to participate in
an environmental campaign. Yet, the values, arguments and motivations of these stake-
holder groups are heterogeneous (Rannikko 1994, 25). The diverse place attachments,
(semi-) rural identities and personal ties that emerge through interaction with a place
and emphasise nature (e.g. berry picking, hunting, bird watching or cultural values)
explain why people act to conserve local environments.

The emergence of conflicts concerning the use and conservation of peat in local
communities is connected to changes in social structures in rural areas. Recreational
activities are of very high importance to many people living in the countryside. Ar-
guments pertaining to the value of nature and its centrality to recreational activities
are consequently gaining ground in rural communities. In these cases, it only took a
single person or a few key individuals who were familiar with the local culture and
who were able to motivate others for action to create the conservation movements.
Prolonged legal battles have been one way that environmental movements organise
their activities in addition to advocacy campaigns and printed polemics (Caradonna
2014, 94). Instead of radical action, legal battles have been a more typical way to try to
influence the public and make the political arena more favourable to environmental
topics. This has been a common feature of environmentalism in the post-war gener-
ation (ibid.).

Effective arguments in legal proceedings require a legal basis, such as a Habitat
Directive Amendment IV species or protected nature type under the Finnish Nature
Conservation Act. Legal institutions are not able to process local values since legisla-
tion, primarily the Nature Conservation Act, recognises individual species or biotypes



as targets for protection. Legitimate outputs are defined based on scientific knowledge
and legal norms. In both case studies it was a singular plant and animal species and
two ponds located in the surrounding areas upon which legal arguments could be
formulated. The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland’s resolution on the 27th
of December 2010 returned the issue of Julkuneva to the Environmental Permit Of-
fice of Western Finland because of the small streams located in the area. Similarly,
in Viurusuo the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland’s resolution on the 8th of
March returned the issue to the Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland and
the decisive arguments were related to two ponds located near the mire. During the
second round of appeals the swamp frog breeding ground proved to be an effective
argument.

The use of biodiversity arguments requires scientific knowledge. As these case
studies show, local residents were not able to effectively argue in front of adminis-
trative bodies on the basis of biodiversity knowledge without support from scientific
staff and trained biologists. It was the co-operation between researchers and local
residents that led to the sightings of the small stream in Julkuneva and moor frogs in
Viurusuo, and the argumentation around nature types and species conservation sub-
sequently gained momentum. Co-operation between local ecological knowledge and
scientific knowledge led to an effective result in these conservation cases. In this sense,
both chains of events illustrate the role of local citizen movements in the production
of knowledge and science-based argumentation. On the other hand, these cases also
show that even if local residents have a formal right to appeal and take part in legal
proceedings, they may lack the skills to formulate effective arguments without the
help of scientists. Through co-operation with scientists, citizens can affect decisions
concerning their environment.

Sources for argumentation stemming from local culture and history were impor-
tant to local campaigns but irrelevant to legal institutions. Such cultural values in-
clude, for example, berry picking and hunting. Applicable legislation, primarily the
Nature Conservation Act, recognises individual species and biotypes as targets for
protection. In the case study of Julkuneva a small stream was found to be a habitat
protected under the Environmental Protection Act. In the case study of Viurusuo the
moor frog (Rana Arvalis), which is protected under the Habitats directive amend-
ment IV, functioned as an argument to deny the environmental permit. In both case
studies citizens were unable to effectively argue in front of administrative bodies on
the basis of biodiversity knowledge without support from scientific staff and trained
biologists because appeals to administrative courts require reasoning skills and ex-
pertise. Co-operation between local ecological knowledge and scientific knowledge
led to conservation measures in Julkuneva and Viurusuo.

5.2 UPDATING THE FINNISH PEATLAND CONSERVATION
NETWORK

Papers 3 and 4 present case studies on updating the Finnish peatland conservation
network in the working group for supplemental mire conservation. The papers de-
velop two different aspects of the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme: an
analysis of the role of experimental culture in deliberative environmental governance
and an examination of the discursive struggle over regulatory and voluntary means
for peatland conservation.
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The Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme was drafted from 2012 to 2015.
A working group for mire conservation was established to define the selection cri-
teria for conservation areas, select the areas with high nature values and discuss the
policy in order to implement the programme. Finnish mires and peatlands are under
constant pressure from agriculture, forestry and the utilisation of peat as a heating
fuel. These practices are making some of the wetland types rare. This is especially
the case in southern Finland where most land use activities take place (Lindholm &
Heikkild, 2006), and the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme’s first phase
consequently concentrates on this area (Alanen & Aapala 2015).

This case study was conducted at the moment of political opening (maarittelykamp-
pailu), where policy devices for peatland conservation were discussed. The working
group members described the process as open and allowing dialogue. However, peat-
land conservation policy was contested when politics took over the well-proceeding
deliberative work. In the beginning of the process the Government of Finland had a
Minister of the Environment from the Green Party (Ville Niinisto). In the autumn of
2014 the Greens stepped out of the government because of a disagreement over the
decision to build more nuclear power plants. The Government agreed to build three
more nuclear power plants with a 10-7 vote on September 17, 2014. On September 26
the Minister’s post was filled by a politician from the National Coalition Party, which
is a centre-right pro-Europe liberal party (Sanni Grahn-Laasonen). The changes in the
political setting altered the objective of the working group for supplemental mire con-
servation. Voluntary nature conservation became the policy solution advocated for by
the new Minister and the working group’s new task was to define suitable policy means
for improved voluntariness.

Initially, the working group was supposed to create a regulatory mire conservation
programme according to the Finnish Nature Conservation Act. At the point of contes-
tation the advocated policy mean to achieve voluntary conservation was the National
Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland (METSO). It was developed from
2003 to 2007 and implementation began in 2008 (Vainio & Paloniemi 2013). Forest
owners were integrated in the planning process of METSO, helping its synchronisa-
tion with local forestry practices and governance patterns (Hiedanpaa 2005). The pro-
gramme recognises forest owners as important agents and improved the legitimacy
of conservation but simultaneously contributed to shifts towards neoliberal nature
conservation as the State’s conservation responsibilities were moved to regional au-
thorities, entrepreneurs, NGOs and private landowners (Vainio & Paloniemi 2013;
Apostopolou et al. 2014). As the outcome of this policy process illustrates, a discursive
shift towards voluntary conservation was ongoing in Finnish peatland conservation
policy, which indicates a value shift among policy-makers towards market-based and
voluntary environmental policy instruments (Jordan et al. 2003; Paloniemi & Vilja
2009; Gémez-Baggethun & Muradian 2015).

Paper 3 presents a case study on the role of experimental culture in deliberative
environmental governance. This paper differs from Papers 1, 2 and 4 in its epistemol-
ogy as it presents a deductive analysis of the Supplemental Mire Conservation Pro-
gramme. It is a conceptually guided analysis of the participatory processes and state
driven deliberation during the drafting process of the programme from 2012 to 2015.
Through qualitative content analysis, the precondition of the deliberative process to
support the advancement of experimental culture (see Berg 2013; Berg et al. 2014),
which is connected to Jyrki Katainen’s governmental programme of Finland, was
studied. The paper evaluates whether and to what extent participatory processes ena-



ble the elements of experimental culture, such as dialogue, public discussion, learning,
and challenging existing policy, institutions and practices. The analysis shows that
governance experiments may succeed as long as they are applied in situations that
are free of political conflict. Democratic principles and nature conservation objectives
acted as limiting factors to the experimental culture in Paper 3, which links the study
to the broader critique of transformations of democracy.

The working group for supplemental mire conservation was a government initiated
deliberative forum, wherein the objectives and means for a conservation programme
were negotiated. Deliberative forums are often constituted of professionals representing
various economic and political agency groups (Hendriks 2005; Dryzek & Hendriks 2012;
Busca & Lewis 2015). These forums exist within a broader political system, which is il-
lustrated by governance (Hendriks 2005; Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012, 32). This case study
shows that designing deliberative forums (Dryzek & Hendriks, 2012, 32) is a challenging
task, especially when the issues at hand are contested. In a deliberative model where
the state plays an active role in forum design, expertise is central to being selected to
participate in the forum. The danger of fostering a techno-managerial approach, which
is characterised by the use of scientific language and relying on expert statements, re-
mains with many current forum designs.

The degree to which the output of a deliberative process influences a policy
process is connected to the institutional and informal decision making structures
because power behind the scenes may be more influential in terms of the outcome
(see e.g. Zografos 2015). Deliberative forums, depending on their design, can be
inclusive to certain groups of actors while excluding others. Also, deliberative pro-
cesses often exclude radical discourses, which means that consensus seeking and
hegemonic discourses gain discursive space (ibid.). Language and discourse can be
amethod of inclusion or exclusion in a deliberative arena, which is why it is relevant
to pay attention to who participates in a deliberative forum and who is excluded.
Also, in regard to inclusiveness and effect, questions about who participates in a
deliberative forum and the design of state-driven deliberation matter as they influ-
ence the interactions of the forum and the policy agents.

Although the focus of the empirical analysis was on a deliberative forum, it seems
that in this study electoral politics played an important role in defining the outcome.
Deliberative processes are likely to face opposition when they interact with agents from
interest-based policy advocacy, such as activists and lobbyists (Hendriks 2011; Zografos
2015). The outcome of the policy process might differ significantly from the outcome of
the deliberative process after the interactions between the deliberative forums and inter-
est-based model of policy communication. In the beginning of the process the Supple-
mental Mire Conservation Programme was supposed to establish a mire conservation
programme according to the Finnish Nature Conservation Act. Creating participatory
space and deliberative processes is part of best practises in social impact assessments.
Stakeholder analysis is relevant in terms of understanding the different interests and
needs of those who are affected by a policy. Participation in a deliberative unit requires
a lot of time and commitment. Consequently, the expert participants of the working
group for the Suplemental Mire Conservation Programme were frustrated when politics
took over the well-proceeding deliberative work. When the Minister of the Environment
changed, the objective of the working group also changed and this change weakened
the role of the deliberative forum while strengthening the position of external policy
agents working through activism and lobbying.
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Paper 4 presents the analysis of the working group for supplemental mire conser-
vation as a discursive struggle over the competing means for conservation (voluntary
vs regulatory). The paper presents an interpretive policy analysis, in which the four
storylines of “maintenance of biodiversity’, ‘regulatory programme’, ‘improved vol-
untariness’” and ‘local legitimacy’ summarise the arguments, values and objectives
of the groups engaged in the process. It appears that the need for mire conservation
as such was generally well accepted by the agents participating in the conservation
planning. However, the means for mire conservation were contested in a discursive
struggle where agents presented arguments in order to influence the outcome and
gain discursive agency. Discursive struggles emerge in wave-like structures, which
have been conceptualised as political openings and epistemic closures (Leino & Haikio
2014, 20-22). A political opening (avauma) is the moment when a policy issue becomes
politicised and enters polity - the arenas of policy making. An epistemic closure (sul-
keuma) is the moment when a decision is taken and the exchange of arguments is no
longer aimed at influencing the policy decision.

In discursive struggles, language and communication are actively employed by
the strategic actors in order to persuade others and protect particular interests. This
intentional use of language in a policy process is called a discursive strategy (Rydin,
2003, 49). In this discursive struggle the disagreement was about ‘new’ and ‘tradi-
tional” conservation (Oksanen & Kumpula 2008; Kallis et al. 2013; Tallis & Lubchenco
2014; Matulis & Moyer 2016). This paper deepens the understanding of the role
of agency in discursive struggles with the discursive agency approach (Leipold &
Winkel 2016). Discursive agency is about gaining ground as a speaker in a speaking
situation (ibid). Agency can be gained through institutional status or by present-
ing the most persuasive arguments. The discursive agency approach differs from
critical discourse analysis and other forms of more text oriented discourse analysis
techniques by being more actor centred (Leipold & Winkel 2016). Discourses have
arole in creating agency as the environmental discourse defines the enabled policy
options and the legitimate stakeholders for environmental problem solving (Feindt
& Oels 2005). Policy discourse also creates political identities (see e.g. Hajer 2003).

Here, it appears that the most successful argumentation strategy was the collab-
orative one. The professionals speaking on behalf of landowner and forestry rights
successfully employed sustainable development discourse, with an emphasis on eco-
nomic and social sustainability, to support the objective of greater voluntariness. The
hegemonic discourse of sustainable development can contribute to developments that
Blithdorn (2013b) calls the politics unsustainability, where democratic values and
decentralised forms of governance maintain the socio-ecological relations favourable
to a consumer society with its intensive use of natural resources. The voluntary dis-
course employed concepts, such as ecosystem services and bioeconomy, to strengthen
their argument. These discourses emphasise the human well-being dimensions of
conservation. This study reveals that neoliberal discourse became stronger in Finnish
environmental policy after the change in political settings. The emergence of neolib-
eral discourse in environmental and conservation policy has been connected to the
integrative ability to connect elements of different discourses and forms of legitima-
cy (Turnhout et al. 2015). Convincing several actor groups involved in conservation
by using the language of economics may be a beneficial argumentation strategy in
order to conserve resources (Hajer 2003). In this case study, this is one of the reasons
why voluntary conservation appears as a successful discursive frame to gain access
to relevant policy domains where the decisions concerning mire conservation were
discussed.



FANC and the environmental administration relied on expert framings of con-
servation issues. This reduces the amount of participants as the general public has
less opportunities to participate when the use of vocabulary requires the capacity
to process scientific knowledge. For the general public, the lack of policy-relevant
knowledge reduces the possibilities for meaningful participation in environmental
policy processes (Fischer 2000, 23). The vocabularies of biodiversity indicators, con-
servation networks, ecosystem structure and functionality that nature conservation
associations and other environmental experts employ are often perceived as complex
by the general public. The concept of ecosystem services has changed these settings as
itis perceived as a useful framing that helps to communicate the importance of nature
conservation to policy makers and the general public as it recognises the trade-offs
between different services and connects conservation to human well-being (Potschin
& Haines-Young 2011). Critics of the ecosystem services framing argue that counting,
mapping and commodification reduce the socio-environmental relations, whereas
multiple values, different types of knowledge and ‘living with biodiversity’ should be
recognised (Kallis et al. 2013; Turnhout et al. 2015). This value pluralism affected the
outcome of the policy process for the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme,
which combines elements of voluntary and regulatory conservation.
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6 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

6.1 PEATLAND CONFLICTS — A NEW WAVE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT IN FINLAND?

This thesis shows that citizens in rural communities can influence decisions over the
environment. Additionally, citizens can commit themselves to lengthy struggles over
the environment. It appears that a sense of belonging to a local community combined
with place attachments and an environmental orientation are the driving forces in the
two case studies scrutinised here. Many, and increasingly, local rural residents work
elsewhere and enjoy the recreational values of nature. These changes in rurality im-
pact the agency in peatland conflicts. Social structure has changed less dramatically
in rural societies, which might explain the strong place bound motivations behind the
peatland conflicts in Papers 1 and 2.

The four waves of environmentalism reflect developments within Finnish socie-
ty as it went from an agrarian to an industrial society and from a welfare state to a
somewhat environmental or sustainable state (Massa 2013). Finnish environmental
sociologists track the ‘golden years’ of the environmental movement to the end of the
1970s (Jarvikoski 1994; Konttinen 1999; Rannikko 2003). Activism led to the institu-
tionalisation of environmental protection, which simultaneously removed the need
for direct action. In 1983 the Ministry of the Environment was founded as well as the
regional environmental administration. Towards the end of the 20th century environ-
mental regulations were well developed. Sairinen (2001) describes Finns as passive
environmentalists based on surveys of Finnish environmental attitudes in 1994 and
1996. Sairinen concluded that the acceptance of environmental policies and reliance on
the welfare state removed the need for a strong environmental movement. However,
the modernisation discourse has remained strong in Finnish society and Finland has
been described as a modest eco-modern state (Andersen & Massa 2000). Increased
professionalisation in environmental policy making has led to support of a modest
eco-modern agenda that developed during the optimistic period of environmental
policy making in the 1980s and has been criticised for not being capable of solving
the environmental problems of the 21st century (Andersen & Massa 2000, 187). Expert
organisations, such as industry associations, labour unions and environmental NGOs,
are part of this professionalised sub-politics.

The early 21st century has been eventful in terms of movements opposing the
environmental impacts of peat extraction in Finland. In light of this, one could claim
that peatland conflicts have become the fifth wave of the Finnish environmental move-
ment. However, it is not that simple because protests over peatland drainage have
been present since the 1960s. It seems that mire conservation concerns go hand in hand
with forest concerns, although at times one or the other is emphasised. Also, nature
conservationists have had remarkable achievements in the past, such as the national
mire conservation programme in the 1970s. Yet, rural land owner groups have been
against the demands of nature conservationists, especially those from supranational
actors. This led to natural resource conflicts during the implementation of Natura 2000
(Hiedanpaa 2002; Bjorn 2003, 107-111). Different interest groups with divergent values
and colliding nature conservation ideologies (Oksanen & Kumpula 2008; Matulis &



Moyer 2016) were also present in the media representations during the development
of the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme. The policy devices for regulatory
and voluntary nature conservation were contested during the METSO programme
and more recently during the updating of the peatland conservation network for
supplemental mire conservation. As in this case study, natural resource governance
is often represented as a contestation between the use and conservation of natural
resources, and the media often emphasises the conflict aspect (Valiverronen 1996, 16;
Hiedanpaéa et al. 2010, 11).

What has changed in the 21st century is that the objection towards nature conser-
vation is more discreet. It seems that the reframing of nature conservation arguments
from biodiversity to ecosystem services and remodeling the mire conservation policy
to its current policy mix of regulatory and voluntary means has helped gain legitima-
cy for nature conservation. However, one needs to remain critical of whether these
approaches are effective in terms of the biodiversity objectives. Although it is not easy
to identify a single wave of environmentalism that is characteristic of 21st century
Finland, this study provides evidence that after forest related conflicts, traditional
patterns of environmental conflict are recognisable in the conflicts over the use and
conservation of peatlands. Compared to the earlier forms of environmental activism in
the 1960s and 1970s, the conservation movement now relies on institutionalised forms
of interaction, such as appeal procedures for the environmental permitting of peat
extraction. Despite that, many of the concerns of current environmental movements
are similar to those of the 1960s and 1970s (Leino & Haikio 2014, 251). These concerns
over environmental pollution and the degradation of nature values evolved as a cri-
tique of the modern way of life, which is very intense in its use of natural resources.

The environmental conflict over the use and conservation of peatlands is an ex-
ample of the concern which evolved with critiques of rapid industrialisation and con-
sumption of natural resources in the 1960s and 1970s. Furthermore, peatland conflicts
have evolved and de-evolved in a wave like structure, where mire conservation has
been politicised with the national mire conservation programme and the attempts to
reform it in the 1990s and 2000s. The latest phase of mire conservation politicisation oc-
curred during the policy process of the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme,
where the political ‘opening’ was about the means for conservation.

6.2 NEW ARGUMENTS FOR CONSERVATION

Itis evident that the ecosystem services concept has entered the vocabulary of natural
resource governance in Finland. The discursive shift form biodiversity to ecosystem
services is now shaping the interactions, networks and power relations among actors
taking part in the process of defining the content of sustainable use and conservation
of peatlands. It is therefore relevant to discuss the promise and shortcomings of the
ecosystem services concept (see Hiedanpaa et al. 2010). The promise of the ecosys-
tem services concept is to advance nature conservation by engaging new actors and
offering new arguments for conservation (Paper 2). The promise continues that new
arguments for nature conservation will convince the policy makers and businesses
behind nature conservation objectives and improve the acceptance of nature conserva-
tion locally. The metaphor of nature as a fixed stock of capital, which was applied in
the ecosystem services language, was deemed necessary to awaken the public about
essential natural processes (Nordgaard 2010). The Millenium Ecosystem Assessment

53



54

(2005) documented how the stock of nature delivers flows of services (see e.g. Nord-
gaard 2010; Hiedanpaa et al. 2010).

Ecosystem services is a widely used concept in ecology, economics and environ-
mental policy. Ecosystem services are most commonly defined as the benefits that
people obtain from nature (MA 2005) or the direct and indirect contributions of eco-
systems to human well-being (TEEB 2010). In the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MA) report, ecosystem services are divided into four sub-categories of provisioning
services, supporting or habitat services, regulating services and cultural services (MA
2005). The CICES classification, which is based on the existing MA and the Economics
of Ecosystems and Biodiversity, and the TEEB classification, divide ecosystems ser-
vices into three subcategories of provisioning services, supporting and regulating ser-
vices, and cultural services (Haines-Young & Potchin 2013). Paper 2 aims to advance
the valuation of ecosystem services by recognising the values that citizens emphasise
regarding nature type.

The ecosystem services approach influences peatland policy developments in Fin-
land. The Finnish strategy for the sustainable use and conservation of mires and peat-
lands uses the MA classification as a basis for balancing between the environmental,
societal and economic sustainability goals in order to obtain the economic and ecolog-
ical benefits provided by marshes and peatlands (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
2011). The strategy proposal from 2011 was the first policy document in Finland that
applied the ecosystem services approach. The strategy was never accepted as bind-
ing policy but the proposal influenced the Decision in Principle for Sustainable Use
and Conservation of Mires and Peatlands (Valtioneuvoston... 2012). The ecosystem
services approach also influenced further peatland policy developments in Finland as
outlined in the Decision in Principle for Sustainable Use and Conservation of Mires
and Peatlands. The policy choices were after all connected to market environmen-
talism, although implementing this set of values caused a policy struggle over the
means for mire conservation. The policies towards more sustainable use of peat aim
at protecting mires in a natural state from peat extraction (Valtioneuvoston... 2012).
Accordingly, it was stated that a general nature value provision will be introduced
during the reform of the Environmental Protection Act.

One critique of the ecosystem services concept perceives it as a new framing that
can be employed to promote the interests and values of powerful stakeholders. The
concept is employed to further commodify nature, which increases the inequality in
natural resource dependent communities (Martinez-Alier 2002; Gomez-Baggethun &
Muradian 2015). Ecosystem services are connected to market environmentalism, which
is supported by a community of scholars committed to environmental governance that
establishes valuation for environmental externalities, property rights for ecosystem ser-
vices and market-based initiatives for environmental protection (Gomez-Baggethun
& Ruiz-Perez 2011; Gomez-Baggethun & Muradian 2015). This has been argued (or
presented) as an effective way to solve the environmental problems of the 21st century
and to communicate the value of biodiversity.

Ecosystem services offer new possibilities for citizens to engage and improve their
wellbeing (Hiedanpaa et al. 2010, 17). This is because the concept takes into account
a wide variety of services from provisioning peat and timber to enjoying the scenery
or berry picking. For the most part, the mechanisms aimed at making nature conser-
vation profitable are welcomed by private landowners in Finland and perceived, by
scientists too, as a way to increase the legitimacy of nature conservation. Ecosystem
services were commonly taken as a starting point by experts when asked how to



define the value of mires and peatlands. While the ecosystem services approach is
well adopted by experts, it does not easily translate to a common understanding of
values of mires and peatlands. As the ecosystem services discourse has entered Finn-
ish natural resource governance, more actors have been able to access to the arenas
of peatland politics than during the previous biodiversity discourse in the 1990s.
The importance of biodiversity conservation has not disappeared but the language
and rhetorical devices have changed. One challenge with ecosystem services is that
it shifts the conservation discourse towards a more anthropocentric perspective. By
recognising the values of things in or aspects of nature that benefit human beings, it
may weaken the original objectives of biodiversity conservation. On the other hand,
innovative solutions to protect nature values beyond the conservation areas advo-
cated for by landowner groups and conservation scientists may add to conservation.
This, however, does not reduce the need to establish new conservation areas through
regulatory solutions.

6.3 ABOUT DEMOCRATIC REPRESENTATION
AND DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY

Consolidating the needs of different actor groups requires broad and inclusive dia-
logue and deliberation. Depending on the values that actors hold, different resolutions
to environmental conflicts are perceived as just or unjust (Paavola 2007). Through the
analysis of existing and emerging discourses within peatland politics, it seems evident
that citizens and local landowner groups are acknowledged in the decision making
processes over the use and conservation of peatlands in Finland. However, there are
demands for wider recognition of local stakeholder values and arguments (see Paper
2), also those that are more inclusive towards nature. More dialogue between actors
that support peatland use and conservation is needed (Heikkild & Lindholm 2008).

Transparency and openness in policy processes are often emphasised because
they are seen as ways to improve the normative condition of deliberative democracy.
Consequently, recognising the diverse values of wetlands requires a participatory
approach to policy development and decision making. Regulatory frameworks should
be improved in ways that take into account multiple values and arguments. This was
partially done with the renewal of the Environmental Protection Act (527/2014), where
paragraph 13 was first formulated to take into account nature values in a broad sense,
including landscape values, and then reduced to an assessment of nationally and
regionally significant nature values based on endangered habitats and species or the
natural condition of the mire. Currently, regional land use planning is an important
tool for the reconciliation of the multiple uses of peatlands.

In Finland, the appreciation of private property rights is generally high, and guar-
anteed by the constitution (Oksanen & Kumpula 2008). This value is often defended
in environmental governance structures to the degree that some aspects of welfare are
neglected. While nature values and nature conservation are basic aspects of welfare,
it is not easy to argue for them against economic interests because Finnish decision
making structures are led by corporate interests and professionalised sub-groups.
The dominance of landowner and forestry actors is characteristic of Finnish politi-
cal-economic life (Rytteri & Kortelainen 2015; Mustalahti 2017). Finland also has a high
number of private forest owners (nearly 14% of the population) (Mustalahti 2018).

Governance arrangements must continually gain legitimacy through participatory,
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open and just processes and effective outcomes. When understood this way, there
are high demands on sub-politics, which also partially explains why the profession-
alisation of environmental expertise has occurred. This is linked to the increasing
demands for access to information and more open forms of public decision making
for environmental issues (Barry 1999, 193). Collaborative learning and dialogue in
deliberative settings emphasises that actors involved in deliberation can learn from
each other and change their convictions (Barry 1999; Raitio 2008; Berg 2014). This re-
quires a cultural shift from argumentative forms of defending one’s interests to one
that enables learning in experimental settings (Berg 2014; Paper 3).

The problem of representing nature remains in deliberative settings and deliber-
ative democracy. This has been discussed in Eckersley’s (1999) discourse ethics. The
problematisation of humans representing non-human actors begins with Habermas’
theory of discourse ethics and the green theorist critique of it as being too anthropo-
centric (Eckersley 1999, 25). The ideal speaking situation has, however, stimulated
green theorists’ minds while the conditions of free communication presumed by dis-
course ethics are more commonly leading to the protection of general interests (Eck-
ersley 1999, 25). While there is common interest in the environment, deliberations do
not always lead to better results from an environmental point of view. How, then, can
this be tackled through a more inclusive socio-ecological thinking?

6.4 BACK TO PEATLAND POLITICS

This study examined some aspects of peatland politics through case studies of local
environmental movements and peatland conservation. Perspectives that emphasise
agency and social movements have been dominant in environmental social sciences.
The contribution of case studies that focus on single issue movements can be broad-
ened through analysis of national level policy to tackle a broader range of actors and
arguments. The term politics in this study refers to the discursive struggles and agency
that entail social change. The discursive and argumentative practices of deliberative
forums and expert panels shedded light on how Finnish natural resources govern-
ance is currently organised around the particular setting of peatland conservation.
In Finland there is a long tradition of expertise on peatland ecology and peatland
management. Finnish decision making has been described as being dominated by an
expert culture. Supporting policy making with expert knowledge was already part
of the national mire conservation programme from 1979 as it was drafted in a similar
type of working group as the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme (Borg
2008, 262). Thus, deliberative forums and expert panels have been part of Finnish
peatland governance for close to 40 years.

Globally, climate change mitigation and biodiversity conservation are the key
challenges of the 21st century. Peat is still part of energy politics in Finland even
though, according to the IPCC (2007) definition, it is a non-renewable energy source
whose use should be discontinued. The energy politics of Finland relies on peat as
an energy source for co-generated heat and power, although carbon reductions will
take place because of increasing bioenergy use and nuclear power (VIT 2009). Also,
in some scenarios carbon capture and storage technology could reduce CO2 output.
Additionally, as previously stated, the amount of peat extracted annually has been
decreasing since 2010 (see Figure 1). This is mainly connected to changes in taxation,
which caused increases in the use of brown coal. Yet, multiple interactions within the



governance system explain this change. Taxation is the most important environmental
policy device. When a tax on fuel peat was introduced, peat began to be replaced by
brown coal, a polluting alternative. When it comes to peatland politics and market
mechanisms, the taxation of peat is different than that of coal (Belinskij 2015, 17-19).
Peat extraction receives tax benefits as a domestic fuel source while brown coal is
imported. This is contradictory to Finland’s image as a country where the use of
market mechanisms is well developed, such as carbon taxation (see e.g. Dryzek 2013).
There are still influential interest groups that perceive peat as a domestic alternative
to brown coal within the governance system.

The amount of peat extracted from Finnish peat bogs is declining due to various
shifts in governance, such as global climate targets, which influence national policy.
However, when the use of peat in co-generated heat and electricity power plants
declined the replacement fuel was brown coal. Additionally, the environmental
licensing system adopted in 2000 and the changing interpretation of the Supreme
Administrative Courts have influenced the amount of peat extraction areas. Many
of the new peat extraction areas were not licensed but ended up in lengthy envi-
ronmental permit processes, described as long lasting environmental conflicts in
this thesis (Papers 1 & 2). Simultaneously, peat extractors needed to adapt to the
new situation and change the ways they operate. The peat tax is one of the most
important environmental policy devices to control the use of peat as a fuel source.
New governance mechanisms are needed to encourage Finnish energy policy to
develop more sustainable pathways. This includes ensuring that reducing the use
of peat results in the increased use of green energy from wind, solar or biomass,
and not brown coal. The policy challenge that remains is getting various groups of
actors involved.

Peatland policy has been altered so that areas in a natural state remain off limits
to peat extraction. The Decision in Principle for Sustainable Use and Conservation of
Mires and Peatlands, which states that undrained areas are protected from peat extrac-
tion, may have improved the sustainability of peatland use in Finland. The decision
also forbids peat extraction activities on mires in a natural state (scales 4 and 5). Peat
extractors, such as Vapo Ltd, have also developed more responsive corporate policies
(Vapo Oy 2012b). These campaigns aim to alter the acceptance of peat extraction and
turn the public eye away from local environmental controversies.

Although there has been governmental interest to redefine the peatland policy
towards more sustainable use of peatlands, the technological lock-ins, such as the
co-generated heat and power stations that use peat for district heating in many Finn-
ish middle-sized and small towns and municipalities, hinder any rapid withdrawal
from peat use. Such withdrawals may also come with unexpected consequences. Yet,
there is aneed to look at peatland politics in the broader context of climate change and
carbon sinks. Climate change is currently the most pressing environmental challenge
and we need more environmental social scientific research on balancing the carbon
sink and other ecosystem services functions of peatlands, as well as how to argue
for public action. Additionally, the effects of Finnish climate change and peatland
policies should be addressed. In this study the arguments for mire conservation were
connected mainly to peat extraction’s impacts on water, but in global discussions the
impacts on climate are more significant (see e.g. Joosten et al. 2012). Tackling climate
change requires the inclusion of citizens, which is why more open and transparent
policy processes need to be developed, which follows the basic ideas of deliberative
democracy (Lammi & Rask 2011; Mustalahti 2018). Mires are the largest natural car-
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bon sinks in Finland and sound management of mires and peatlands is the best way
Finland can contribute to climate change mitigation (Kaakinen & Salminen 2006, 121).

The case studies on Finnish peatland conservation allow us to scrutinise the chal-
lenge of sustainability in natural resources governance. Sustainability has been di-
vided to weak and strong sustainability (Caradonna 2014, 243). Weak sustainability
moves away from destructive habits and stabilises ecosystems, climate and human
populations whereas strong sustainability demands the active participation of human
beings to repair much of the damage they have done (ibid.). In peatland governance
strong sustainability means conserving areas that are still in a natural state and ac-
tively restoring degraded peatland areas. Peatland restoration aims to re-introduce
a self-sustaining, carbon accumulating and nutrient retaining ecosystem (Vasander
et al. 2002). According to Haapalehto et al. (2017), restoration also aims to regain the
characteristics of the original ecosystem, which means that it may not impact the
overall biodiversity. It is remarkable to notice that even the peatland areas that have
been classified as class 4 or 5 (good or excellent) on the natural condition scale are
surrounded by areas that have been drained in the past or their edges are drained.
These are the most suitable areas for restoration. Peatland restoration is also necessary
in conservation areas and other peatland areas with high nature values. Economic
valuation should not define which peatland areas are to be restored as restoring only
the areas where forest growth is insufficient for economic purposes despite drainage
will be insufficient. Peatland restoration is the only way to repair part of the dam-
age done during Finland’s modernisation and move towards strong sustainability.
Strong sustainability in relation to peat would also mean slowly discontinuing peat
extraction. This needs institutional commitment, effective policies and environmental
movements.
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paikallisessa turvekonfliktissa Keski-Pohjanmaalla
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Historia- ja maantieteiden laitos, Itd-Suomen yliopisto

Albrecht, Eerika (2015). Energiaa vai luonnonrauhaa? Puolesta ja vastaan argumentoin-
ti paikallisessa turvekonfliktissa Keski-Pohjanmaalla (Energy or natural peace? For and
against argumentation in a local peat conflict in Central Ostrobothnia). Terra 127: 4, 157—
168.

k‘J The use and conservation of mires and peatlands is a critical environmental con-
cern, and the various actors and institutions with divergent interests only continue
w. to exacerbate the problem. The case study on the Julkuneva mire analyzes the
conflicting interests and the arguments both for and against the extraction of peat throug-
hout a prolonged process of obtaining environmental permits. The area of study is Veteli,
Rayrinki, a rural village in Central Ostrobothnia with 850 inhabitants. The emergence of
conflicts concerning the use and conservation of peat in local communities is connected to
changes in social structures in these rural areas. Recreational activities tend to be of very
high importance to those living in the countryside. For this reason, arguments pertaining
to the value of nature and its centrality to recreational activities are gaining ground in rural
communities. The inhabitants of the Réyrinki village have engaged in forms of collective
action to encourage the conservation of peatlands and water as well as to protect their own
living spaces and “the wilderness” as a whole.

Key words: environmental conflict, peat extraction, local community, arguments

Eerika Albrecht, Department of Geographical and Historical Studies, University of Eastern
Finland, Yliopistokatu 2, P. O. Box 111, FI-80101 Joensuu. E-mail: <eerika.albrecht@uef.

fi>

Soiden kéyton ja suojelun yhteensovittaminen voi-
daan ymmirtdd “ilkedksi ympéristdongelmaksi”
(wicked environmental problem; Rittel & Webber
1973; Patterson 2013; Salmi 2013). Ilkeén ongel-
man maédrittelyyn osallistuvat monet tahot, joilla
on usein eridvit intressit, arvot ja padmadrit (Ba-
lint ym. 2011). Ongelman médrittelyyn liittyy li-
sdksi tieteellinen tai tiedollinen epdvarmuus, jota
toimijatahot pyrkivit hyddyntdméén oman argu-
menttinsa ldpiviemiseksi. Soiden kayttoon liitty-
vit konfliktiasetelmat mukailevat monia ilkeiden
ympéristbongelmien tunnusmerkkejd: soiden kay-
tostd ja suojelusta padttivit lukuisat toimijatahot,
ongelmaan ei ole 18ydettivissi lyhyelld aikavililld
helppoa ratkaisua, ja soiden taloudellinen hyodyn-
tdminen vaikuttaa laajalti suon ja sitd ympéroivien
alueiden tarjoamiin ekosysteemipalveluihin.
Suomen soiden kokonaispinta-ala on arvioilta
9,3 miljoonaa hehtaaria. Téstd kaksi kolmasosaa
metsitalouskdytdssd ja 1,2 miljoonaa hehtaaria
soidensuojelualueena (Ehdotus... 2011). Jiljel-

14 oleville luonnontilaisille suoalueille kohdistuu
monenlaisia kdyttopaineita, kuten turpeennostoa
tai virkistyskdyttod. Luonnontilaisia soita pidetdéin
my0s tdrkeind luonnon monimuotoisuutta turvaa-
vina kohteina. Soihin liittyviin maankaytto- ja ym-
péristokysymyksiin vaikuttavat 1900-luvun vaih-
teessa alkaneet ja 1960-luvulla kiihtyneet metsé-
teollistumisen myotd tapahtuneet maankdyton
muutokset ja vesistdjen tilan huonontuminen (Ryt-
teri 2004). 1930-luvulta ldhtien toteutettujen mit-
tavien ojitusten seurauksena Suomessa on jiljelld
verrattain vihin luonnontilaisia soita; pelkédstiddn
Mera-ohjelmakaudella vuosina 1965-1975 soita
ojitettiin 2,6 miljoonaa hehtaaria (Tanskanen 2004:
90). Ohjelmallisen ojitustoiminnan myotd metsita-
loudesta tuli suo- ja turvemaiden merkittdvin kiyt-
tomuoto.

Puitteet soiden teolliselle kaytolle luotiin 1960-
ja 1970-luvuilla, kun turpeen energiakiyttod li-
sittiin huomattavasti 1970-luvun 6ljykriisin seu-
rauksena. Oljykriisin my6ti Suomessa ryhdyttiin
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tavoittelemaan energiaomavaraisuutta ja laajempaa
huoltovarmuutta, ja turve kotimaisena polttoai-
neena nousi yhteiskunnallisen kiinnostuksen koh-
teeksi. Geologian tutkimuskeskus (GTK) ryhtyi
kartoittamaan systemaattisesti Suomen turvevaro-
ja, ja valtion enemmistéomistamalle energiayhtio
Vapo Oy:lle annettiin tehtiviksi kehittdd turpeen
energiakdyttod. Turpeen energiakdytto oli ollut tek-
nisesti mahdollista jo 1800-luvulta ldhtien, mutta
valtion tuella sitd alettiin kehittdd 1970-luvulta ldh-
tien (Ruuskanen 2010: 43).

Kiinnostus turpeennostoa kohtaan on edelleen
voimakasta, silldi Vapo on korvaamassa ehtyvid,
1970-luvulla kdyttoon otettuja alueita uusilla soilla.
Useille Vapon omistamille maa-alueille kohdistuu
kuitenkin nykyisin myos voimakkaita suojelupai-
neita (Lindholm & Heikkild 2006). Turvetoimiala
onkin torminnyt vaikeutuviin ympéristolupapro-
sesseihin sekd lisddntyvddn kansalaisvastustuk-
seen. Suoekosysteemien ohella viimeaikaisessa
kansalaiskeskustelussa on kannettu huolta turve-
talouden vesistovaikutuksista. Yksittdiset kansan-
liikkeet, kuten kalakuolemien seurauksena synty-
nyt Jukajoki-liike, ovat haastaneet vallalla olevaa
teknokraattista ja asiantuntijatietoon pohjautuvaa
diskurssia (Mustonen 2014). Uusien niakokulmi-
en myOtd on esitetty, ettd turpeennostoa aikoinaan
oikeuttaneen teknokraattisen hallintajdrjestelméin
legitimiteetti on murtumassa ja paikallisyhteisdjen
merkitys ekologisen tiedon tuottajina ja ympiris-
tolupaprosessien osallisina tulisi ottaa paremmin
huomioon. Legitimiteetin murtumisen seurauksena
luottamus hallintoa ja tieteellisesti tuotettua tietoa
kohtaan on horjunut. Téstd on seurannut auktori-
teettivaje (Hajer 2009).

Luonnonvarojen kiyttod ohjanneiden ja perus-
telleiden diskurssien rinnalla on kulkenut viimeis-
tadn 1960-luvulta alkaen selvipiirteinen ympéris-
todiskurssi. Ympiristoajattelu yhteiskunnallistui
tuolloin, kun paikalliset ihmiset alkoivat puolustaa
asuinympéristoddn valtiollista energiapolitiikkaa
ja teollistamista vastaan (Rannikko 2003: 178).
Ympiristokysymys nousi pinnalle viimeistidin
1970-luvun kollektiivista toimintaa suosineessa
kulttuuri-ilmapiirissd, ja tuolloin syntyneet ympa-
ristoliikkeet kytkeytyivit osaksi laajempaa kulutus-
yhteiskunnan kritiikkid ja vaatimuksia vallitsevan
eldaméntavan radikaalista muuttamisesta (Jarvilehto
1981; Rannikko 1996, 2003). Samalla ympériston-
suojelun toimijakenttd alkoi saada vakiintuneempia
institutionaalisia muotoja. Suomen luonnonsuoje-
luliitto (SLL) vakiintui nykymuotoonsa vuonna
1969 useiden luontojirjestdjen sulautuessa yhteen.
SLL:lla on ollut perinteisesti vahva asema ympé-
ristoliikkeessd ja luonnosuojelukonfliktien osapuo-
lena. Pitkéin jatkuneissa turvekonflikteissa SLL on
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toiminut valittajana ja onnistunut osaltaan pitkitti-
miédn ympéristolupaprosesseja. Vastaavasti vuonna
1979 perustettu Koijérvi-liike toi ympéristonsuo-
jeluun uusia toimintatapoja tukeutumalla suoraan
toimintaan, jonka tavoitteena oli estdd matalan ja
linturikkaan Koijdrven kuivattaminen maatalous-
kayttoon (Jarvilehto 1981). Liikkeessd toimineet
aktivistit olivat myShemmin perustamassa Suo-
meen ympéristoministerioti ja Vihredd liittoa (Ran-
nikko 1996: 61).

Ympiristokeskustelua on kautta sen olemassa-
olon leimannut talous- ja luonnonarvoargument-
tien vastakkainasettelu, joka toistuu nykyisissékin
konflikteissa. Turpeennostohankkeiden ympérilld
kiytdvit keskustelut liittyvét tdhin jatkumoon. Ne
osoittavat, ettd turpeennosto on yhéd ympéristo- ja
luonnonvarapoliittisesti kiistanalainen kysymys.
Turvekeskustelun retoriikkaa on aikaisemmin ana-
lysoitu energiapolitiikan ja energiaturvallisuuden
nikokulmasta (Lempinen 2013). Téssé artikkelissa
tarkastelen, miten turvekonflikti asemoituu osaksi
paikallistason ympéristokeskustelua, ja miten kon-
fliktin osapuolet argumentoivat kantojaan. Olen va-
linnut tapaustutkimukseni kohteeksi pitkdaikaisen
paikallisen turvekonfliktin Julkunevalla, joka on
Keski-Pohjanmaalla Vetelin Riyringissd sijaitseva
yhteniinen ojittamaton suoalue (kuva 1). Réyrin-
ki on noin 850 asukkaan kyldyhteiso, jossa Vapon
vuonna 1998 aloittama turpeennostohanke on ajau-
tunut vastatuuleen ja joutunut vuosikymmenii kes-
tdneen ympéristokamppailun kohteeksi.

Artikkelini teoreettisena ja empiirisend lahtokoh-
tana on ympéristokonflikti, jossa eri tahot médritte-
levit ongelman erilaisten intressiensd ja arvojensa
pohjalta ja muodostavat siten erilaisia kantoja ja
kannanottoja (Rannikko 1994; Schnaiberg & Gould
1994; Nie 2003: 308). Ympdéristokonfliktiin mah-
tuu monenlaisia toimijoita ja osapuolia. Artikkelini
tavoitteena on luoda ymmirrys siitd, millainen ym-
paristokonflikti Julkunevalle on muodostunut, sekd
analysoida miten eri osapuolet argumentoivat né-
kemystensd puolesta suokiistassa. Artikkelini vas-
taa seuraaviin kysymyksiin: (1) Mitd osapuolia ja
toimijoita Julkunevan turvekonfliktiin on liittynyt?
(2) Millaisia argumentteja ja perusteluja Julkune-
van konfliktissa on kiytetty turpeennoston puolesta
ja sitd vastaan? (3) Millaisia kollektiivisen toimin-
nan ja aktivismin muotoja kiista ilmentd4?

Ympiéristokonflikti, paikallisyhteiso ja
ympiéristopolitiikka

Ympiristo- ja luonnonvarapoliittiset kysymykset
ovat usein ristiriitaisia, ja ongelmien médrittelystd
kaytavit kiistat kasvavat helposti ympiristokon-
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Kuva 1. Julkunevan sijainti kartalla. (© Maanmittauslaitos 2011; hallinnolliset rajat: EuroGraphics)
Figure 1. Location of the Julkuneva mire on the map. (© National Land Survey of Finland 2001; administrative

boundaries: EuroGeographics)

flikteiksi. Ympéristokonfliktin késitteelld tarkoite-
taan paikallista tai ylipaikallista ristiriitatilannet-
ta, jossa konfliktin osapuolet ja toimijat asettuvat
puolustamaan tai vastustamaan luonnon- tai ym-
paristonkédyton toimia. Erilaiset ongelmanmidrit-
telyt ilmenevét keskenién ristiriitaisina luonto- tai
ympéristokisityksind (Rannikko 2010: 262; Valko-
nen & Saaristo 2010: 105). Luonto voidaan ndhda
esimerkiksi taloudellisen hyodyntimisen objektina
tai virkistyskédyton kohteena. Ympéristonsuojelijat
vetoavat yleisimmin argumentaatiossaan arvope-
rusteisiin vastapuolen turvautuessa usein taloudel-
lisiin perusteluihin (Rannikko 1994: 26). Aina ndin
ei kuitenkaan ole. Osapuolet saattavat omaksua
myds toistensa argumentteja varsinkin kiistan pit-
kittyessa.

Ympiristokonflikteja luokitellaan tiedollisiin
konflikteihin seki arvo- ja intressikonflikteihin, jot-
ka syntyvét kun luonnonvarojen kéyttoéd tai luon-
nonympéristod koskevat vaatimukset ja tavoitteet
ovat ristiriidassa keskenién (Dietz ym. 1989: 49;
Rannikko 2010). Pitkdédn jatkuneiden luonnonva-

rakonfliktien syyné on usein “ilked” ongelmakimp-
pu, johon kytkeytyy hyvin monisyisid intressi- ja
arvolataumia (Balint 2011). Ilkeitd ongelmia on
vaikea ratkaista ilman jonkin toimijatahon intressi-
en tai arvojen uhraamista (Gritten ym. 2009: 555).

Ympiristokonfliktien puhkeaminen johtuu usein
yhteiskunnassa vallitsevasta hyviksyttivyysvajees-
ta. Yhteiskunnallinen hyvéksyttivyys, legitimiteet-
ti, viittaa vallankdyton perusteisiin ja oikeutukseen
(Rannikko 2013: 230). Poliittisen legitimiteetin
murtuminen johtaa pédtoksenteon auktoriteettiva-
jeeseen (Hajer 2009). My6s luottamus tieteelliseen
tietoon saattaa horjua méadrittelykamppailun yhtey-
dessd. Martin Nie (2003) on ryhmitellyt ympéris-
tokonflikteja niukkuudesta johtuviin, arvojen yh-
teismitattomuudesta johtuviin sekéd paikan puolus-
tamisesta johtuviin kiistoihin. Paikallisyhteisolle
merkityksellisen paikan puolustaminen on esitetty
usein syyksi paikallisten luonnonvarakonfliktien
puhkeamiseen (ks. myos Vorkinn & Riese 2001;
Brehm ym. 2013). Lihisuo marjapaikkoineen ja
hiihtoretkikohteineen saattaa olla tidllainen merki-

//



160 Albrecht Energiaa vai luonnonrauhaa...

tyksellinen kohde, jonka sdilyttdmiseksi ihmiset
aktivoituvat.

Paikallisyhteisd muodostuu maantieteellisesti
yhtenéisestd alueesta sekd sosiaalisesta vuorovai-
kutuksesta. Keskeinen paikallisyhteisod médrittele-
v tekijd on identiteetti (Paasi 2003, 2013). Paikal-
lisyhteiso on jatkuvassa muutoksessa sosiaalisten
suhteiden dynaamisen luonteen johdosta. Sosiaa-
linen vuorovaikutus saattaa myos institutionalisoi-
tua erilaisina yhdistystoiminnan muotoina, kuten
kyld- tai asukasyhdistyksind (Rannikko 2009: 6).
Perinteisen paikallisyhteison katsotaan menetté-
neen merkitystddn postmodernissa yhteiskunnassa
(Pollini 2005: 503). Paikallinen yhteisollisyys voi
kuitenkin voimistua ja institutionalisoitua yhtei-
sesti vastustettavan hankkeen myo6td (Usher 2013).
Muodostuneiden paikallisten ja ylipaikallisten toi-
mijaverkkojen synnyttdmien uusien merkitys- ja
paikkasuhteiden ansiosta paikallisiin merkityksen-
antokamppailuihin osallistuvat aiempaa aktiivi-
semmin myds tahot, jotka voi tulkita perinteisen
maaseutuyhteison nédkokulmasta ei-paikallisiksi
(Rannikko 2008: 83).

Paikalliset luonnonvarakonfliktit kytkeytyvit siis
laajempiin yhteiskunnallisiin méérittelykamppai-
luihin. Kéydyt kiistat muokkaavat yhteiskunnallisia
kéytintojd, joilla luontoa hyddynnetédédn (Valkonen
& Saaristo 2010: 111). Laajimmin ymmaérrettyni
luonnonvarakiistat eivit ole pelkistidén luonnonva-
rojen ja luonnon kédyton kamppailuja, vaan médrit-
telykamppailuja, joissa otetaan mittaa siitd, mihin
suuntaan kansallisvaltiota halutaan kehittidd (Bridge
2010: 825). Turvekysymyksissd pelissd ovat pai-
kallisten intressien lisdksi muun muassa Suomen
imago uusiutuviin energiamuotoihin panostavana
valtiona seké soiden rooli kansallisessa “’kuvastos-
sa” (Tanskanen 2000).

Aineisto ja analyysi

Tapaustutkimus médritellddn tarkaksi ja yksityis-
kohtaiseksi kuvaukseksi tutkittavasta ilmiosti, joka
liittyy yksiloon, organisaatioon, prosessiin, ohjel-
maan, instituutioon tai tapahtumakulkuun (Yin
2009: 17). Tapaustutkimus soveltuu erinomaises-
ti ympdaristokonfliktien tarkastelutavaksi, silld se
antaa mahdollisuuden konkreettisten tilanteiden
analyysille (Malmsten 2007: 63). Julkunevaa k-
sittelevin tapaustutkimukseni aineisto koostuu 11
puolistrukturoidusta teemahaastattelusta, Perhon-
Jokilaakson sanomalehtiartikkelista vuosilta 1998—
2011 seké asiakirja-aineistosta, joka sisdltdsd muun
muassa lupahakemukset, valitukset sekd Vaasan
hallinto-oikeuden ja Korkeimman hallinto-oikeu-
den (KHO) pédtokset 2000-luvulta. Aineisto on
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keritty vuosina 2010 ja 2011. Haastateltavat olen
valinnut lumipallomenetelmilld siten, ettd olen
onnistunut tavoittamaan konfliktista tunnistamani
intressitahot ja kiistaan aktiivisesti osallistuneet
toimijat. Haastatellut esiintyvit tdssd artikkelissa
koodeilla HI-H11.

Argumenttianalyysi pohjautuu Jiirgen Haber-
masin kommunikatiivisen rationaalisuuden teori-
aan (Kommunikative Rationalitidt, communicative
rationality; Habermas 1981). Argumentaatiolla
pyritddn vakuuttamaan yleiso tietyn asian oikeu-
tuksesta ja vaikuttamaan vastapuolen mielipiteisiin
ja kannanottoihin. Argumentaatioteoria sisaltdd
oletuksen konsensukseen pyrkimisestd. Puheen ta-
voitteena ovat yksimielisyyteen pyrkiminen seki
erimielisyyksien ja ristiriitojen sovittelu. Argumen-
tin vakuuttavuus on kytkoksissd Habermasin esit-
tdmidn ajatukseen parhaan argumentin voimasta;
parhaan argumentin ajatellaan luonnollisesti voit-
tavan muut argumentit. Kommunikatiivisen ratio-
nalisuuden teoriaa on kritisoitu siit4, ettei teoria ota
huomioon valta-asetelmia. Sitd pidetdén siis liian
idealistisena (Renn 2004; Fast 2013); sen katsotaan
perustuvan “ideaaliin puhetilanteeseen” (Haber-
mas 1981; Dietz 2005), jossa puhujan taustalla ei
ole merkitystéd ja vakuuttavuus perustuu puhtaasti
puheen retoriseen sisdltoon. Téllaista tilannetta on
tosieldmassd vaikea saavuttaa.

Puolesta ja vastaan argumentoinnin esiintuo-
miseksi olen soveltanut analyysimenetelménd ar-
gumenttianalyysia, jossa erotellaan argumenttira-
kenteet muusta tekstistd ja arvioidaan argumentin
pitevyyttd (Kakkuri-Knuuttila & Halonen 1998:
60). Maija-Liisa Kakkuri-Knuuttilan ja Ilpo Ha-
losen (1998: 101) mukaan argumenttianalyysi
aloitetaan miettimilld, mikd on pédviitteen sisil-
to. Tille padviitteelle etsitddn sitten tekstistd pe-
rusteluja. Témin jdlkeen on mahdollista paikantaa
muut argumentit, argumenttien keskeiset suhteet,
argumenttiketjut, rinnakkaiset ja toisiaan tdyden-
tdvit perustelut sekéd puolesta ja vastaan véittdvit
argumentit. Argumentin hyviksyttavyyttd voidaan
mitata peilaamalla argumentin nostattamaa reakti-
ota vastapuolen toimijoissa.

Julkuneva ymparistokonfliktin
nayttimona

Ympiristokonfliktin tausta ja toimijat

Julkuneva on Keski-Pohjanmaalla Vetelissé sijait-
seva pidasiassa luonnontilainen aapa- ja keidas-
suokokonaisuus. Suon keskivaiheen keidassuon
vesitalous on melko héiriintyméton, mutta suon lai-
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tamilla on ojitettuja alueita. Vapo omistaa nevalla
maa-alueita 407 hehtaaria. Turveyhtio kaavaili alun
perin noin 430 hehtaarin suuruista turvetuotanto-
aluetta, ja ympdéristovaikutusten arviointi teetettiin
450 hehtaarille vuonna 1998 (Lénsi-Suomen...
1999). Ympdéristolupaa haettaessa (v. 2002) suun-
niteltu turpeennostoalue oli pienempi, ja lopulta 1.
maaliskuuta 2004 lupa myonnettiin 366 hehtaarin
suuruiselle turpeennostoalueelle Linsi-Suomen
ympéristolupaviraston paétokselld (Lansi-Suo-
men... 2004). Tistd kidynnistyi ldhes vuosikymme-
nen jatkunut kamppailu suon sédilymisen tai hyo-
dyntédmisen puolesta.

Ympiristolupaviraston piitoksestd on valitettu
kahteen otteeseen sekid Vaasan hallinto-oikeuteen
ettd Korkeimpaan hallinto-oikeuteen (Linsi-Suo-
men... 2004, 2007; Vaasan HaO 2005, 2009, KHO
2006, 2010). Molemmilla valituskierroksilla KHO
palautti lupahakemuksen ympéristolupaviraston uu-
delleenratkaistavaksi. Uusin KHO:n ratkaisu on an-
nettu joulukuussa 2010. Valittajina viimeisimmalld
valituskierroksella toimivat muun muassa Réyrinki-
seura, Réyringin kalastuskunta, Perhonjokilaakson
luonto, Suomen luonnonsuojeluliiton Pohjanmaan
Piiri, Pohjanmaan elinkeino-, liikenne- ja ymparisto-
keskus (ELY-keskus) sekd ELY-keskuksen kala-
talousviranomainen (KHO 2010).

Julkunevan lédhistolld sijaitsee neljd kyldd, Réy-
rinki, Kalliojirvi, Isokyld ja Jarveld. Alueen asuk-
kaille Julkunevan merkitys perustuu virkistyskayt-
toon ja luontoarvoihin: suolta on mahdollista poimia
lakkoja ja karpaloita, ja talvella ldhes luonnontilai-
nen aapasuo on loistava kohde hiihtoretkille. Soi-
den monikéyttod koskevassa Keski-Pohjanmaan
maakuntakaavan toisessa vaiheessa Julkunevan
kohta on jitetty avoimeksi (Keski-Pohjanmaan...
2006a; H9). Ennen kaavaluonnoksen vahvistamista
Julkunevan kohdalle oli kaavailtu LUO-merkintda
(luonnon monimuotoisuuden kannalta erityisen tér-
ked suoalue), mutta lopullisesta kaavakartasta mer-
kintd jétettiin pois (Keski-Pohjanmaan... 2006b).
Maakuntakaavan toinen vaihe vahvistettiin valtio-
neuvostossa 29.11.2007.

Vapon suunnitelmien mukaan Julkunevan turvet-
ta on tarkoitus hyodyntdd péddasiassa Kokkolan ja
Pietarsaaren voimalaitoksissa, mutta maakunnas-
sa on myos joitakin pienempid kunnallisia 1ampo-
laitoksia, jonne turvetta on mahdollista kuljettaa.
Julkunevalta on arvioitu saatavan turvetta 150 000
megawattitunnin edesté, joten kohde olisi Vapon
mittakaavassa merkittivd. Maanomistajien on esi-
tetty hyotyvin hankkeesta joko maa-alasta saata-
vien vuokratulojen tai maan myymisestd saadun
voiton muodossa (H7; H8).

Luonnonsuojelijat vastustavat hanketta pddasi-
assa sen ympdristo- ja biodiversiteettivaikutusten
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vuoksi. Réyrinki-seura puolestaan vastustaa han-
ketta, koska sen uskotaan vaikuttavan negatiivises-
ti kyldn elinvoimaisuuteen ja vetovoimaisuuteen.
Kalastuskunta on huolissaan turpeennoston vaiku-
tuksista veden laatuun ja kalastukseen erityisesti
Porasenjoen kohdalla. Porasenjoki on turpeenotto-
alueen alapuolinen kalkkipitoinen joki, jonka kala-
taloudellisiin kunnostuksiin on panostettu huomat-
tavasti. Rayringin kalastuskunta katsoo Julkunevan
turvetuotannosta maksettavaksi maardytyvit kala-
talousmaksut suhteettoman pieniksi verrattuna ai-
heutuvan haitan suuruuteen (H3; H4).

Konfliktin viridminen

Paikallisille asukkaille ensi kosketus Julkunevan
turvetuotantohankkeeseen syntyi hankkeesta jir-
jestetyn tiedotuksen kautta. Asiasta uutisoitiin pai-
kallislehdessid. Hankkeesta myds pidettiin tiedotus-
tilaisuus jo ennen Y VA-prosessin kdynnistdmista.
Tieto hankkeesta saavutti kuitenkin tidsséd vaiheessa
vain rajoitetun joukon ihmisié, ja yleinen kiinnos-
tus asiaa kohtaan ei herdnnyt. Ensimmdiseen tie-
dotustilaisuuteen Réyringin kylilld osallistui vain
kourallinen ihmisid (PJL 12.3.1998).

Turpeennostoon alun perin kaavailtujen 430
suohehtaarin uskottiin Vapon laskelmien mukaan
tuottavan 2,6 miljoonaa kuutiota polttoturvetta.
Tdmén médrdn nostaminen olisi edellyttanyt 350
hehtaarin ojittamista ja kuivausta (PJL 25.3.1999).
Vaasan hallinto-oikeus rajasi turvetuotantoalueen
390 hehtaarin suuruiseksi, jolloin ldhimmaés asutus-
ta kaavaillut turvetuotantokentit 7 ja 8 poistettiin
suunnitelmista. Rajauksista huolimatta Réyrinki-
seura, Réyringin kalastuskunta sekd Pohjanmaan
TE-keskus valittivat péitoksestd Korkeimpaan hal-
linto-oikeuteen. KHO méérési turpeen nostoluvan
uudelleen kisittelyyn. Oikeus kéytti perusteluinaan
hakemuksen siséllon puutteellisuutta. Turvenevan
aiheuttamista polyvaikutuksista tuli tehdd levid-
mismallilaskelmat.

Kun Julkuneva nousi uudestaan ajankohtaiseksi,
oli paikallisessa keskustelussa havaittavissa asen-
nemuutos kielteisempédidn suuntaan. Vetelin kun-
nanhallituskin suhtautui ympéristolupaa varten an-
tamassaan lausunnossa kriittisesti alueen turpeen-
nostoon (PJL 20.3.2003). Negatiivista suhtautu-
mista perusteltiin muun muassa sillé, ettd 1dhimméit
talot sijaitsisivat 200 metrin pdéssd suunnitellusta
tuotantoalueesta ja runsaista kuljetuksista aiheu-
tuisi haittaa asumisviihtyvyydelle. Kunnan lausun-
nossa kannettiin huolta myds virkistyskalastuskoh-
teena arvokkaaseen Porasenjokeen kohdistuvista
vesistovaikutuksista. Vetelin kunta ei missédén vai-
heessa osallistunut valitusprosessiin, mutta ilmaisi
kantansa antamissaan lausunnoissa (H1).
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Aktivoitumisen aikakausi

Negatiivisen yleisvireen syntymisen myotd Réayrin-
gin kyléldiset aktivoituivat Julkuneva-kamppailus-
sa. Linsi-Suomen ympiristolupaviraston antaman
myonteisen ympéristolupapédidtoksen seurauksena
(Lénsi-Suomen... 2004) kylaldiset lahtivét toista-
miseen valitustielle. Samalla alusta asti mukana ol-
leet Réyrinki-seura ja Réyringin kalastuskunta yh-
distivit voimansa. Rayringin kyldyhdistyksen huo-
lena olivat turpeennoston aloittamisen seuraukset
kylan kehittdmistoiminnalle. Réyrinkié oli tarkoitus
kehittdd luontokyldnd, ja kylédldiset laativat suunni-
telmia alueen virkistyskdytolle, luontopoluille ja
kyldmaiseman entisoinnille (PJL 19.8.2004; HS).
Kylédn koululle suunniteltiin retkeilymajoitusta ja
luontoleirikoulua. Niihin suunnitelmiin vedottiin
my0s valituskirjelmissi, joissa korostettiin Julku-
nevan tarkeyttd luontohankkeiden kohteena.

Kalastuskunta nimesi torjuntataistelun Vapon
Julkuneva-hanketta vastaan yhdeksi tdarkeimmistd
edunvalvontatehtédvistddn. Paikalliset kalastajat il-
moittivat turpeennoston pilaavan vesistdjd kiinto-
aine-, humus- ja ravinnekuormituksilla. Rdyringin
kalastuskunnan ilmoitti Porasenjoen olevan kdy-
tdnnossd menetetty kalastusalueena, mikili turve-
tuotanto aloitettaisiin. Télloin joelle ei olisi endd
kannattavaa tehdé kalataloudellisia kunnostustoi-
mia (H3). Argumentaatiossa nikyy hyvin paikallis-
ten ja ulkopuolisten toimijoiden vastakkainasettelu.
Vesistojd kuormittavat myds muut alkutuotannon
muodot, kuten metsinojitus ja maanviljely, mutta
turpeennostoa on helpompi pitdéd “ulkopuolisena”
toimintana, jota on samalla helppo syyttdd vesis-
tojen pilaajaksi sekd rapu- ja madekantojen tuho-
ajaksi.

Kalasiaski konfliktin symbolina

Julkunevan ympdiristokiista symbolisoitui kala-
sadsken (sddksen) pesdpuusta kidytyyn keskuste-
luun. Julkunevan alueella sijainnut pesdpuu kaatui
mystisesti heindkuun lopussa 2005. Sédksi ja sen
pesédpuu ovat luonnonsuojelulain nojalla rauhoitet-
tuja. Puun kaatumisesta uutisoitiin 28. heindkuuta
2005 Perhonjokilaakso-lehdessi. Paikalliset mar-
janpoimijat havaitsivat rauhoitetun sddksen teko-
pesdpuun kaatuneen ja epdilivét jdlkien perusteel-
la, ettd puu on kaadettu (PJL 28.7.2005). Asiasta
tehtiin vélittomasti ilmoitus Linsi-Suomen ympé-
ristokeskukseen. Puun kerrottiin aikaisemminkin
kokeneen ilkivaltaa, ja sdiksen pesdi oli sohittu
kepilld. Paikalliset turvehankkeen vastustajat epéi-
livét ilkivallan liittyvén turvetydmaahankkeeseen.

Epiilyt ilkivallasta kumottiin 3. elokuuta 2005.
Tuolloin paikalla kdynyt Pohjois-Pohjanmaan ELY-
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keskuksen biologi totesi puun olleen niin laho, ettéd
se oli kaatunut voimakkaan tuulen vaikutuksesta
(PJL 4.8.2005). Kéynti sddksen pesdpuulla oli vi-
ranomaiskéynti, ja ELY-keskuksen edustajan lisdk-
si paikalla olivat my®s poliisi ja Vapon edustajat.

Pesdpuun kaatuminen sattui ajankohtaan, jol-
loin debatti Julkunevasta kédvi kuumimmillaan.
Réyrinkildisten valitus Vapon turpeenottoluvasta
oli parhaillaan ratkaistavana KHO:ssa. Kyseisessd
tilanteessa oli luonnollista ajatella, ettd joku oli tar-
koituksella kdynyt kaatamassa sidiksen pesédpuun,
jotta luonnonsuojelijat eivét voisi vedota puuhun
turvetuotannon aloittamista vastustaessaan. Ki-
sitys teon tahallisuudesta eldd paikallisyhteisossid
edelleen. Oli kaatumisen syy miké tahansa, kala-
sddsken pesidn symboliarvo alueen suojelukeskus-
telussa oli suuri.

Viivytyskamppailu vailla lopullista ratkaisua

Julkunevan turpeennostohakemuksen palautumi-
nen ympdiristolupaviraston kisiteltdviksi tarkoitti
Vapolle uutta mahdollisuutta jittdd ympéristolu-
pahakemus (PJL 10.8.2006). Hakemusta tdyden-
nettiin vaadituilla lisdselvityksilld ja polyn levié-
mismallilaskelmilla. Lupapéditoksestd valitettiin
uudemman kerran Vaasan hallinto-oikeuteen kah-
deksan valittajan voimin (Vaasan HaO 2005). Va-
litukset todettiin perusteettomiksi, silld oikeus ei
katsonut Julkunevan turvetuotannon aiheuttavan
kohtuutonta polyhaittaa tai haittaa vesistoille.

Julkunevan ympiristdluvasta valitettiin vield
kertaalleen Korkeimpaan hallinto-oikeuteen (PJL
15.10.2009). Ratkaisevaksi kddnteeksi Julkunevan
sdilymisen kannalta muodostui SLL:n Pohjanmaan
piirin 18ydos ilmakuvatarkastelusta. Loydos ajoit-
tui oikeuskisittelyn ratkaisuvaiheeseen. Ilmakuva-
tarkastelun avulla havaittiin, ettd suon poikki virtaa
luonnontilainen puro, joka on luonnonsuojelulain
nojalla suojeltava luontotyyppi (H11). KHO:n rat-
kaisun (27.12.2010) mukaan ympéristolupahake-
mukseen ei siséltynyt selvitysté kyseisestd purosta,
joten turvetuotannon vaikutus oli selvitettdvi luon-
nontilaisen puron osalta (KHO 2010).

Lisiksi KHO:n pédtoksessd mainittiin perusteena
hakemuksen palauttamiselle ympéristdlupaviras-
toon, ettd uusia alueellisia vesienhoitosuunnitel-
mia ei ollut otettu huomioon hakemusta tehdessa.
31. joulukuuta 2004 voimaantulleessa laissa ve-
sienhoidon jirjestdmisestd (1299/2004) saddetidén
vesienhoitosuunnitelman ja toimenpideohjelman
laatimisesta toimenpidealueelle. Tdmi laki ei ol-
lut vield tullut voimaan ympéristolupaa haettaessa,
mutta lupahakemus maédrittiin uudelleen arvioita-
vaksi lain voimaantulon jilkeen. Samalla hakemus
palautettiin jo kolmannen kerran ympéristolupa-
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viraston ratkaistavaksi. Kirjoitushetkelld Vapo ei
ole hakenut uutta ympéristdlupaa Julkunevan tur-
peennostoalueelle. Tilanne on siis edelleen avoin.
Viereinen aapasuo, Viisteenneva, on puolestaan
ostettu valtiolle suojelutarkoituksiin (Karstulan...
2012).

Puolesta ja vastaan argumentointi
nevan laidalla

Erittelen tdssd luvussa Julkunevan turpeennosto-
kiistan argumentointia turpeennoston puolesta ja
sitd vastaan. Argumentit kytkeytyvit usein osaksi
laajempaa diskurssia, eivitki ne ole irrallisia. Ym-
paristokonfliktin luonteen mukaisesti olen taulu-
koinut argumentit vastinparina puolesta ja vastaan.
Esitystapa saattaa polarisoida konfliktia. Kdsitteel-
lisesti diskursiivinen konflikti ja arkikielen konflikti
eroavat toisistaan, joten kiistan osapuolet eivit ole
itsessddn asettuneet konfliktiasetelmaan, vaan ase-
telma kuvastaa haastatteluissa sekd valituksissa ja
muistutuksissa kéytettyjen argumenttien sisaltod.
Pitdydyn kaksinapaisessa esitystavassa (taulukko 1)
huolimatta siitd, ettd osapuolet usein omaksuvat
toistensa argumentteja ymparistokamppailun yhtey-
dessd, ja samoja argumentteja voi hyodyntédd sekd
puolesta ettd vastaan.

Argumentointi turpeennoston puolesta

Ensimmaéinen puolustusargumentti (P1) vetoaa
turpeen kansalliseen asemaan kotimaisena ener-
gianldhteend ja huoltovarmuuden lisddjdnd. Tata
argumenttia kdytetdén laajasti sekd energiateolli-
suuden etti turpeennoston poliittisen puolustuksen

Taulukko 1. Argumentit puolesta ja vastaan.
Table 1. Arguments in support of and against.
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puheessa. Argumentointitavan mukaan turve on
merkittdvd kotimainen energianlihde Suomessa.
Turvetta kidytetddn voimalaitoksissa sdhkon- ja
lammontuotannossa. Turpeen kiyttd viime vuosi-
na on ollut 20-29 terawattitunnin luokkaa. Tdmi
vastaa kuuden—seitsemin prosentin osuutta Suo-
men energiantuotannosta (Leinonen 2010). Turve
soveltuu polttoaineeksi niin pieniin kuin suuriinkin
voimalaitoksiin ja on monikdyttdisempi energian-
léhde kuin esimerkiksi puu. Turpeella véitetdén li-
siiksi olevan hyvi huoltovarmuus.

Toinen puolustusargumentti (P2) on erityises-
ti turveteollisuuden suosima. Energiankulutuksen
kasvaessa sekd 1970- ja 1980-luvuilla aloitettujen
turvealueiden ehtyessd farvitaan uusia turvetuo-
tantoalueita korvaamaan kdaytosti poistuvia alu-
eita. Iso osa tilld hetkelld kdyttaméttomistd luon-
nontilaisista tai ldhes luonnontilaisista soista on
turveyhtididen hallinnassa. Suot ostettiin tai vuok-
rattiin 1970-luvulla, jolloin turpeennostoa tuettiin
kotimaisena energianlidhteeni kansainvilisen 0l-
jykriisin seurauksena (Ruuskanen 2010). Tuolloin
turveyhtidille pddtyneitd soita pidettiin luonnon-
arvoiltaan vihemmin merkittidvini. Energiasekto-
rin ja luonnonsuojelutahojen vilisessd niin sano-
tussa EYR-sopimuksessa 1970-luvun lopussa osa
soista osoitettiin turpeennostoon, osa méériteltiin
suojeltaviksi, ja osa jdtettiin ikddn kuin reserviin
odottamaan seuraavaa turpeennostokierrosta. Nyt
reserviin jddneiden soiden luonnonarvot ovat nous-
seet ja soihin kohdistuu suojelupaineita.

Vapon on pidettivé turpeennostopinta-alansa la-
hes nykyisellddn, jotta turvetta polttaville voima-
laitoksille riittdisi jatkossakin raaka-ainetta. Koska
turve on ddrimmdisen hitaasti kertyvd luonnonvara,
tdma tarkoittaa uusien soiden valjastamista turpeen-

Puolesta / In support of

Vastaan / Against

P1 Kotimainen energianldhde ja huoltovarmuus /
Peat as a domestic energy and energy security

V1 Turvetuotanto ohjattava ojitetuille alueille /
Peat extraction should be directed only to drained areas

P2 Uusia tuotantoalueita tarvitaan korvaamaan 1970- ja
1980-luvuilla avatut turvesuot /

New production sites required to replace the sites opened in
1970’s and 1980’s

V2 Suon luontoarvot ja virkistyskaytto /
Nature values and recreational use

P3 "Hy6dyton maa hyotykiyttoon™ /
“Useless land into use”

V3 Henkilokohtainen paikkaside /
Personal attachment to place

P4 Tyollisyysvaikutukset /
Employment

V4 Ympiristo- ja vesistovaikutukset /
Environmental and water impacts
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ottoon vanhojen varantojen ehtyessi. Uusia alueita
otetaan kéyttoon ympéristdluvituksen keinoin. Pro-
sessit ovat nykyédn hitaita, joten hakemuksia on
tehtdvd runsaasti. Haastattelemani Vapon edustaja
(H10) totesi, ettd "[tJurpeella on niin suuri kysyn-
td ollut viime vuosina, ettd kaikki ndmé lupa-asiat,
jotka ratkeavat positiivisesti, elikké tulee lainvoi-
maisia pdatoksid, niin ne kylld tulee heti kdyttoon”.
Turpeennostoalueilla edellytetdidn parasta mahdol-
lista tekniikkaa, jolla turpeennoston vesistovaiku-
tuksia pystytdédn eliminoimaan.

Puolustusargumentti P3, “hyodyton maa hyo-
tykdyttoon”, on ollut osa Suomen hyvinvointi-
politiikkaa 1960-luvun metsénojituksista ja metsi-
talouden tehostamispyrkimyksisti alkaen. Tdma ar-
gumentti istuu hyvin maaseudun maanomistaja- ja
maanviljelijavéeston ajattelutapaan. Ajattelumallin
mukaan on yhteiskunnan ja yksityisen maanomis-
tajan etu ottaa muuten tarpeettomana olevasta ja
maatalouskdyttoon sellaisenaan soveltumattomasta
joutomaasta taloudellinen hyéty irti. Turpeennosto-
alueen jatkokdyttomahdollisuudet ndhddédn hyvind,
eikd alkuperidisen suoalueen menetysti koeta mer-
kittdvénd: "Maan joko metsittdd tai peltokdyttoon
ottais.” (H8)

Kiytossd olevasta turvesuosta seuraa positiivi-
sia tyollisyysvaikutuksia (P4). Maanomistaja- ja
maanviljelijatahot korostivat haastatteluissani tur-
vetuotannon tyollistdvin esimerkiksi koneurakoit-
sijoita ja traktorikuskeja. ”"Ne (turveurakoitsijat)
kéyttdd monesti niitd, jotka on lahimpéni. Ja nuo-
ria kavereita, ne on monesti innokkaimpia rahto-
rihommiin.” (H7) Ympéristovaikutusten arvionnin
yhteydessd suoritettujen tyollistdvyyslaskelmien
mukaan Julkunevan turpeennostohankkeen tyol-
listdvyys olisi 20 henkilod kesilld ja kolme—neljd
henkil6d talvella. Yhteensd tdmé tarkoittaisi viit-
ta—kuutta vuosityopaikkaa ja 115 henkilotyovuotta.
Turpeennoston kannattajat katsovat, etti turvetyo-
maat ylldpitdvit kyldn vireyttd tarjoamalla toitd
nuorille miehille, joille ei maaseudulla ole muuten
juurikaan tyopaikkoja.

Argumentointi turpeennostoa vastaan

Ensimmdinen vastustusargumentti (V1) perustuu
valtioneuvoston suostrategian laadintatyohon sekd
valtakunnallisiin alueidenkidyttGtavoitteisiin: Tur-
vetuotanto on ohjattava luonnonarvonsa jo me-
nettdineille soille, sekd ojitetulle soille ettd suopel-
loille. Tdtd argumenttia turpeennoston vastustajat
kiyttdvit kestdvyyteen vedoten: luonnontilaisia
soita on Suomessa niin vihin, ettd jéiljelld olevat
koskemattomat suoalueet tulisi sddstdd jélkipol-

suojelun piiriin.

TERRA 127: 42015

Seuraava vastustusargumentti (V2) pohjautuu
luonnonarvopuheelle. Turpeennostolla on vaiku-
tuksia Julkunevan luontoon ja luonnonarvoihin.
Valituksenantajat, erityisesti luonnonsuojeluyhdis-
tys ja kalastuskunta, vetoavat luontoargumenttei-
hin valitus- ja muistutuskirjeissdéin seké puhees-
saan. Turpeennoston alkaessa luonnontilaiset tai
lahes luonnontilaiset aapa- ja keidassuot muuttuvat
kasvittomaksi peltoa muistuttaviksi turvekentiksi.
Osa alueen eldin- ja kasvilajeista hividd kokonaan.
Pesimilinnusto katoaa tai siirtyy muille alueille.
Julkunevaa arvotetaan karulle suolle tyypillisen
kasvillisuuden, linnuston ja elioston edustavuu-
den perusteella (H2-6, H9, H11). Suolla esiintyy
harvinaisiakin kasvilajeja ja pesii vaarantuneita ja
silmélldpidettivid lintulajeja, kuten kalasddski ja
selkilokki. Paikalliset arvottavat luontokokemuk-
sessaan ndyttivid lintulajeja: “Sielld on hanhet,
sielld on joutsenet ja selkélokit ja se on tosi mahta-
va paikka.” (H4) Linnuston liséksi suolla on tavattu
muun muassa karhuja ja saukkoja.

Luontoarvoilla on kiistassa paikallinen, sosiaali-
sestikin rakentunut merkityksenanto. Turpeennos-
ton aloittamisen koettiin vaikuttavan negatiivisesti
kyldan asumisviihtyvyyteen ja houkuttelevuuteen
asuinpaikkana. "Kylilldhdn on luontoarvot sem-
moinen vetovoimainen tekijé, joka ihmisid vetdd
kylille.” (H6) Nykyéédn ihmiset valitsevat asuin-
paikkansa vapaasti, usein palveluiden ldheisyyttd
ja tyomatkan pituutta korostaen. Pienet kyldyhtei-
sOt joutuvat taistelemaan asukkaistaan muilla kei-
noin kuin hyvilld palvelutarjonnalla, ja tilloin ne
korostavat usein virkistdytymismahdollisuuksia ja
luonnon léheisyytta.

Suohon liittyy virkistyskédyttomahdollisuuksia,
kuten metsistystd ja marjastusta, ja Julkunevaa pi-
detdin tdrkeénd kohteena luonnossa liikkumiseen.
Paikallisille asukkaille suo merkitsee my06s ainoaa
jiljelld olevaa erdmaista aluetta kylidn ldhettyvil-
4. Turpeennostohankkeen vastustajat arvostavat
laajalti luonnonrauhaa ja alueen erdmaisuutta. Tur-
peennoston seurauksena marjastusmahdollisuudet
katoaisivat tai siirtyisivit suon reuna-alueille. Ko-
konaisuudessaan alueen virkistyskédyttomahdolli-
suudet vihenisivit:

Se on niinko6 syddnmaan keskelld. Se ei ole mikién
laita jonka nédvertdmisestd olisi helpompi luopua. Se
on kuitenkin niin keskeinen alue luontoharrastuk-
seen... se on kuitenkin tédssé reviirilld, jonka kokee
omakseen ainoa kunnon avosuo, joka vield on jil-
jella. (HS)

Vastustusargumentti V3 liittyy toimijoiden hen-
kilokohtaiseen paikkasiteeseen. Julkuneva ndhdiin
“luonnonkauniina ja mahtavana paikkana”. Luon-
to on maaseudulla paikkasuhteen muodostumisen
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tiarked osatekijd. Henkilokohtainen side paikkaan
madrittyy luontokokemusten ja maisemallisten ar-
vojen kautta. Luontosuhde voi olla joko subjektii-
vinen, jolloin ihminen kokee olevansa osa luontoa,
tai objektiivinen, jolloin luonto nidhdéén vilineend
tai hyodyntdmisen kohteena (Rantala & Tuulentie
2010). Luontoon kytkeytyy monenlaisia merkityk-
sid. Se voi merkiti joko tdydellistd rauhaa, erdmai-
suutta tai harrastusmahdollisuuksia. ”Se merkitsee
luontoihmiselle, ettd se on aivan niin kuin Lappiin
menis. Sielld on silmin kantama aava ojittamaton
neva ja muun muassa kalasddski oli, pesi sielld.”
(H4)

Neljds vastustusargumentti (V4) kytkeytyy tur-
peennoston ympdristo- ja vesistovaikutuksiin.
Turpeennoston nikyvimmit ympéristovaikutukset
ovat pddosin paikallisia. Turpeennosto aiheuttaa
haittaa ldhialueen asukkaille poly- ja meluvaiku-
tuksina, jotka ajoittuvat kesdaikaan. Liikenne li-
sddntyy ldhinnd talvella, jolloin turvetta péddasias-
sa kuljetetaan. Julkunevan turpeennostohankkeen
ympdéristovaikutuksista olennaisimpia ovat vaiku-
tukset vesistoihin. Erityisesti turpeennoston vastus-
tajia huolestuttaa Porasenjokeen kohdistuva kiin-
toaines-, humus- ja ravinnekuormitus. Rayringin
kalastuskunta kantaa suurinta huolta hankkeen vai-
kutuksista joen tilaan ja kalakantaan. Porasenjoki
on paikallisesti merkittdava virkistyskalastuskohde
sekd alueen ainoa kalkkipitoinen joki, joka virtaa
suurimmaksi osaksi metsdalueiden ldpi. Vihiveti-
sen uoman kestokyky olisi kiintoainekuormituksen
takia lujilla jos turpeennosto aloitettaisiin:

Siind virtaama on niin pieni kesilld ja karikkoisia
ja kivisid ne kosket niin melkein mistéd vain sielld
kidvelee kuivin jaloin yli. Ettd se on niin haavoittu-
va tuommoinen pienelld virtaamalla oleva joki. (H3)

My®6s hiilidioksidipdéstot puhuvat turpeen polt-
toainekdyttdd vastaan. Turpeen ilmastovaikutukset
ovat samaa luokkaa kuin kivihiilelld. Paikallises-
sa keskustelussa ilmastokysymykset eivit kuiten-
kaan nidyttdaydy: paikallistasolla ei kdydd minkéin
muotoista ilmastokeskustelua. Ilmastokysymysten
puuttuminen on nékynyt muissakin energiakysy-
myksid kisittelevissd tapaustutkimuksissa (Fast
2013: 95).

Johtopaitokset

Turpeennoston herdttimé laaja vastustus maaseutu-
yhteistissd on 2000-luvun ilmid. Vastustuksen li-
sdadntyminen paikallisyhteisossd on kytkoksissd
maaseudun sosiaalisen rakenteen muutoksiin (Ran-
nikko 2010). Maaseudulla asuvien toimeentulo pe-
rustuu luonnonvarojen hyddyntdmiseen tai kasvu-
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keskusten levidmisvaikutuksiin (Lehtonen 2015).
Pertti Rannikko (2010) on esittinyt, ettd pellosta
ja metsdstd toimeentulonsa saavien maaseudun
asukkaiden médrd on kaventunut — vastaavasti yhi
useampi maaseudulla asuva kiy toissd taajamissa
ja kasvukeskuksissa. Maaseutu on uudenlainen
asumisen ja virkistdytymisen paikka, miki selittdd
luontoarvo- ja virkistyskdyttoargumenttien lisdédn-
tyvdd suosiota. Tdstd huolimatta turpeennostoa
puoltava argumentti P3, “hyodyton maa hyoty-
kiyttoon”, on saanut kannattajajoukon maaseudun
maanomistaja- ja maanviljelijiviestostd. Ristiriita
kumpuaakin erilaisista eldmismaailmoista ja arvo-
latauksista.

Paikallisyhteiso on moninainen: se kitkee sisdédn-
sd aina niitd, jotka ovat asiasta toista mieltd (Joki-
nen & Sairinen 2012). Paikallisyhteisosséd konflik-
tiasetelman olemassaoloa ei tunnusteta ulospiin ja
konflikti ilmeneekin enimmikseen argumentatiivi-
sella tasolla. Ulospéin paikallisyhteisd antaa usein
kuvan yhteen hiileen puhaltamisesta, ja vastustajat
vaimennetaan tai he eivit halua olla dinessd. Pai-
kallisessa konfliktissa ei Julkunevan tapauksessa
ole kyse siitd, ettd kylildiset olisivat kéd#dntyneet
toisiaan vastaan, vaan siitd ettd heidédn esittiménsi
mielipiteet ovat asettuneet torméyskurssille dis-
kursiivisen konfliktin muodossa. Haastateltavani
korostivat, ettd Julkunevaa ymparoivilld kylilld ku-
kin saa olla haluamaansa mieltd, eikd vastapuolta
pyritd “kddnnyttimiin”. Konfliktitilanteiden séi-
lymisen edellytyksend onkin se, ettd vastapuolta
ei onnistuta vakuuttamaan argumentein. Konflikti
ratkeaa, kun argumentoinnissa saavutetaan konsen-
sus. Argumentointi tdhtdd ensisijaisesti ylemmén
tahon péatoksentekijdn vakuuttamiseen, ei vasta-
puolen kidnnyttdmiseen. Paikallinen konflikti on
siten kytkoksissé laajempaan padtoksentekoon.

Julkunevan sdilyttimiseen tdhtddvit toimijat
kiyttivit yleisesti arvoargumentteja, kun taas tur-
peennoston puolestapuhujat argumentoivat usein
taloudellisiin argumentteihin vedoten. Osapuolet
ovat kuitenkin pitkdédn jatkuneessa kiistatilantees-
sa omaksuneet toistensa argumentteja ja pyrkivit
kdyttdmddn niitd omiin tarkoitusperiinsd. Virkis-
tysarvot ja kyldn vetovoimaisuus ovat argumentte-
ja, jotka sopivat sekd vastustamaan ja puoltamaan
hanketta. Julkunevan virkistyskayttoarvo tulkitaan
puhujan luontosuhteesta kdsin. Paikkaa pidetdén
joko tirke#dnd virkistyskohteena tai tavanomaisena
suona, jolla ei juurikaan liikuta. Julkunevan luon-
nonarvoja korostetaan erityisesti luonnonsuojelu-
yhdistyksen ja kalastuskunnan argumentoinnissa.
Turpeennoston vastustajien mielestd Julkunevan
luontoarvot ovat sdilyttimisen arvoisia. Suon
kiyttoonotto muuttaisi peruuttamattomasti maise-
maa, kasvillisuutta ja hydrologiaa. Alueen kaytto

oo
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muihin tarkoituksiin estyisi ja luonnonolosuhteet
huonontuisivat ympéristdnsuojelulain (527/2014)
tarkoittamalla tavalla. Luontoargumentit ovatkin
tdménhetkisen lainsddddnnon nojalla tehokkaimpia
argumentteja valitusten ldpiviemiseksi. Julkunevan
tapauksessa viimeisin ja toistaiseksi ratkaisevaksi
muodostunut luontoargumentti liittyi 16ydokseen,
jossa ilmakuvatarkastelussa 16ytyi vesilain 17§:n
mukainen puro.

Toimijuuden luonteesta voidaan péaitelld, ettd
hankkeen vesittdmiseen ei vilttimittd tarvita kuin
yksi aktiivinen henkil6. Yksityishenkiloille ei to-
sin automaattisesti kuulu valitusoikeutta, elleivit
maanomistusolosuhteet toisin méadrdd. Ympéris-
to- ja asukasyhdistykset ovat tyypillisid toimijoita
tamén kaltaisissa kiistoissa, silld ne puolustavat
asukkaiden ja ympiriston dinti, joka jdisi muuten
kuulematta. Julkunevankin siilyttdmistd perustel-
laan yhteisollisin syin — turpeennostosta ei paikal-
listen vastustajien mielestd koituisi yleistd hyotyéd
kylille. Turpeennoston puolestapuhujat puolestaan
perustelevat hanketta tyopaikkojen ja positiivisten
elinkeinovaikutusten turvin. Vastustajat nékevit
tdssd ongelman, joka korostaa tarkastelumittakaa-
van merkitystd konfliktin erittelyssid. Heidén mie-
lestddn hyodyt jakautuisivat varsin tasaisesti koko
maakuntaan, mutta haitat kohdistuisivat kylille ja
kyldldisiin.

Julkunevan ympdérille on muodostunut jonkin-
asteista paikallista kollektiivista toimintaa, vaikka
sitd ei voi madrittdd perinteisen ympéristoliikeh-
dinnén kautta. Suon puolustaminen on tapahtunut
olemassa olevien yhdistysten kautta ja puhtaasti
laillista tietd. Suon puolesta on puhuttu valitusteitse
sekd olemalla yhteydessé paikallisiin poliitikkoihin
jatiedotusvilineisiin. TAmi on tunnusomaista maa-
seutuaktivismille, jota on vaikea mieltdd niin sa-
notun perinteisen ympéristopoliittisen liikkehdinnin
raameissa (Suopajirvi 2001: 83). Suoraa toimintaa
ei yleensd pidetd maaseutuyhteisoissd hyviksytté-
vénd, eikd siihen ole usein esiintynyt tarvetta.

Syyt aktivoitumiseen ovat joko luonnonsuojelul-
liset, vesiensuojelulliset tai oman elintilan ja eré-
maaksi koetun alueen virkistysarvojen puolustami-
nen (Nie 2003). Julkuneva koetaan paikkana, jossa
vield vallitsee luonnonrauha ja joka on yhtendinen
erdmainen alue. Julkunevan puolustaminen nih-
dédédn tdmén lisdksi oman elintilan puolustamisena.
Suohon kytketdin myds laajempia merkityksid
sen esteettisyyden ja henkisyyden vuoksi (Laurén
2006: 209). Merkitykset ovat hyvin henkilokohtai-
sia, ja henkilokohtainen tunneside paikkaan lienee
yksi tidrkeimpid syitd aktivoitumiseen suon puo-
lesta. Toimintaa Julkunevan sdilymisen puolesta
ei mielletd niinkédidn ympéristoliikehdinniksi vaan
oman elintilan puolustamiseksi ja kyldyhteison
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hyvinvoinnin turvaamiseksi. Paikallinen ympéris-
tonsuojeluliikehdintd on osoittautunut paikan puo-
lustamiseksi myos aiemmissa tutkimuksissa (Nie
2003: 317; Scruton 2012: 25; Brehm ym. 2013).

“Ilkeén ympéristdongelman” luonteen mukaises-
ti soiden kestdvin kdyton kysymykseen kytkeytyy
laajoja ympdristollisid, taloudellisia ja sosiaalisia
haasteita, jotka vaativat integroidun péétoksenteon
menetelmid ja intressi- ja arvopunnintaa (Joosten
& Clarke 2002). Vuonna 2011 laaditussa suostra-
tegian ehdotuksessa ekosysteemipalvelut nostettiin
osaksi keinovalikoimaa, jolla soiden kéyton ja suo-
jelun yhteensovittamisen ongelmakenttidd voidaan
valottaa (Ehdotus... 2011). Suostrategiatyo ei saa-
vuttanut poliittista sitovuutta, vaan valtioneuvosto
antoi 30. elokuuta 2012 soiden kidyttod ja suojelua
koskeneen periaatepiditoksen, jonka mukaisesti
lahdettiin toteuttamaan muun muassa soidensuoje-
lun tiydennysohjelmaa (Valtioneuvoston... 2012).
Tdydennysohjelmavalmistelu alkoi luonnonsuo-
jelulain mukaisen suojeluohjelman valmistelulla,
mutta kallistui vapaaehtoisten suojelukeinojen sel-
vittdmisen suuntaan (Soidensuojelun... 2015).

Suon tarjoamien ekosysteemipalvelujen arvot-
taminen taloudellisesti on haastavaa, silld toimijat
arvottavat soita ja niihin kohdistuvia toimintoja eri
tavalla omista intresseistién ja ndkokohdistaan ki-
sin. Samoin yhteensopimattomien arvo- ja talous-
argumenttien yhteensovittaminen on hankalaa. II-
keiden ympéristdongelmien argumentaation analy-
sointi osoittaa, ettd kestdvin padtoksenteon pohjan
onkin perustuttava kattavaan arvopunnintaan seki
argumenttien tasa-arvoiseen kohteluun. Vain niin
voidaan luoda normi- ja tietopohjaa, joka tukee yh-
teiskunnallisen legitimiteettitarkastelun kestivad
padtoksentekoa.
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Political and socially constructed arguments about values and benefits originating from ecosystem ser-
vices (ES) may improve the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation. In this article we show how ef-
fective biodiversity conservation is dependent on stakeholders’ rhetorical skills and their ability to in-
troduce persuasive arguments for the target audience. We present a case study of a lengthy conflict to
protect a mire area located in Eastern Finland. We follow locally constructed arguments and analyse their
effectiveness with different audiences. Research data consist of interviews, newspaper articles and legal
documents. Employing content analysis, we study the ES identified by different stakeholders and analyse
the effectiveness and sources of arguments presented on behalf of those services. We differentiate be-
tween legal and political effectiveness as many ES arguments were effective in sustaining the prolonged
conflict locally but ineffective in administrative courts. Legislation and scientific evidence are identified
as the main sources for an effective argument in legal proceedings. This case is an example of how local
residents require support from scientists in order to formulate effective arguments for legal audiences.
Valid arguments for legal institutions are based on the protection of individual species or biotypes
whereas political processes are more responsive to local ES valuations.

© 2016 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Recent ecosystem services (ES) literature emphasizes the need
to broaden the valuation language beyond economic or ecological
values (Hauck et al.,, 2013; Gémez-Baggethun and Martin-Lopez,
2015; Jackson and Palmer, 2015; Comberti et al., 2015). One way to
approach this is to pay more attention to the empirical analysis of
the social construction of ES. In this article we investigate the role
of arguments in the valuation of the ES. Political and socially
constructed arguments about values and benefits originating from
ES may improve the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation
(Primmer et al., 2015; Bugter et al., 2015). Our approach does not
only reveal the political nature of ES valuation but is also relevant
in terms of understanding why and how people value biodiversity
and what it means to them in local human-environment systems
(Fisher and Eastwood, 2016; Vihervaara et al., 2012, 59).

In this paper we show how ES can be valued and identified in
various ways by different stakeholders but also how challenging it
is to present these arguments in political and legal arenas. It has
been discussed how ES discourse translates scientific arguments
on ecosystem functions and biodiversity to the public and policy

* Corresponding author.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.003
2212-0416/© 2016 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

makers but remains ineffective in legal proceedings as current
environmental legislation aims at biodiversity conservation or
reduced environmental pollution (Newig, 2007). Political struc-
tures and norms, e.g. legal norms, pose restrictions regarding what
will be considered a valid argument, which values will be dis-
cussed or handled in policy-processes and ultimately how one can
construct an effective argument.

This article introduces and analyses a Viurusuo mire which is a
raised bog of 360 ha located in eastern Finland (see Picture 1). A
peat mining company (Vapo Ltd) applied for an environmental
permit for peat extraction at the Viurusuo mire in 1995 which
resulted in 18 years of conservation conflict. Our investigation
focuses on the battle between different valuations of ecosystem
services and specifically evaluates the effectiveness of the argu-
ments presented on behalf of those services. We will show how
formulating the ‘right’ kind of arguments is highly dependent on
the audience to which the argument is targeted at and on the
socially constructed context where the arguments are presented.
Viurusuo is a good case to analyse the contested ES arguments out
of two reasons: first, the conflict lasted long and thus it is possible
to analyse the endurance and adjustment of the arguments over
time; secondly because peat is a contested natural resource as its
energy use has high impacts on biodiversity and alters the balance
of ecosystem services (ES) provided by peatlands.
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Peatlands provide various ecosystem services, such as flood
management and control, agricultural land, room for recreation,
etc. (Kondelin et al., 2006). Peat extraction causes trade-offs as
increases in one ES category reduces provisions for other ES ca-
tegories (Martin-Lopez et al., 2014; Rodriguez et al., 2006). Other
ES are degraded when a mire is drained and transformed into a
peat extraction site. In this paper we use the term mire which is
commonly used as a sub-category for peatlands (Lindholm and
Heikkild, 2006; Chapman et al., 2003; Seppd, 2002). In Finland
mires and peatlands cover about one-third of the land area (Kor-
honen et al., 2008). More than half of the 9.3 million hectares of
peatland has been drained for agricultural and forestry purposes
since the 1950's (Lindholm and Heikkild, 2006). Peatlands are still
under pressure as Finland is the number one peat extractor in the
world with about 60,000 ha under exploitation (Ylénen and Si-
mola, 2012; Chapman et al., 2003). The main mire types in Finland
are aapa mires and raised bogs (Laitinen et.al., 2007).

This article contributes to the ES valuation literature by analysis
of arguments and their effects. In our study we record the ES
identified by the major stakeholders during the 18-year conflict
over the conservation of Viurusuo mire. Further on we investigate
how local people value ecosystem services and what kind of role
their argumentation had during the conflict to protect the Viur-
usuo mire. Additionally, our case demonstrates how scientific
knowledge feeds to real-world decision making in a local con-
servation conflict. Our research questions are: (1) what kinds of
ecosystem services did the stakeholders of the Viurusuo conflict
identify and what were the arguments used in defending the
importance of these services, (2) what arguments were effective
and how, and (3) what were the sources of effectiveness in the
argumentation? (Fig. 1).

2. Arguments and their effectiveness

In our analysis we use argumentation theories and the concept
of effectiveness. We approach argumentation analysis as pre-

the purpose of argumentation is to convince the audience and
induce them to change their convictions. Perelman and Olbrechts-
Tytecas analyse the ways to make arguments more persuasive by
focusing on rhetoric. The practitioner of argumentation is referred
to as a rhetor, who is skilled in rhetoric and capable of varying the
type of argumentation according to the audience: “Knowledge of
an audience cannot be conceived independently of the knowledge
on how to influence it” (Perelman and Olbrechts-Tytecas, 1969, 23;
Long, 1983, 110). Our analysis does not go into a detailed analysis
of the rhetorical tools used by the stakeholders but the idea of
audience is relevant here..

The rhetorical approach focuses on argumentation as a process
of producing an effect (Van Eemeren and Grootendorst, 2004,
1984). Arguments are evaluated on the basis of their effectiveness,
which is gained by approbation (Van Eemeren and Grootendorst,
1984, 17). A linguistic unit is not automatically an argument but
becomes one during a communicative process aimed at achieving
a particular objective (Van Eemeren and Grootendorst, 2004, 3). In
order to be effective an argument needs to carry through the
process and influence the end result. The Viurusuo conflict is both
a legal and a political battle, which is why we separate the effec-
tiveness of arguments in terms of their outcome on the legal and
political processes. In the Viurusuo case the end result, against
which their effectiveness will be evaluated, is the legally binding
decision to protect the mire as well as the ability to bind stake-
holders for a lengthy political process.

However, we are not only interested in the direct links between
an argument and the final decision to conserve Viurusuo but also
in any other minor and indirect effects caused by the arguments
during different phases of the process. Here the effectiveness of an
argument means that it has caused a change in the state of affairs
which contributes to the acceptance of the idea of conserving
Viurusuo during the process. The growth of acceptance is, how-
ever, difficult to measure. One indicator is to follow what happens
to the counterarguments. If an argument succeeds in suppressing
or silencing counterarguments, it has been effective. This often
results in a change of strategy or behaviour on behalf of the re-

sented by Perelman and Olbrechts-Tytecas (1969). In their work presentatives of the counterargument. Sometimes the
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effectiveness of an argument may grow or diminish because of a
change in external circumstances, i.e. a change in legislation or
through new research results.

In addition to identifying effective arguments we also in-
vestigate why they were effective. To achieve this objective we
have combined two concepts: acceptance and legitimacy. The
concept of acceptance is important for argumentation theory. Ac-
cording to Van Eemeren and Grootendorst (2004, 129), argu-
mentation is sound if the target group accepts it. In investigating
acceptance we utilize the concept of legitimacy (Bodansky, 2007;
Thomas, 2014; Osei-Tutu et al., 2014). Bernstein's (2005, 142) de-
finition of legitimacy combines the ideas of acceptance and le-
gitimacy. Bernstein states that legitimacy is about “the acceptance
and justification of a shared rule by a community” (Bernstein,
2005, 142; Osei-Tutu et al,, 2014, 3590). The evaluation of legiti-
macy can be divided into output-based legitimacy, process-based
or source-based (Bodansky, 2007; Thomas, 2014; Osei-Tutu et.al.,
2014). Output legitimacy means that a certain activity or rule is
legitimate if it helps to achieve an established goal (Bickstrand,
2006; 295; Schmidt, 2013). Process-based legitimacy stems from
institutional or administrative practices that are justified in an
acceptable manner and democratically organized (Osei-Tutu et al.,
2014). If a policy-process is somehow flawed from the perspective
of stakeholders it may reduce the acceptance and effectiveness of
arguments even if the suggested output or the sources of argu-
mentation seem legitimate.

In our analysis source-based legitimacy helps us to identify
where the acceptance of arguments stems from. Legitimacy can
derive its power from different sources. Religion and cultural in-
stitutions are examples of sources that have been effective in le-
gitimatizing authorities (Bodansky, 2007, 710). Additionally, Osei-
Tutu et al. (2014, 3590) list common history, ethnic origin, belief,
myth, culture, tradition and social identity as sources of legitimacy.
In modern societies expert knowledge and science are important
sources for building legitimacy (Riordan et al., 2014; Osei-Tutu
et al., 2014).

We will now turn to illustrating the Viurusuo case and the
research material collected before returning to the questions of
effectiveness of arguments.

3. Data and methods

The study is based on qualitative case study research. Case
studies typically involve different sources of data (Hartley, 2004,
323-324; Yin, 2003). In our study research data consist of inter-
views, newspaper articles, participatory observation and legal
documents. For the interviews we identified a total of 35 possible
informants from the legal documents related to the Viurusuo
conflict. After contacting all of the potential informants, we were
able to conduct seven semi-structured interviews, of which five
were with local residents living at the edge of the Viurusuo mire,
one with a representative from the local administration and one
with Vapo Ltd. Interviews varied between 30 and 120 min and
they were transcribed. During the interviews the interviewees
were asked to describe the prolonged process that led to the
conservation of the Viurusuo mire and to identify arguments that
were used during the conservation conflict. A total of 26 articles
from local and regional newspapers relevant to the conflict were
collected between 1998 and 2013. The Viurusuo conflict also
provided rich data in the form of legal documents (i.e. court rul-
ings, appeals, reminders, etc.). This data consists of 69 documents
from 2001 to 2011 when the latest decision of the Supreme Ad-
ministrative Court of Finland was given. A visit to the Viurusuo
mire and maps were useful in gaining an understanding of the
local conservation movement and helped contextualize the

information in other research data. This material (maps or the
visit) has not been analysed in detail separately but it supports the
interpretation of other material.

In the analysis our first step was to identify the main events of
the Viurusuo conflict from legal documents and then compare
them to the newspaper material to see how these events were
reported to the public. The results are illustrated in Fig. 2. The
second step for analysis was to conduct a qualitative content
analysis of all three data sets (interviews, legal documents and
newspaper articles). Here we first used the concept of ecosystem
services to identify what kind of services the different stake-
holders recognized and valued at Viurusuo. We used the CICES
typology, Common International Classification of Ecosystem Ser-
vices (Cices, 2016 www.cices.eu; Schroter et al., 2014; Saastamoi-
nen et al., 2014; Haines-Young and Potschin, 2011), which is a
continuation of the original typology presented in the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MA, 2005). After identifying the services
mentioned in the data, we focused the analysis on the arguments
used. In addition to identifying the events, ecosystem services
mentioned and the arguments used, we also looked at the re-
search data in order to analyse the effectiveness of arguments.
Here we looked at the process and analysed whether or not the
argument (1) persisted over time, (2) if the argument caused
changes in the counterarguments, and/or (3) if it caused any
changes in the strategies/behaviours of other stakeholders..

4. Results
4.1. Events of the Viurusuo conflict

The Viurusuo mire in Outokumpu, North Karelia was the scene
of a conservation conflict from 1995 to 2013. The peat mining
company Vapo Ltd applied for an environmental permit for peat
extraction at Viurusuo in 1995 which resulted in a prolonged en-
vironmental licencing procedure. The latest resolution from the
Supreme Administrative Court of Finland is from 2011. The conflict
ended when Metsdhallitus, the state-owned Finnish park and
forest service, bought the peatland area from Vapo Ltd in 2013.
The lengthy environmental permitting process enables a retro-
spective analysis of the relations between actors, the roles of
knowledge and the power of the arguments.

In addition to Vapo Ltd, the stakeholders participating in the
conflict were local residents, local and regional subsections of the
Finnish Association for Nature Conservation (FANC) and Out-
okumpu's communal environmental administration and regional
environmental administration in North Karelia. The Environmental
Permit Office of Eastern Finland, the Administrative Court of Vaasa
and the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland also play a role
since the Viurusuo conflict became a legal battle which lasted from
1995 until 2011. Using legal documents and newspaper articles, we
have listed the key events and their media framings in Fig. 2
below.

4.2. C(lassified ecosystem services at Viurusuo

Table 1 below summarizes the research results of our analysis
of the ecosystem services identified by the stakeholders and fol-
lows the CICES V4.3 categorization.

When interpreting the research results presented in Table 1 it is
worth noting that these are the services identified by the stake-
holders in the Viurusuo conflict and not an exhaustive list of all
possible services provided by mires in general. There are also
differences between how stakeholders recognized the services.
Local people recognized provisioning, supporting and cultural
services as well as the importance of biodiversity. In addition, they
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©13.3.1995. EIA and the first application for a water permit from the Water rights court of
Eastern Finland
\'Eelelliel ©10.1.2000. VAPO Ltd receives a water permit from the Water rights court of Eastern Finland/

©11.6.2001. Ruling from the Administrative court of Vaasa which remits the permit to the
e b end environmental permit office of Eastern Finland
EANC #18.6.2001. "Administrative court overruled the Viurusuo decision"

©18.3.2003. Negative permit resolution from the Environmental permit office of Eastern
Finland
VELIIH #19.3.2003. "Peat production at Viurusuo did not receive an environmental permit"
©17.6.2005. Negative resolution from the Administrative Court of Vaasa h
#18.6.2005. "Administrative court rejected the appeal. Vapo considering a new appeal on
VERHICE  Viurusuo”
©14.2.2006. Ruling by the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland which overrules earlier
court orders and returns the issue to the Environmental Permit Office
©15.2.2006. "Ngw round over Viurulsuo. Peat extraction on Viurusuo, located at Maljasalmi,
Qutokumpu will be evaluated again"

©16.11.2007. Environmental permit from the Environmental permit office of Eastern Finland"
©17.11.2007. "Vapo received an environmental permit for Viurusuo. Environmental licensing

Vapo ltd - e

agency: Peat extraction permit does not affect the surrounding of ponds of Isolampi and

Locals and
FANC

Viurusuo"

4.3.2009. Positive resolution from the Administrative Court of Vaasa
©12.2.2008. "Vapo responded to those who appealed against the environmental impacts of

Locals and
FANC

#8.3.2011. Ruling from the Administrative Court of Finland which overrules earlier court
orders and returns the issue to the environmental permit office

Vapo Itd

©27.9.2012. Vapo Ltd withdraws its permit application and negotiates the purchase of
Viurusuo mire with the state forest agency

#05.01.2012. "Vapo is offering Viurusuo for conservation. Nature conservationists say: The
corporation wants to sell or exchange the area with an area suitable for peat extraction"

Fig. 2. Key events of the Viurusuo conflict in chronological order (Identified from and illustrated by the legal documents and newspaper articles (in italics)).

emphasized the cultural services, such as recreational use, sense of
place, history, scenery as well as the moral and ethical perspec-
tives of protecting plants, animals and habitats. CICES V4.3 clas-
sifies moral and ethical perspectives as cultural services. The local
subsection of FANC and the communal environmental adminis-
tration were better at recognizing the ES under the regulation and
maintenance category, such as local and global climate control,
flood regulation and habitats for plants and species.

Below we will examine the arguments used in defending the
importance of different ES and their effectiveness.

4.3. Argumentation used in defending the importance of different
ecosystem services

The document material and interviews contain 62 arguments
all together. They have been listed in Appendix A. Of these argu-
ments, 45 speak against peat extraction and Vapo Ltd's plans,
while 10 arguments speak in favour of Vapo Ltd. There are also
seven arguments that reflect the uncertainties of the case, such as

the lack of sufficient information or trust among stakeholders. The
arguments defending Viurusuo can be divided into four sub-
categories: water areas (8 arguments), biodiversity (10 argu-
ments), economics (9 arguments) and public goods/recreation (18
arguments). Some of the arguments can be placed in more than
one subcategory. In these cases we have chosen the category that
is most applicable. Also, some of the arguments are sub-arguments
of another more general argument. For example, the argument
that “benefits do not override damages” could contain arguments
such as “Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because of the short
lifecycle of peat extraction”, “Vapo Ltd should not get a permit
because this project will not offer significant employment oppor-
tunities”, and “Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because it will
pose a risk to regional planning”.

Some of the arguments had not been important for the conflict
and had not gained any power. For the evaluation of effectiveness
it is more important to analyse those arguments that had been
repeated many times and had endured. One such group of argu-
ments is the local residents’ concerns about the ES, especially the
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Table 1
Ecosystem services of the Viurusuo mire identified by the stakeholders.

Section Division Group Viurusuo Mire (identified by stakeholders)
Provisioning Nutrition Biomass Wild berries (cranberry, lingonberry)
Water Springs, wells
Materials Biomass, Fibre Timber
Water Streams, springs
Energy Biomass-based energy sources Peat

Regulation & Mediation of waste, toxins and other

Maintenance nuisances
Mediation of flows Liquid flows
Maintenance of physical, chemical
and biological conditions gene pool protection
Atmospheric composition and cli-
mate regulation
Cultural Physical and intellectual interactions Physical and experiential

with ecosystems and landscapes interactions

Intellectual and representational

Interactions

Spiritual, symbolic and other inter-
actions with ecosystems and
landscapes

Mediation by biota and ecosystems

Lifecycle maintenance, habitat and

Spiritual and/or emblematic
Other cultural outputs

Energy crops (reed canary grass)
Water purification

Maintenance of ground water levels, flood control

Habitats for plants

Habitats for animals

Global climate regulation

Local modification of temperatures and humidity
Cross-country skiing, swamp training

Berry picking

Recreational hunting and fishing

Research, education, historic records

Cultural heritage, sense of place

Artistic representations of nature

National symbols: Finland — Fenland

Enjoyment provided by wild species, wilderness, ecosystems,
land-/seascapes

Willingness to preserve plants, animals, ecosystems, landscapes
for the experience and use by future generations; moral/ethical
perspective or belief

recreational services (scenery, sounds, smells, berries, hiking op-
portunities etc.), provided by Viurusuo. However, our analysis
shows that these concerns were not effective in the legal pro-
ceedings. In other words, the judicial system as an audience had
not put any value in these arguments. Instead it appears that two
themes were focused on in the legal documents and their effec-
tiveness and validity formulates the core of the Viurusuo conflict.
These themes are the protection of water bodies and species
conservation. We call these themes ‘small ponds’ and ‘swamp
frog’. In our description of these themes we tie them to different
events of the Viurusuo conflict.

4.3.1. Small ponds

The Viurusuo conflict started when the peat extraction com-
pany Vapo Ltd applied for a water permit on the 13th of March
1995 (Outokummun seutu, 1998; The Supreme Administrative
Court of Finland, 2011). Since 1994 the environmental and social
impacts of projects in Finland that exceed 150 ha have had to be
assessed under the Environmental Impact Assessment Act. This
has improved the status of biodiversity conservation in relation to
peat extraction. (Kaakinen and Salminen, 2006; Pélénen and Ha-
linen, 2014). Environmental impact assessment (EIA) of Viurusuo
was conducted on approximately 360 ha owned by the Vapo Ltd.
in 1997. After the EIA process, a participatory event was held in
1998 at a local restaurant in Outokumpu. This was the first time
that local people were informed about the Viurusuo project. In this
event the project was introduced as a positive development for the
region with economic benefits, local energy for 20-25 years and
local employment (11 permanent and 25 seasonal positions)
(Outokummun seutu, 1998). At the second participatory event the
atmosphere was more heated and the local media highlighted the
contestations between conservationists, local residents and the
company (Outokummun seutu, 1998). The conflict was slowly
emerging.

Vapo Ltd received a water permit from Water Rights Court of
Eastern Finland on the 10th of January 2000 (Outokummun seutu,
2001; The Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland, 2001;
The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland, 2011). Local re-
sidents and the Pohjois-Karjala nature conservation association

(altogether 10 individual parties) appealed to the Administrative
Court of Vaasa where the processing of Finnish environmental
permit appeals are centralized (To The Administrative Court of
Vaasa, 2001). The arguments used in the first appeal by local
stakeholders were: “the decision was based on flawed or out-dated
information”; “dust and noise impacts”; “water impacts”, such as the
degradation of ponds, springs, wells and downstream water bod-
ies, lowering ground water levels, increasing food risks, “habitats”
that are protected under the EU habitats directive, such as bog
woodland and fens, and reduced property prices in the area close
to the peat extraction site (The Administrative Court of Vaasa,
2001). Consequently, the Administrative Court of Vaasa returned
the permit to the Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland
on the 11th of June 2001 as the account on water permit for
draining the ponds Isolampi and Pienilampi were missing and the
water impact assessment was insufficient (Outokummun seutu,
2001; The Administrative Court of Vaasa, 2003). Thus, during this
phase the water impact argument proved to be most effective.

By this time the Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland
was managing the renewed environmental permitting procedure
under the Environmental Protection Act from 2000 (86/2000).
According to Article 42.1, granting an environmental permit re-
quires that the activity (alone or together with other activities and
when taking permit regulations and the location of the activity
into account) does not cause a health hazard, environmental de-
gradation, deterioration of special natural conditions or endanger
water supplies or other potential use important to the public in-
terest in the area of the activity. Prior to the integrated environ-
mental legislation only impacts on water could lead to the rejec-
tion of a project. Therefore the Environmental Protection Act Ar-
ticle 42.1 is a significant improvement for nature conservation as it
introduces the concept of significant weakening of natural status
as a premise for an environmental permit. As a result of these
legislative changes the environmental permit was not granted to
Vapo Ltd by the Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland on
the 18th of March 2003 (Environmental Permit Office of Eastern
Finland, 2001; The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland,
2011). In the ruling it was stated that:

“Viurusuo is mainly a naturally conditioned eccentric bog. When
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taking into consideration Viurusuo mire’s landscape, small waters,
mire biotopes, fauna and flora and research values, peat produc-
tion in Viurusuo would cause irreversible deterioration of natural
conditions. Premises for environmental permit were therefore not
fulfilled since the deterioration of special natural conditions can
lead to the abandonment of an environmental permit under the
Finnish Environmental Protection Act Article 42.1.”

Local residents were now using a more diverse set of argu-
ments as environmental permit consideration under the En-
vironmental Protection Act accepted wider reasoning for the re-
fusal of a permit. Arguments highlighting the special natural
condition of the Viurusuo mire proved successful and local sta-
keholders were satisfied with the result. One of the main activists,
who also maintained a protest webpage about the Viurusuo pro-
ject between 2001 and 2006, commented in the local newspaper:
“To put it in a nutshell, humans and nature won this match” (Kar-
jalainen, 2003). Yet the battle was not over as Vapo Ltd appealed to
the Administrative Court of Vaasa on the 17th of April 2003 and
sought to have the environmental permit decision reversed (To the
Administrative Court of Vaasa, 2003). On the 17th of June 2005 the
original ruling was affirmed based on arguments under the Fin-
nish Water Act Article 15a which prohibits altering the natural
condition of a pond smaller than one hectare in all other regions
except Lapland (The Administrative Court of Vaasa, 2005). Thus
the argument “ponds would dry out” proved to be effective.

Over 10 years after the EIA the attempt of the local residents to
protect Viurusuo was referred to as a “collective action” for the first
time (Karjalainen, 2005a). The battle was not yet over as Vapo Ltd
appealed to the Supreme Administrative Court of Finland on the
18th of July 2005 in order to overrule the previous decisions of the
Administrative Court of Vaasa (To the Supreme Administrative
Court of Finland, 2005; Karjalainen, 2005). In the court proceed-
ings the small bodies of water protected under the Finnish Water
Act proved to be a more significant argument than the deteriora-
tion of the natural conditions of the Environmental Protection Act.
The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland regarded on the 14th
of February 2006 that “even if the physical alteration of the Viurusuo
mire may impact the nature values of the area, the Environmental
Protection Act Article 42.1 is not applicable as the impacts are not
caused by pollution and thus not the consequence of an action that
may cause environmental degradation” (the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court of Finland, 2006). In the ruling it was mentioned that
“an exceptional permit can be granted when general conservation
objectives are not endangered”. Debating whether or not an ex-
ceptional permit can be granted or if the nature values of small-
scale water systems have to be protected was left to the en-
vironmental permit office. Consequently, the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court of Finland overruled earlier decisions from the Ad-
ministrative Court of Vaasa and returned the issue to the En-
vironmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland (The Supreme Ad-
ministrative Court of Finland, 2006). The conservation movement
had hoped for an ending to the decade-long battle, but the com-
pany was satisfied as no clear evidence of the nature conservation
values of the Viurusuo mire had been presented (Karjalainen,
2006).

4.3.2. The swamp frog

The battle started again as the issue returned to the Environ-
mental Permit Office of Eastern Finland. The office granted a per-
mit on the 16th of November 2007 in which 47 ha around the
ponds were removed from the peat production area. Nevertheless
the permission to start operating immediately was not licensed as
there was no legal basis for an exceptional permit (The Environ-
mental Permit Office Eastern Finland, 2007). These ponds were
still located in the middle of the planned production area, which

now covered 196.7 ha and peat extraction would impact their
water levels.

Consequently the local campaign, which was referred to as a
conservation movement in the regional newspaper, made 11 ap-
peals to the Administrative Court of Vaasa by the 17th of De-
cember 2007 (Karjalainen, 2007; The Administrative Court of
Vaasa 2009; The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland, 2011).
The arguments directed at the court were again based on de-
grading water quality on downstream water bodies, loss of ponds,
wells and springs, dust and noise pollution, conservation of habitats,
flawed and missing information and reduced property prices (The
Administrative Court of Vaasa, 2009). It is worth noting that the
arguments directed at the administrative court were this time
more diverse as “loss of recreational values such as berry picking and
fishing” or “loss of pristine nature” as well as “benefits do not over-
ride the damages” were used as arguments in the appeals. Never-
theless these arguments proved to be ineffective in the Adminis-
trative Court of Vaasa. To the contrary, recreational values and
other cultural ecosystem services, such as landscapes and attach-
ment to place, were sources of power for the local campaign and
emphasized in the interview material. The conservation move-
ment used the climate change argument as they stated that burning
peat frees more carbon dioxide than burning brown coal (The
Administrative Court of Vaasa, 2009). This argument was not taken
into consideration in the Administrative Court of Vaasa but was
relevant for gaining wider public support because climate impacts
are global whereas impacts on water are local. The above-men-
tioned argument had no legal basis and although the Environ-
mental Protection Act allowed for broader consideration only the
impacts on water were scrutinized by the Administrative Court of
Vaasa which stated on the 4th of March 2009 that “the water
treatment complies with the best available technology and that the
environmental permit was still in effect” (The Administrative Court
of Vaasa, 2009).

In the final stages of the conservation campaign local people
were supported by the regional nature conservation association.
Local actors had noticed that their arguments were ineffective. A
significant turning point for the Viurusuo mire was scientific
support in the shaping of effective arguments. A breakthrough
took place when a local resident, who is a retired biology teacher,
mentioned that she had heard a moor frog croaking in the ditch
bordering the mire. A biologist, who was also active in the regional
branch of FANC, heard that and confirmed that the frog species
was the moor frog (Rana arvalis), which is an EU Habitats Directive
Annex IV species in need of strict protection. The regional branch
of FANC was also identifying water streams and springs located in
the area and used them as an argument. During the most recent
trial, on the 8th of March the Supreme Administrative Court of
Finland overruled the decisions of the Administrative Court of
Vaasa and the Environmental Permit Office of Eastern Finland on
the grounds of reproduction and resting places for the moor frog.
The degradation of reproduction and resting places of protected
species is prohibited under the Finnish Nature Conservation Act
Article 49.1, which was applicable as the Supreme Administrative
Court had received an account of the occurrence of moor frogs at
the Viurusuo mire (The Supreme Administrative Court of Finland,
2011). The loss of springs and streams in the area and dust and
noise pollution were also considered by the Supreme Adminis-
trative Court of Finland which stated that water quality is not
degraded when the best available technology and chemical pur-
ification are in place and that dust and noise pollution may not
exceed established limits.

4.3.3. Final result
Finally, after 18 years of legal battles the Viurusuo conflict was
resolved when Vapo Ltd withdrew its application on the 27th of
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September 2009. After negotiations between the Ministry of the
Environment Finland and Vapo Ltd the Viurusuo mire was sold to
the State of Finland. A press release by the Ministry of the En-
vironment explained the event (Ministry of the Environment,
2012). As the final event and end result of the Viurusuo conflict,
the press release reflects the values that saved Viurusuo and the
argumentation used to explain the purchase. Nine different argu-
ments can be identified from the press release about the event:
(1) the project goes against public interest, (2) it puts biodiversity
at risk, (3) it would destroy habitats, (4) pristine nature would be
destroyed, (5) Viurusuo is home to endangered species, (6) Viur-
usuo has endangered biotopes, (7) the project would destroy the
landscape, (8) protecting Viurusuo is part of the general con-
servation objectives of mires, and (9) Viurusuo provides an en-
semble of nature values (Press release 2012). These reasons
strongly resemble the list of arguments we have identified from
the research data, especially from the interviews with local re-
sidents. In this final event the general nature values, and not just
individual water areas or species, were regarded as important
motives for conserving Viurusuo. Thus, many values and ecosys-
tem services which were not protected by the legal court ruling
gained protection from the political decision.

4.4. Sources for the arguments

We will now turn to the third research question of this paper
and illustrate the sources of the arguments presented above. Ta-
ble 2 summarizes the arguments, their sources and effectiveness.

Firstly, local valuations were a source of arguments. These ar-
guments were based on personal experiences, fears, worries and
desires, which are attached to local history and have accumulated
over generations. The fear of environmental degradation and loss
of nature values together with a sense of place motivate people to
participate in conservation campaigns (Brehm et al., 2013; Vorkinn
and Riese, 2001). In addition, the importance of nature conserva-
tion and general willingness to preserve nature for future gen-
erations were expressed: “What is left for you if everything is dug
out of the bedrock and soil.” Viurusuo's importance as a place for
recreation was expressed as “the athletes were doing swamp
training there...in summer there are lots of people collecting (picking
berries) and hiking...and in winter cross-country skiing.” However,
such arguments are ineffective in administrative courts.

Table 2

A second source of argumentation derived from the law. Re-
gional and national administrative courts enjoy a high level of
process-based legitimacy through their institutional status as part
of the Finnish legal system. A high level of trust by citizens and
low levels of corruption are associated with the court system. The
Viurusuo conflict started as a battle over water areas but grew into
a battle over more general biodiversity issues for two reasons.
First, there were different interpretations about the purview of
legislation. An important topic of discussion was whether or not
the Viurusuo case should be evaluated only from the perspective
of emissions or if biodiversity aspects should also be taken into
account. Also, legislation concerning environmental protection in
Finland changed during the conflict. The Environmental Protection
Act was enacted in 2000 and changed environmental licensing
practices. The interpretation of what the legal issue is and what
the applicable legislation is have a significant meaning for what
actually constitutes an effective argument when the argumenta-
tion is targeted at administrative courts.

The third important source of argumentation is scientific
knowledge. In the Viurusuo case this knowledge did not come
directly from scientists to decision-makers but was processed by
local people and administration. It is evident that local people
perceived outside experts as very important for the process. The
interviewees stated that they would have given up without the
support from the biologists at the regional environmental ad-
ministration and the regional wing of FANC who provided the
required expert knowledge in order to formulate effective argu-
ments: “Boys and girls from the city came to investigate the area.
They found something; ponds and springs. They should get the credit
for the success.” As we have shown, most of the argumentation that
highlights the importance of broader ecosystem services failed to
effectively conserve Viurusuo in the legal battle even though they
have been persistent throughout the local campaign. Local con-
cerns supported the decision making but would not have been
enough to conserve Viurusuo: “More value is put on some frog than
local concerns...If the frog (or something else) is not found, then they
say: you can pick your berries a little further away.” Knowledge
about how to argue in court was perceived as a key to success but
the locals stated that they were lacking this capacity: “It is difficult
to assess how one can affect (the outcome), you should know the
legislation.”.

Main arguments, their sources and evaluation of their effectiveness during the conflict.

Argument

Sources of the argument

Effectiveness of the argument

“Benefits do not override the damages”

“Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because this project will harm water bodies”

“Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because this project will put biodiversity at
risk”

“Vapo Ltd's permit should be overruled because it is based on flawed informa-
tion” and “Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because their arguments are based
on insufficient evaluation and justification”

“Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because it reduces recreational value” and
“Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because this project goes against public
interest” and

“The Permit should be licenced because this project will not harm water bodies”
and “The permit should be licenced because there are no endangered species
in Viurusuo”

“Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because this project will have negative im-
pacts on climate change”

Local valuations/fears/worries/concerns/
desires

Local valuations/fears/worries/concerns/
desires when spoken on general terms.
Uncertain scientific knowledge when re-
lated to small ponds

Local valuations/fears/worries/concerns/
desires when spoken on general terms
Science when a single species (swamp
frog) was in question

Law (parties have a legal obligation to
provide sufficient information)

Local valuations/fears/worries/concerns/
desires

Local valuations/fears/worries/concerns/
desires

Economic interests of one stakeholder
Economic interests of one stakeholder

Science

Ineffective

Ineffective

Medium effectiveness, connectivity to
legal norms uncertain

Ineffective

Very effective

Effective

Medium effectiveness (locals had diffi-

culties proving their argument)
Ineffective

Ineffective Ineffective because this was
proven to be untrue

Ineffective

95



96

48 E. Albrecht, O. Ratamdki / Ecosystem Services 22 (2016) 41-50

5. Discussion and conclusions

Many different ecosystem services have been discussed during
the conservation conflict of Viurusuo. Not all of the arguments
supporting these services have been effective in the legal pro-
ceedings regarding the environmental permit for peat extraction
at Viurusuo. Especially arguments stemming from local concerns
related to recreational services or more abstract values, such as
public interest or future generations, have been ineffective. Locals
have had to learn that even though they have identified many
different services from Viurusuo and value Viurusuo in various
ways, these concerns do not resonate with the existing legislation.
However, argumentation stemming from local culture and history
were important for the local conservation conflict. It only took a
single person or a few key individuals who are familiar with the
local culture and who are able to motivate others for action. Local
arguments have spanned the nearly 20-years of prolonged en-
vironmental conflict and the final political decision of the Ministry
of the Environment to protect Viurusuo echoes these values. They
have also been effective at garnering publicity for the local cam-
paign and motivating local stakeholders to take part during var-
ious phases. Even if the local arguments appear to be ineffective in
the legal proceedings it is possible that without the local campaign
Viurusuo would not have been bought by the State of Finland in
2012.

Legal institutions are not responsive to local values since the
legislation, primarily the Nature Conservation Act, recognizes in-
dividual species or biotypes as targets for protection. Legitimate
outputs are defined based on scientific knowledge and legal
norms. In the early stages of the Viurusuo conflict decisive argu-
ments appeared as two ponds located near the mire. During the
second round of appeals the swamp frog breeding ground proved
to be an effective argument. It was the singular plant and animal
species and the two ponds located in the surrounding area upon
which a legal argument could be formulated. Our case demon-
strates that when a more general nature value argument is in-
troduced to legislation, it potentially increases the responsiveness
of nature conservation legislation to local values. However, in-
troducing the ES approach to environmental legislation is not
necessarily a good solution as it may weaken broader environ-
mental objectives (Rinne and Primmer, 2015; Primmer et al., 2013;
Primmer and Furman, 2012).

The use of biodiversity arguments requires scientific knowl-
edge. As this case shows, local people were not able to effectively
argue in front of administrative bodies on the basis of biodiversity
knowledge without support from scientific staff and trained biol-
ogists. It was the co-operation between researchers and local
people that led to the sightings of the moor frog and because of
this the argumentation around species conservation gained more
power. co-operation between local ecological knowledge and sci-
entific knowledge led to an effective result in this conservation
case. In this sense the Viurusuo conflict works as an example of
science-policy interfaces and illustrates the role of local campaigns
and local people in the formulation of knowledge and science
based argumentation. On the other hand, the Viurusuo case also
shows that even if locals have a formal right to appeal and take
part in legal proceedings, they may lack the skills to formulate
effective arguments without the help of scientists. Through co-
operation with scientists local people can have an effect on deci-
sions concerning their environment. Similarly, a case study on
peatland governance in Ireland has shown that legitimacy was
derived from scientific knowledge and less from participatory
processes in public deliberations (O'Riordan et al., 2014).

In order to form effective arguments that are persuasive on
different audiences one needs to be a skilled ‘rhetor’ capable of
making effective use of existing knowledge and the target

audience, whether it is an administrative court or a local com-
munity. Cultural valuations, sense of place and lay-people’s ability
to recognize species affected the success in the conservation
conflict of the Viurusuo mire. If the biological knowledge that lay-
people hold is diminishing, it raises the question of how to en-
courage people who see themselves as separate from nature and
who do not understand the processes of nature to care for it (Atran
and Medin, 2008). Since the target audience of argumentation
formed by lay-people or policy-makers is less responsive to bio-
diversity knowledge, the arguments that highlight the benefits of
nature conservation in ES language may improve the persuasive-
ness of the argument when interacting with these audiences.
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Appendix A. List of arguments

Arguments presented only in the documents (either because
they were not mentioned in the interviews or because the stake-
holder presenting the argument was not interviewed) are
underlined.

A) Arguments against peat extraction / Vapo Ltd should not get a
permit because...:

Related to water/aqua:

...draining will destroy ponds

...dust will spoil downstream water areas

...of risk of eutrophication

...of the risk of floods

...lowering water table will destroy springs
...lowering water table will risk household water
...this project must not harm water areas
...Viurusuo is part of a larger water system

PNDLU R WN

Related to biodiversity:

9. ...this project will risk biodiversity
10. ...Viurusuo would be completely destroyed
11. ...virginity of nature will be destroyed
12. ...this project will destroy habitats
13. ...Viurusuo holds endangered biotopes
14. ...Viurusuo holds endangered species
15. ...Viurusuo holds special values for research
16. ...Viurusuo is big enough area for nature conservation
purposes
17. ...Viurusuo provides an ensemble of nature values
18. ...this project will have negative impacts to climate change

Related to public goods and/or cultural services:

19. ...of reduction of recreational value

...dust will lead to allergies

21. ...Viurusuo is important for health revitalization

22. ...it causes sadness among residents and other stakeholders
23. ...historical values will be destroyed

24. ...it will cause spiritual losses

25. ...landscape will be destroyed
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26. ...Viurusuo provides a nice ‘scentscape’

27. ...Viurusuo provides a nice soundscape

28. ...Viurusuo is a place for important memories

29. ...Viurusuo is natural capital

of the natural state of Viurusuo

..peat extraction causes noise

..this project is against public interest

..protecting Viurusuo is part of general conservation objec-
tives of mires

34. ...of the risk of reduction of habitability

35. ...of Viurusuo's special regional value

36. ...people have the right to healthy environment

Related to economics:

37. ...of unpredictable and uncontrollable risks

38. ...benefits of peat mining in Viurusuo do not override the
damages

39. ...of short lifecycle of peat extraction

40. ...dust will spoil crop

41. ...of the risk of fires

42. ...Viurusuo is too close to housing

43, ...it will reduce property value of the houses close by

44, .. this project will not offer significant employment
opportunities

45. ...it will pose a risk to regional planning

A) Arguments for peat extraction/ Peat should be extracted
because...:

46. ...it is OK to extract peat from Viurusuo

47. ...it is questionable that Viurusuo holds specific nature values
48. ...this project will not considerably harm the ponds

49. ...this project will not harm water areas

50. ...there are no endangered species in Viurusuo

51. ...Viurusuo is too small to be protected

52. ...Viurusuo does not offer anything special for research

53. ...Viurusuo is not a special habitat for birds

54. ...Viurusuo peat is economically important to VAPO

55. ...we (Vapo Ltd.) need to extract peat

A) Arguments related to the procedure:

56. Vapo Ltd. should not get a permit because alternatives to peat
industry have not been considered

57. Highest administrative court cannot solve this issues because it
does not hold authoritative power in this issue

58. Vapo Ltd’s permit should be overruled because it is based on
flawed information

59. Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because their arguments are
based on insufficient evaluation and justification

60. Vapo Ltd should not get a permit because there is lack of trust
among stakeholders

61. All the arguments here cannot be considered because this
project should be evaluated only on the basis of emissions

62. Decision cannot be reached because there is confusion about
purview of legislation
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Soidensuojelun osallistaminen
ymparistopolitiikan kokeiluna

Participatory processes of mire conservation as an environmental governance experiment

This paper presents a case study of state-driven deliberation as a form of environmental governance ex-
perimentation. The paper addresses the participatory processes during the drafting of the supplementation
programme for mire conservation. The process is analysed as a deliberative experiment in order to develop
the governance of mires and peat lands in Finland. Data consists of expert interviews, newspaper articles
and drafting documents. We study the precondition of the deliberative process to support experimental
culture using qualitative content analysis. We evaluate how and to what extent participatory processes
enable elements of experimental culture, such as dialogue, public discussion and learning, and challenge
existing policy, institutions and practices. The analysis shows that governance experiments may succeed
as long as they are applied to situations that are free of political conflict. In this case democratic principles
and nature conservation objectives acted as limiting factors to the experimental culture which links our
study to the broader critique of transformations of democracy.

Keywords: experimental environmental governance, deliberation, nature conservation, mire conservation

Johdanto

Ympiristopolitiikassa ollaan usein tekemisissa ki-
perien vastakkainasettelujen kanssa, jotka saattavat
lukkiuttaa ympiristohallinnon ja ympiristoasioi-
den edistimisen kannalta tirkeiden sidosryhmien
vilisid yhteistyGsuhteita vuosikausiksi. Huonoja
esimerkkeji autoritaariseksi koetun ympiristéhal-
linnon ja paikallisten intressien kohtaamisesta 16y-
tyy Suomen ldhihistoriassa niin Natura 2000 -ver-
koston toimeenpanossa (Borg & Paloniemi 2012;
Hiedanpid 2005) kuin vesiensuojelupolitiikassakin
(Peuhkuri 2002; Valve e al. 2013). Yhteni ratkai-
suna ongelmaan on tarjottu vastavuoroisuuteen,
osallistumiseen ja kokeiluihin perustuvien poli-
tilkkakiytintdjen kehittimistd (Hajer & Wagenaar

1. Iti-Suomen yliopisto, eetika.albrecht@uef.fi; 2. VIT Oy

2003; Bulkeley & Broto 2014). Niiti periaatteita
on sovellettu muun muassa Eteli-Suomen met-
sien suojeluohjelma METSOssa, jota on eri yh-
teyksissd tarjottu esimerkkinid vapaachtoisuuteen
perustuvan suojelun voimasta ympiristopolititkan
legitimiteetin ja maanomistajien sitoutumisen edis-
timisessd (Borg & Paloniemi 2012; Salomaa ez al.
2016). METSO-ohjelma nousi esille my6s loppu-
vuodesta 2014, kun Vihreit erosivat hallituksesta,
ja Ville Niiniston tilalle ympiéristoministerin vir-
kaan nimitetty Sanni Grahn-Laasonen (kok.) kes-
keytti edeltdjinsd aikana pitkille edenneen soiden-
suojelun tdydennysohjelman valmistelun ja asetti
tydryhmin selvittimédn, kuinka ohjelma voisi
edeti vapaachtoisten suojelumenetelmien avulla.
Ilmoitus heritti vastarintaa sekd ympirist6jirjes-



tOissd ettd ohjelmaa valmistelleissa viranomaisissa,
ja nosti esille kokeilevan ympiristépolitiikan kipu-
kohtia.

Soiden suojelua luonnehtivat perustavanlaa-
tuiset arvo- ja intressikonfliktit (Heikkild & Lind-
holm 2015). Luonnontilaisten soiden midri on
voimakkaasti vihentynyt metsitalouden ja maata-
louden ojitusten sekd turvetuotannon seuraukse-
na. Suo- ja turvemaat kattavat noin kolmanneksen
Suomen nykyisestd maapinta-alasta. Tuosta noin
8,7 miljoonan hehtaarin turvemaapinta-alasta yli
puolet on ojitettu 1950-luvulta lihtien (Ylénen
& Simola 2012; Alanen & Aapala 2015). Samalla
soiden elidlajiston ja suoluontotyyppien uhanalais-
tuminen on kiihtynyt ja nykyinen suojelualuever-
kosto ei tiitd turvaamaan suotuisaa suojelun tasoa.
Suomessa on ennen soidensuojelun tiydennysoh-
jelman toteuttamista yhteensd noin 1,26 miljoonaa
hehtaaria suojeltuja suoalueita (Alanen & Aapala
2015). Soidensuojelun perusohjelmat vahvistettiin
vuosina 1979 ja 1980 (Borg 1984, 13), ja niitd on
tiydennetty vuosina 1995 ja 2004 (Kaakinen &
Salminen 2006). Osa suojelusoista sijaitsee kan-
sallis- ja luonnonpuistoissa sekid erimaa-alueilla,
ja soidensuojeluverkostoa on tiydennetty myds
Natura 2000 -ohjelmalla ja vanhojen metsien suo-
jeluohjelmalla (Heikkild & Lindholm 2015, 186).
Deliberatiivisen hallinnan nakékulmasta soiden
suojelu on mutkikasta, silld tavoitteista ja keinoista
neuvoteltaessa osapuolten on huomioitava useita,
osin toisensa poissulkevia intressejd uhanalaisten
luontotyyppien ja lajien suojelusta metsitalouden
ja turvetuotannon tulevaisuudennikymiin seka vir-
kistysarvoihin.

Tiassd artikkelissa tarkastellaan soidensuoje-
luohjelman kokemusten perusteella kokeilevien
politiikkakaytint6jen mahdollisuuksia ja rajoitteita
ympiristonsuojelun edistimisessi. Artikkelin poh-
jana on soidensuojelun tiydennysohjelman valmis-
telun yhteydessi vuosina 2012-2015 kdytettyjen
osallistamismenetelmien analyysi. Soidensuoje-
luohjelma on tyypillinen esimerkki vuosituhannen
vaihteen jilkeen yleistyneisti sidosryhmaiyhteis-
ty6hén nojaavista luonnonvarapolititkan ohjel-
maprosesseista (Saarikoski ez a/. 2012; Valve et al.
2013). Vuorovaikutteisten kiytint6jen tavoitteena
on sekd tuoda monipuolista informaatiota politiik-
kaprosesseihin ettd sitouttaa sidosryhmia yhteisiin
tavoitteisiin ja politiikan toteutukseen (Fischer &
Forester 1993; Hajer & Wagenaar 2003).

Olemme kiinnostuneita tdssd yhteydessd vuo-
rovaikutteisten politiikkakiytintGjen potentiaalista
toimia Rokeilevan ymparistihallinnon edistdjini. Ko-
keilevalla ympiristShallinnolla viittaamme julkisen
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hallinnon pyrkimyksiin ja kykyyn edistdd kokeilu-
kulttuuria sekd tuottaa ja testata uusia toiminta-
malleja. Ymmirrimme ndin kokeilevan ymparis-
tohallinnon sekd julkisen sektorin halukkuutena
testata ja muokata sidosryhmiprosesseissa omia
toimintatapojaan (Wengle 2015) ettd kulttuurina,
joka edistdd uusien toimintamallien nopeaa ke-
hittdmistd ja pilotointia (Berg e a/. 2014). Kiinni-
timme erityisti huomiota osallistavien ja kokei-
levien menetelmien keskindiseen suhteeseen ja
pohdimme my&s vapaaehtoisuuden ja ketterien
menetelmien rajoitteita tilanteessa, jossa luonnon-
suojelutavoitteet edellyttivit laajan mittakaavan
yhdensuuntaisia ratkaisuja. Tétd kautta artikkelin
padkysymykseksi nousee, millaiseksi osallistavan
hallinnan, ohjelmallisen politiikan ja kokeilevien
kiytintSjen suhde muotoutuu soidensuojelun tiy-
dennysohjelmachdotuksen valmisteluprosessissa.
Tarkastelun tavoitteena on avata keskustelua hal-
lintokdytintdjen normatiivisten, demokraattiseen
péitoksentekoon ja ympiristonsuojeluun liittyvien
tavoitteiden ja luovien, innovatiivisten ja kekselidi-
den kiytintGjen edistimisen vilisistd jinnitteista.

Kokeileva ymparistohallinto

Tarkastelemme soidensuojeluohjelmaa esimerk-
kind deliberatiivisesta kokeilusta. Kokeilukulttuu-
ria ja sen edistimisen keinoja tutkineen Annukka
Bergin mukaan hallinto voi tukea kokeilukulttuu-
ria edistdmilld oppimista, osallistamista, julkisen
keskustelun luomista ja rakenteiden ja kiytintojen
haastamista (Berg ez a/. 2014). Kokeiluilla viitataan
usein tekemilld oppimiseen, nopeaan pilotointiin
ja ideoiden pienimuotoiseen testaamiseen kiytin-
néssd vastapainona raskaille, asiantuntijavetoisil-
le valmistelu- ja toimeenpanoprosesseille (Berg
2013). Kokeilukulttuuriin siis sisiltyy ajatus perin-
teisten toimintatapojen kyseenalaistamisesta.
Kokeilevia politiikkakiytint6ja koskeva kan-
sainvilinen tutkimuskirjallisuus keskittyykin paljon
juuri ruohonjuuritason paikallisten ratkaisujen, in-
novaatioiden ja niistd oppimisen analyysiin (Evans
2011; Bulkeley & Broto 2014). Keskustelun paino-
piste on niin ylhdiltd alaspdin ohjautuvan hallin-
non sijaan verkostomaisesta tai ruohonjuuritasolta
lahtevistd eri toimijaryhmien vuorovaikutukseen
perustuvasta ballinnasta (Kooiman 2003). Kokeile-
vasta hallinnosta puhuttaessa pddpaino on hallin-
non pyrkimyksessid edesauttaa uusien ratkaisujen
16ytimistd tukemalla kokeilemalla oppimista (Berg
et al. 2014). Ajattelutavan mukaan ymparistépolitii-
kan kokeiluja tulisi edistdd hallinnosta kisin ja siir-
tid onnistuneet kokeilut laajemman mittakaavan
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toiminnaksi. Tdssd mielessd kokeilevan hallinnon
idealla on yhtymikohtia sosioteknisten muutosten
tutkimuksessa viime vuosina paljon kiinnostusta
herittineeseen strategiseen hallintaan. Siind pyri-
tidn edistimaidn siirtymdi kestividn yhteiskuntaan
tukemalla toivottua muutosta edistdvien innovaa-
tioiden syntyi ja levidmistd (Meadowcroft 2009;
Geels & Schot 2010; Markard ez a/. 2012).
Ruohonjuuritason innovaatioiden tukemisen
lisiksi kokeilevalla hallinnolla on viitattu my6s hal-
linnon pyrkimykseen kehittid omia menettelytapo-
jaan vuorovaikutteisella testaamisella sekd edesaut-
tamalla markkinamekanismeihin perustuvia ratkai-
suja (Wengle 2015). Vuorovaikutteista hallintaa on
kuitenkin kritisoitu demokratian heikentimisestd
(Swyngedouw 2000; 2005) ja uusliberaalin luon-
nonsuojelun edistimisestd, jonka on tulkittu tie-
tyissd tapauksissa heikentivin kansalaisten hyvin-
vointia, tasa-arvoa ja suojelun tehokkuutta (Apos-
topolou ez al. 2014; Holmes & Cavanagh 2010).
Myés politiikkakdytint6jd, jotka edistdvit toimi-
vaksi todettujen mallien siirtymisti ja testaamista
toisessa kontekstissa on nimitetty kokeilevaksi hal-
linnaksi. Euroopan Unionin 2000-luvun avoimen
koordinaation mekanismia on pidetty esimerkkind
jailkimmaiisen kaltaisesta kokeilevasta hallinnasta.
Sen tavoitteena oli edistdd jisenmaiden keskindis-
td oppimisprosessia politiikka-alueilla, jossa EU:lla
ei ollut suoraa toimivaltaa yli jisenmaiden (Sabel
& Zeitlin 2010). Tdma tulkinta tuo deliberaation
edistimisen osaksi kokeilevaa hallintoa.
Toimiakseen kokeileva hallinto edellyttdd hal-
linnon ja kansalaisten vilistd vuorovaikutteisuutta,
tilaa vuorovaikutussuhteiden itseorganisoitumisel-
le ja dialogisuutta. Jinnitteitd tihdn tuo hallinnon
velvoite taata ympdristivaltion toimintaperiaatteet
sekd hyvin hallinnon periaatteet (Eckersley 2004;
Hautamaki 2004,109; Mdenpdi 2008; Andersson
2015, 65). Robyn Eckersley (2004) on hahmotellut
ympiristovaltion toimintaperiaatteita ekologisen
demokratian mallin avulla. Siti luonnehtii usko
ekomoderniin kehitykseen, vahva ympiristosidn-
tely, diskursiiviset pddtoksentekomenettelyt ja de-
moksen laajeneminen kattamaan ihmisten lisiksi
kaikki post-humanistisessa mielessd tavalla tai toi-
sella osalliset (ks. my6s Oksanen 2013; Andersson
2015, 65). Ekomodernin valtion rinnalle onkin
kehitelty utopiaa ekologisen rakennemuutoksen si-
sdistineestd kestdvistd valtiosta (Massa 2013). Til-
laista uutta ekologista demokratiaa leimaa irtautu-
minen kasvusta ja ekomodernista kehityksestd. Pi-
simmalle timad ajatus on viety degrowth-ajattelun
parissa (Schneider ezal. 2010, Petridis ez.al. 2015).
Ympiristovaltion toimintaperiaatteet ja hyvin

hallinnon periaatteet ovat osin ristiriitaisia. Hyvadn
hallintoon sisdltyy menettelyllisid oikeuksia, mu-
kaan lukien oikeus tulla kuulluksi, oikeus tutustua
asiakirjoihin sekd oikeus saada perusteltu pddtos
(Hautamiki 2004). Selvimmin timi ristiriita ilme-
nee ECE:n tiedonsaantia ja yleisén osallistumis-
oikeutta ympdristdd koskevaan piitéksentekoon
sidteleviin Arhusin sopimukseen luonnonsuoje-
lullisista syistd tehtdvissd poikkeamissa luonnon
monimuotoisuutta koskevan tiedon osalta (ks. Ok-
sanen & Kumpula 2013). Kokeilevan ympiristo-
hallinnon on tapahduttava niin, ettd se ei vaaranna
edelld mainittuja lihtékohtia.

Jatkossa puhuessamme kokeilevasta ympiris-
tohallinnosta viittaamme kokeilevuudella nimen-
omaan hallinnon haluun ja kykyyn edistdd omien
toimintatapojensa uudistumista vuorovaikuttei-
sissa prosesseissa. Parhaimmillaan kokeilevan
hallinnon lihtékohdat tdyttyvit myGs toimivissa,
deliberatiivisiin verkostoihin perustuvan hallinnan
kiytinnoissd, joissa julkiset toimijat yhdessé sidos-
ryhmien kanssa etsivit ratkaisuja esiin nousseisiin
yhteiskunnallisiin ongelmiin ja mobilisoivat resurs-
seja ongelmien ratkaisuksi (mm. Rydin & Falleth
20006). Deliberatiivisen hallinnan ja kokeilevan
hallinnan yhteydet eivit kuitenkaan vilttimattd
ole ristiriidattomat. Seuraavassa keskustelemme
hieman tarkemmin deliberaation ja kokeilujen vili-
sistd yhteyksistd ja jannitteista.

Deliberaation ja
kokeilukulttuurin edistiminen

Kokeileva ympiristohallinto voidaan nihdid osana
laajempaa, demokraattista osallistumista ja osallis-
tamista sekd deliberaatiota korostavaa ymparistohal-
linnan tutkimusperinnettd (Dryzek 2013, 15; Bick-
strand & Kronsell 2015, 12). Téssd yhteydessi tar-
koitamme deliberaatiolla osallistamisen ja vuoro-
vaikutuksen lisddmistd poliittisten instituutioiden
ulkopuolella (Habermas 1996, 305; Dryzek 2000).
Perusteena laajojen toimijajoukkojen mukaan ot-
tamiselle on nihty edustuksellisen demokratian
kyvyttdmyys vastata ympdristbongelmiin, pai-
toksenteossa hyédynnetyn tietopohjan monipuo-
listuminen, hallinnan legitimiteetin ja padtSsten
noudattamisen paraneminen sekd toimeenpanon
sujuvoituminen (Meadowcroft 2004; Bickstrand ez
al. 2010; Backtrand & Kronsell 2015, 12; 5; Zo-
grafos 2015, 79). Deliberatiivisten prosessien on
ajateltu johtavan ympiriston kannalta suotuisaan
lopputulokseen. Tistd ei kuitenkaan ole laajem-
paa empiiristd ndyttéd (Dryzek 2000; Lévbrand &
Khan 2010, 52). Politiikantutkijat Frank Fischer ja



Herbert Gottweis (2012, 7) ovat lisiksi korosta-
neet uudenlaisen keskustelu- ja oppimiskulttuurin
merkitystd hallinnan legitimiteetin lisdksi my6s in-
novatiivisen ympitistopolitiikan luomisessa.

Deliberaation on siis tarkoitus toimia padtdk-
senteon tukena. My6s Suomessa on tehty aktiivi-
sesti tyotd hallinnon avoimuuden lisidmiseksi ja
kansalaisten osallistamiseksi osana laajempaa muu-
tosta kohti yhteistyShén perustuvaa piitSksente-
koa (Mustalahti 2015). Deliberaatiokdytinnét ovat
kuitenkin herkkid yhteiskunnallisille valtasuhteil-
le. Suomessa ympiristopoliittisen pddtoksenteon
kulttuuria on kritisoitu muun muassa metsiteolli-
suuden ja energiateollisuuden teknologiavetoisten
intressien leimaamaksi (Terdviinen-Litardo 2015,
178). Tillaisessa tilanteessa vahvat, olemassa ole-
vat korporatistiset yhteistysuhteet ja vastakkain-
asettelujen pelko saattavat rajoittaa sidosryhmien
tasavertaista osallistumista deliberaatioon sekd
jarruttaa vuorovaikutusprosessien tuloksena syn-
tyneiden aloitteiden viemistd kokeilujen asteelle
(mm. Saarikoski e a/. 2012). Nopeiden kokeiluiden
tavoitteena onkin osin ohittaa raskaat ja hitaat po-
liittiset neuvotteluprosessit.

Politiikantutkija Matti Wiberg on tiivistdnyt
deliberaatioprosessin kolmeen vaiheeseen, jossa
ensin kdydéddn lipi jokin asiakokonaisuus asian-
tuntijainformaation ja tehtivinannon pohjalta ja
muodostetaan kollektiivinen arvio ja ratkaisueh-
dotukset, jonka jilkeen paitoksentekijit joko nou-
dattavat deliberaation tuloksena annettuja ratkai-
suechdotuksia tai jittdvit sen huomioitta (Wiberg
2013, 99). Toimiakseen aidosti deliberaatioprosessi
vaatii huolellista suunnittelua. Vuorovaikutuspro-
sessin sisiltd, kesto, mukaan otettavat toimijat ja
tavoitteet on midriteltdvd etukiteen (Dryzek &
Hendriks 2012). Valtakamppailujen lisidksi osallis-
tavien prosessien ongelmaksi nousee usein niiden
epiamairiinen suhde lopulliseen pddtcksentekoon
ja politiikan toimeenpanoon, joka on usein hyvin
asiantuntijavetoista (Zografos 2015). Lisiksi aito
dialogi ja ideoiden tyGstiminen vaatii aikaa ja taita-
vaa vuorovaikutusprosessin hallintaa.

Deliberatiiviset prosessit ja kokeileva hallinta
pyrkivit haastamaan ylhdiltd alaspdin johdettuja
ympiristopolitiikan kiytint6jd ja luomaan uutta
toimintakulttuuria. Tavat, jolla ne titd uudistamista
tekevit, ovat kuitenkin osin erilaiset (ks. Tauluk-
ko 1). Koska deliberatiivisten prosessien tavoit-
teena on tuoda yhteen eri ndkemyksid ja rakentaa
kompromisseja ja yhteisymmirrysti, ne ovat usein
raskaita ja hitaita. Konsensushakuisuus saattaa
my6s jarruttaa uusien radikaalien avausten mah-
dollisuutta. Kokeilujen tavoitteena on puolestaan
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Taulukko 1. Deliberaation ja kokeilukulttuurin edistiminen.
Table I. Promoting deliberation and experimental culture.

Kokeilukulttuurin
edistiminen

Deliberaation
edistiminen

Riittdvisti aikaa Nopea kiytintojen

haastaminen

Ylhiiltd alaspdin Usein ruohonjuuritason

suunniteltu toimintaa, voidaan
edistid my6s hallinnosta
kidsin

Osallistujat rajattu, Itseorganisoituva

optimaalinen
toimijajoukko

toimijajoukko

Keskustelu ja
ratkaisuvaihtoehtojen
pohtiminen

Tekemalld oppiminen ja
kiytint6jen haastaminen

Kiytintéjen uudelleen
madrittely

Uusien kiytintojen
testaaminen

Piitoksenteon tukena

Irrallaan paitoksenteosta

tuottaa nopeasti tekemilld oppien ja testaamalla
tietoa. Molempien kiytintéjen suhde edustuksel-
liseen demokratiaan ja sitd kautta demokraattiseen
kontrolliin on kiistanalainen, silli ne korostavat
osallistumisprosessiin valittujen ja niissd vahvojen
toimijoiden sekd kokeiluja valitsevien ja valmiste-
levien virkamiesten roolia. Jatkossa tarkastelemme,
kuinka kokeilevuuden ja deliberaation tavoitteet
ilmenivit soidensuojeluohjelman valmistelussa, ja
millaisia jannitteitd ja synergioita niiden vililld pal-
jastui.

Aineisto ja menetelmit

Timi tutkimus hy6dyntdd tapaustutkimusotetta,
joka mddritellddn tarkaksi ja yksityiskohtaiseksi
kuvaukseksi tutkittavasta ilmidstd (Yin 2009, 17).
Tapaustutkimus soveltuu prosessien ja tapahtuma-
kulkujen analyysiin, silld tutkimusote sallii useiden
aineistokokoonpanojen hyédyntimisen samanai-
kaisesti (Hartley 2004, 323-324; Yin 2009). Soi-
densuojelun tiydennysohjelmaprosessin valmis-
telun yhteydessi keritty tutkimusaineisto koostuu
haastattelu-, media-, sekd asiakirja-aineistoista
vuosilta 2012-2016. Haastatteluaineisto koostuu
tammi-helmikuussa 2015 keritystd 12 asiantuntija-
haastattelusta. Haastateltavat ovat tiydennysohjel-
maty6ryhmin jisenid tai osallistuneet tiydennys-
ohjelmaty6ryhmin aloitusseminaariin. Kysyimme
haastateltavilta prosessin vaiheista, tyéryhmissa
kdydyistd keskusteluista sekd soidensuojelun pe-
rusteluista ja ohjauskeinoista. Valmisteluhankkeen
valmisteluasiakirjat, kuulemisasiakirjat ja maan-
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omistajakysely on tallennettu valtioneuvoston han-
kerekisteriin (Dnro: YM027:00/2012). Analyysin
tukena kiytetty media-aineisto koostuu sanoma-
lehtiartikkeleista, tiedotteista ja blogikirjoituksista
ajalta 12.6.2014-13.2.2015. Tuona aikana julkinen
keskustelu soidensuojelun toteuttamiskeinoista oli
kiivaimmillaan. Media-aineisto koostuu Suomen
luonnonsuojeluliiton (SLL) suolistan aktiivien
toisilleen ldhettdmistd viesteistd ja on tutkijoiden
itsensd tdydentdmid. Media-aineistossa vapaaech-
toisten suojelukeinojen aiheuttama vastareaktio
korostuu, silli Sanni Grahn-Laasosen tiedote va-
paachtoisten suojelukeinojen selvittimisestd aihe-
utti voimakkaan kansalaisreaktion.

Analyysi lihtee liikkeelle tdydennysohjelman
valmisteluprosessin ja sen yhteydessi toteutetun
osallistamisen kuvauksesta. Etenemme teoria-
ohjaavan sisillénanalyysin avulla (esim. Silvasti
2014) kokeilevuuden ja deliberaation vilisen suh-
teen analyysiin. Luokittelimme aineistoa kokeilu-
kulttuurin piirteiden mukaisesti (Berg ez al. 2014).
Onnistuessaan kokeileva ympiristchallinto edel-
Iyttdd aidosti deliberatiivisia ja dialogisia kéytin-
t6jd ja edistdd timin tyyppisen toimintakulttuurin
syntymistd. Tarkastelemme jatkossa, milld tavoin
kokeilevan ympiristéhallinnon piirteet ilmenivit
soidensuojelun tiydennysohjelmahankkeen val-
mistelussa, ja pohdimme, missd méirin ohjelma-
prosessin toimintatavat tuottivat edellytyksid dia-
logille, oppimiselle seki rakenteiden ja kiytintojen
haastamiselle (zbzd.).

Soidensuojelupolitiikan valmistelussa on kiy-
tetty useamman tyyppisti osallistamista, tirkeim-
pind verkkokeskustelu, eri tahojen muodostama

asiantuntijatyéryhmi, kuulemiset valmistelun aika-
na sekd maanomistajakysely. Lisiksi ohjelman val-
mistelun seuraaminen on ollut mahdollista ympi-
ristdministerién internet-sivujen kautta, avoimessa
aloitusseminaarissa ja sidosryhmille jirjestetyssi
tyopajassa. Rajaamme tarkemman kisittelyn koh-
teiksi soidensuojelun tiydennysohjelmatyéryhmin
ja sen yhteydessd kdydyt keskustelut ja kuulemis-
menettelyt.

Osallistaminen soidensuojeluohjelmassa

Soidensuojelun tiydennysohjelmahanke kaynnis-
tyl vuonna 2012 (ks. Kuva 1). Hanketta valmiste-
lemaan kutsuttiin laajapohjainen tyéryhmai, joka
kokoontui yhteensd 36 kertaa vuosina 2012-2015
(Alanen & Aapala 2015). Ty6ryhmi koostui muun
muassa Ympiristoministerion ja Maa- ja metsi-
talousministerion edustajista, tutkimuslaitosten
edustajista (SYKE, GTK, Metsidntutkimuslaitok-
set), Metsihallituksen ja Metsidkeskusten edusta-
jista sekd maakuntahallinnon edustajista (Eteld-
Pohjanmaan ELY, Pohjois-Pohjanmaan liitto).
Vastakkaisten intressien edustajina mukana olivat
Suomen Luonnonsuojeluliiton ja Luonto-Liiton
sekd Maa- ja metsitaloustuottajain keskusliiton
edustajat. Tyéryhmad kokousti sddnnollisesti vé-
lilld 4.9.2012-7.10.2014. Ty6ryhmityé oli ym-
paristoministerivaihdoksen seurauksena tauolla
16.12.2014 asti, jolloin se kokoontui jilleen. Tyo-
ryhmin tehtivinanto siilyi samana, mutta keino-
jen osalta haettiin kompromissia (Valtioneuvosto
2012). Uutta keinovalikoimaa pohtimaan perus-
tettiin alatyéryhmi, joka kokoontui tammikuusta
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syyskuuhun vuonna 2015 yhteensd 7 kertaa (Ala-
nen & Aapala 2015). Ohjelman toteuttamisvaih-
toehdoista jirjestettiin my6s maanomistajakysely.
Tyoryhmalle haettiin jatkokautta syyskuun 2015
loppuun. Tyéryhmidin kuului ohjelman viimeises-
si vaiheessa 14 varsinaista jisentd ja 8 varajisentd,
seki alatybryhmiin 7 jisentd. Kokoonpano vaih-
teli tyéryhmityGskentelyn aikana.

Soidensuojelun tiydennysohjelmatyéryhmin
alkutehtivinanto ja esivalinta oli toteutettu virka-
tyond. Alkutehtivinanto oli selked, silli soiden-
suojelun tiydentiminen perustuu valtioneuvoston
30.8.2012 tekemidin periaatepiitokseen soiden ja
turvemaiden kiytostd ja suojelusta. Monialaisen
tyéryhmin tehtivind oli luonnonsuojelulain 7-9
§ mukaisen luonnonsuojeluohjelmaehdotuksen
valmisteleminen vuoden 2014 loppuun mennessi
(Valtioneuvosto 2012). Luonnonarvoiltaan valta-
kunnallisesti merkittdvien suokohteiden mairit-
timinen, kohdevalinta ja rajaaminen sekd ehdo-
tuksen laatiminen suojeluohjelmaan valittavien
kohteiden suojelutavoitteista ja keinoista sisaltyivit
my6s ohjelman alkuperdiseen tavoitteidenasette-
luun. Keskustelun kohteet liittyivit valintakritee-
reihin, rajaamiseen ja soidensuojelun kokonais-
pinta-alaan sekd viimeisessd vaiheessa toteuttamis-
vaihtoehtoihin.

Ohjelman tarkastelualueeksi midritettiin ym-
péristdministeridon toimeksiannossa koko maa lu-
kuun ottamatta Tunturi-Lappia ja Metsd-Lappia
sekd Peripohjolan aapasuovyohykkeen pohjois-
osaa (Alanen & Aapala 2015). Tarkastelualueen
rajaus poikkeaa soidensuojelun perusohjelman
aluerajauksesta, vaikka eteldinen Lappi on muka-
na tarkastelussa alueen soidensuojeluverkostos-
sa havaittujen tiydennystarpeiden vuoksi [H11].
Tidydennysohjelman ensimmadinen vaihe rajattiin
kidsittimidn eteldistd Suomea, jossa paineet soiden
kiyttonottoa kohtaan ovat suurimmillaan (Lind-
holm & Heikkild 2006). Ohjeistus ohjelman toteu-
tuksen vaiheistamisesta Eteli-Suomeen ja Pohjois-
Suomeen annettiin toukokuussa 2014 (Valtioneu-
vosto 2012). Tarkoituksena oli kohdentaa valtion
resursseja ensin kaikkein uhatuimmille suoalueille,
joista suurin osa sijaitsee eteldisessd Suomessa.
Pohjoisen Suomen osalta valmistelu etenisi vuo-
desta 2017 eteenpiin. Tdydennysohjelma painottui
suojelun kustannustehokkuus seki suojeluverkon
tdydennystarpeet huomioiden pienemmille, mutta
luontotyypiltddn puutteellisesti edustetuille suo-
ryhmille [H7; H12]. Soidensuojelun perusohjelma,
joka vahvistettiin vuosina 1979 ja jota tiydennet-
tiin vuonna 1981, toteutettiin laajoilla edustavilla
soilla (Borg 1984, 13). Ndmi suot eivit ole suo-
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tyyppinsi puolesta erityisen uhanalaisia.

Ohjelman SOVAL:n (laki viranomaisten suun-
nitelmien ja ohjelmien ympiristévaikutusten arvi-
oinnista) mukaisesta ymparistéarvioinnista jirjes-
tettiin kuuleminen, jonka yhteydessi jitettiin 32
mielipidettd, lausuntoa ja kannanottoa yksityis-
henkil6iden, etujirjestdjen sekd luonnonsuojelu-
jarjestojen toimesta (Valtioneuvosto 2012). Kan-
nanotoissa korostettiin, ettd maastoselvityksiin on
varattava riittivit resurssit, ja ettd aluerajaukset on
toteutettava siten, ettd rajaus siilyttdd suon ravin-
ne- ja vesitalouden sekd mahdollistaa tarvittaessa
ennallistamistoimenpiteet. Lisiksi ohjelman paino-
tus tulee kohdentaa eteldiseen Suomeen.

Jannitteet ja dialogisuus

Kiytintéjen dialogisuutta tarkastelemalla voi ar-
vioida sitd, missd midrin soidensuojeluohjelman
osallistamiskdytinnot pystyivit edesauttamaan ym-
paristohallinnon menettelytapojen vuorovaikut-
teista testaamista ja uusien kéytintdjen tuottamis-
ta. Ymmarrimme dialogisuuden monidénisyyteni,
prosessien avoimuutena ja jirjestelying, jotka mah-
dollistavat yhteistoiminnallisen merkitysten tuotta-
misen ja muiden toimijoiden nikemyksiin pereh-
tymisen (mm. Black 2008). Sidosryhmivuorovai-
kutukseen nojaavan deliberaation ongelmana on
usein keskustelun jadhmettyminen intressiryhmien
vilisiin vastakkainasetteluthin (mm. Saarikoski ez
al. 2010). Prosessi on avoin uuden kokeilemiselle
ja oppimiselle, jos ndistd intressiryhmien vilisistd
poteroista pddstidn avoimeen keskusteluyhteyteen
ja tehtivinanto jittdd tilaa yhdessd tekemiselle ja
pohtimiselle.

Ty6ryhmin ulkopuolisten tahojen osallista-
minen ja kansalaisvuorovaikutus oli huomioitu
kuulemismenettelyjen, maastokiyntien, verkkokes-
kustelun ja seminaarien toteuttamisella. Kuulemis-
kiytinnot nostivat esille muiden kuin tyéryhméssd
edustettuna olevien intressiryhmien kannanot-
toja, mutta mahdollistivat samalla ty6éryhmalle
tyérauhan. Taulukkoon 2 olemme koonneet soi-
densuojeluohjelman yhteydessi esiin nousseita,
keskeisten sidosryhmien kannanottoja, ja jatkossa
tarkastelemme, kuinka neuvottelu soidensuojelun
sisdllGistd eteni ohjelman valmistelun aikana, ja
missd asioissa sekd minkd vilineiden avulla toimi-
jat 16ysivit yhteisen pohjan keskustelulle.

Soidensuojeluohjelman varsinaisen valmiste-
luty6ryhmin jisenet kokivat soidensuojelun tiy-
dennysohjelmaty6ryhmin toimivaksi ja hyvihen-
kiseksi prosessiksi, jossa oli tilaa dialogille: "Szelli
el ollut semmosta seleesti valmiiks tehtyd pédtistd jo siiti
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Taulukko 2. Nikékantoja suojelun toteuttamiseen kuulemisen aikana.
Table 2. Stakeholder views on the implementation of nature conservation during the public hearing.

luohjelma

Maanomistaja Elinkeinoeldimi ja Luonnonsuojelu-
etujirjestot jarjestot
Suojelun toteuttaminen Vapaachtoisuus Vapaachtoisuus ja suoje- | Luonnonsuojelulain

mukainen luonnonsuoje-
luohjelma

Suojeluohjelman laajuus

100 000 ha toteutettava
ensisijaisesti vapaaehtoisin
keinoin

100 000 ha +/-suojeluat-
voiltaan merkittivimpiin
kohteisiin

100 000 ha ei riittdva
suoluonnon monimuo-
toisuuden turvaamisen
kannalta

Rajaaminen

Ei saa hankaloittaa kulkua
metsipalstoille

Ei saa aiheuttaa toimen-
piderajoituksia rajauksen
ulkopuolella

Riittdvi suon ravinne- ja
vesitalouden seki ennal-
listamistoimenpiteiden
kannalta

Kohdevalinnat Ehdotukset yksittiisen Kohdevalinnat virkatyéni, | Huomioidaan kaikkein
suon suojeluun valtakunnallisesti arvok- uhanalaisimmat suotyypit
kaimmat suot ja hyédynnetdin luonto-
tietoa
Korvauskiytinnot Tiyden korvauksen Tidyden korvauksen Korvataan puuston arvon
periaate periaate menetys
Ennallistaminen Toteutetaan maanomista- | Toteutetaan maanomista- | Toteuttaminen mahdollis-

jaldhtbisesti

jalahtoisesti taa suojeluverkostonlaa-

jentamisen

mibin paddytidn, vaan sitd tosiaan matkan varrella pystyi
kaikki jotka halus vaikuttamaan ja tekemdin siti yb-
dessa” [H7]. Prosessi koettiin siis avoimeksi kehit-
timisideoille, mutta dialogisuuden nikékulmasta
ongelmallisena nihtiin kuitenkin etujirjestéjen ja
elinkeinon harjoittajien puuttuminen tyéryhmasta.
Timi tuotiin esille myds valtioneuvoston tydryh-
min toimintaa arvioineessa kannanotossa: “Luon-
nonvaroja hyddyntivien etujarjestijen punttuminen valmis-
telutydrybmidstd ei tue avointa ja lapindkyvid ybteistyota.”
(Kannanotto, Valtioneuvosto 2012).

Yksi eniten ty6ryhmissd keskustelua aiheut-
taneista asioista olivat kohdealueiden valintakri-
teerit ja luonnontieteelliset perusteet valtakun-
nallisesti arvokkaiden kohteiden kartoittamiselle.
Vuonna 2011 valmistuneen suostrategian (Ehdo-
tus...2011) yhteydessi laaditun ja valtioneuvoston
periaatepditokselld (Valtioneuvoston...2012) vah-
vistaman suoalueiden luonnontilaisuusluokituk-
sen ei katsottu soveltuvan tyéryhmityon pohjaksi,
vaan luonnontilaluokitus koettiin turvetuotannon
ohjauskeinona. Perustecksi esitettiin, ettd uhanalai-
sia luontotyyppeja tai lajeja voi esiintyd my6s luon-
nontilaltaan muuttuneella suolla. Sen sijaan luon-
totyypit ja lajisto nousivat keskeiselle sijalle valta-
kunnallisesti arvokkaiden kohteiden arvioinneissa.

Arvioinneissa kiinnitettiin huomiota yleiseen seu-
dulliseen suoluonnon suojelu- ja ojitustilanteeseen,
ja tyoryhmityon aikana kyettiin tuottamaan uusi
arviointikriteeri, soiden alueelliset erityispiirteer [H11].
Kisite esiintyi my6s kuulemisaineistossa, josta ym-
péristéhallinto nosti valtakunnallisten kriteerien
lisiksi alueelliset erityispiirteet deliberaation koh-
teeksi.

Suotyyppien ja alueellisten erityispiirteiden
osalta asetettiin tavoitteeksi mahdollisimman kat-
tavan suojelualueverkoston saavuttaminen suh-
teessa tdydennettivdin suojelualueverkostoon.
Tiydennysohjelma-alueiden valintakriteerien
suuntausta muutettiin siten, ettd kaikkein uhan-
alaisimmat suotyypit saivat enemmin painoarvoa
”.. ja matkan varrella tosiaan suuntausta tebtiin esimer-
kiks niin, ettd ndihin kaikkein ubhanalaisimpiin luonto-
tyyppeibin soilla Riinnitetiin enemman b . [H7].
Soidensuojelun perusohjelmassa suojeltiin laajoja

aapasoita ja keidassoita, joten tdydennystarve koh-
dentui reheviin puustoisiin soihin, kalliosoihin,
luhtiin, suolaikkuverkostoihin ja rantasoihin [H11;
H7]. Pienemmit, usein eteldisessi Suomessa sijait-
sevat suokohteet ovat nykyisessd suoverkostossa
heikoimmin edustettuna.

Kohteiden valinnassa tirkedin osallistuji-



en vilisti vuorovaikutusta vilittiviin tehtividn
nousi gonation-analyysimenetelmd, jolla kaytiin
lipi luonnontieteellistd aineistoa [H2; H9; H10].
Uuden analyysimenetelmin hyoddyntimisessd oli
keskeisessd asemassa Geologian Tutkimuskeskus
GTK, silld analyysissi kaytettiin erityisesti GTK:n
tietoaineistoja, paikkatietoanalyyttisti osaamista
ja asiantuntemusta. Analyysin avulla tarkasteltiin
kohteiden luonnonarvo-ominaisuuksia, kytkeyty-
neisyytti, kustannuksia ja ennallistamispotentiaalia
ja muita arvoja siten, ettd kohteen luonnonarvot
painottuivat [H10]. Zonation-ohjelman avulla koh-
dealueet pisteytettiin ja asetettiin jirjestykseen
sen mukaan, mikd hyddyttdisi suojelualueverkos-
ton tdydentdmistd. Lisdksi tyoryhmd tuotti oman
pisteytysjirjestelmin, jolla valikoitiin lisdd koh-
teita. Ennallistettavat ja erddt muut alueet kiytiin
lipi kohta kohdalta. Kohteiden pisteyttimisessi
hy6dynnettiin tyéryhmin asiantuntemusta, mutta
kohteiden yksityiskohtainen lipikdyminen tehtiin
virkatyonid, ja tulokset esiteltiin soidensuojelun
tiydentimistyéryhmille. Dialogi oli luonnonsuo-
jelupolitiikalle tyypilliseen tapaan luonnontieteelli-
sen asiantuntijatiedon kehystamaa.

Kuten taulukosta kaksi ilmenee, kohdevalinto-
jen lisdksi suokokonaisuuksien rajaaminen jakoi
sidosryhmien mielipiteitd ja heritti keskustelua
tyoryhmissd Maa- ja metsitaloustuottajain Kes-
kusliitto MTK:n ja ympiristonsuojelujirjestdjen
edustajien vililli [H5; H11]. Maanomistajien ja
metsdtalouden intressit asettivat rajaamiselle ehto-
ja siten, ettd suojelualueella toteutettavilla ennallis-
tamistoimenpiteilld ei saa heikentdd metsitalouden
toimintaedellytyksid. Suomaan ja kivennidismaan
rajan midrittimiskriteerit sekd kivenndismaalaikut
suolla asettivat haasteita rajaamiselle, silld suon to-
pogtafiasta riippuen kohderajaus sisiltdd myos joi-
takin metreji kivenniismaata. Olemassa olevia kri-
teerejd suokokonaisuuksien rajaamiselle ei pidetty
toimivina. Ty6ryhmissi esitettiin kompromissia,
jonka mukaan "puun pituns siti kangasmaata siita suon
reunasta vois olla mukana tissa soidensugjeluobjelmassa.”
[H5]. Rajauksen osalta pdddyttiin periaatteeseen,
jonka mukaan rajauksen tulee olla niin laaja, ettd
ennallistamistoimenpiteiden toteuttaminen suolla
on mahdollista ilman, ettd naapurimaat vettyvit
[H11]. Tédssd periaatteessa huomioitiin metsita-
louden tarpeet. Samoin esitettiin, ettd rajauksen
tulee olla niin laaja, ettd suojelu rajauksen sisilld
on riittdvia, eikd rajoituksia alueen ulkopuoliselle
maankiytolle tarvitse asettaa. Lisiksi suon ennal-
listamistarve keskustelutti rajauksen yhteydessa.
Ennallistamistarve osaltaan mairittdd, kuinka pal-
jon ojitettua osaa sisillytetidn ohjelma-alueeseen
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(H11; Valtioneuvosto 2012).

Suurimmaksi kiistakapulaksi muodostui suo-
jeltavien soiden kokonaismidrd. Ohjelmavalmis-
telun lihtokohdaksi otettiin tyéryhmissi Suomen
ympiristokeskuksen arvion pohjalta 100 000 heh-
taaria suojeltua suomaata. Arvio perustuu niin sa-
nottuun laikkuaineistoon, joka sisilsi tietoja Eteld-
Suomessa yli 20 hehtaarin ja Pohjois-Suomessa
yli 50 hehtaarin laajuisista suomaista [H7]. Ohjel-
mavalmistelun yhteydessd kdytiin intressikamp-
pailu siitd, onko 100 000 hehtaaria riittivi vai ei.
Ympiristoministerié ja luonnonsuojelujirjestot
esittivit, ettd luonnonsuojeluohjelman tulisi olla
kokonaisuudessaan 100 000 hehtaaria. Luonnon-
suojelujirjestdjen mukaan suojeltavaa olisi enem-
man: ... huomattiin, ettd niitd on nyt kuitenkin jonkun
verran, ettd niistd olis se toinen mokoma tullut, jos ne ol-
tais tebty sen alfnperdisen sunnnitelman mnkaan” [HT].
Maa- ja metsitalousministerié ja maa- ja metsita-
louden etujirjestot pitivit 100 000 hehtaaria vain
arviona suojelutarpeesta, joka on toteutettavissa
muillakin kuin soidensuojeluohjelman keinoin, ku-
ten METSO-ohjelmalla, metsihallituksen muilla
suojelukeinoilla ja kaavoituksella [H10]. Toisaalta
pinta-alaa tirkeimpidnd pidettiin soidensuojelun
kustannustehokkuutta ja kansallisesti arvokkaiden
luontoarvojen suojelua [HS].

Suojelun ja turvetuotannon yhteensovittaminen
on voimakkaimmin politisoitunut soiden maan-
kiyton suunnittelun ja energiapolitiikan kysymys.
Titd ei kuitenkaan nihty deliberaation yhteydes-
si ongelmana. Soidensuojeluohjelman kohden-
taminen reheviin puustoisiin soihin, kalliosoihin,
maankohoamisrannikon uusiin soihin vihentdd
piillekkdisten maankiyttGvaatimusten todenni-
koisyytta: “Ne kohdentun niin eri alueelle, kun ajatel-
laan Etela-Suomessa, minne pitid soidensuojelua suunna-
ta ” [H1]. Turvetuotannon ohjauskeinouudistusten
vuoksi turvetuotanto suuntautuu pidasiassa jo
luonnontilansa menettineille soille. Turvetuotanto
uhkaa kuitenkin edelleen maamme suoluontoa, sil-
ld turpeennostoon on arvioitu tarvittavan 58 000
ha lisid suomaata vuoteen 2020 mennessi (Ehdo-
tus...2011; Heikkild & Lindholm 2015). Virallises-
ti turvetuotanto luokitellaan Suomessa lisidksi edel-
leen hitaasti uusiutuvaksi biomassapolttoaineeksi
(Ty6- ja elinkeinoministerié 2013). EU:n energia-
politiikan hiilineutraalisuustavoitteiden mukaan
turpeen kiytostd tulee vihitellen luopua vuoteen
2050 mennessi, silld hiilitaseeltaan turve kuuluu
uusiutumattomien polttoaineiden joukkoon.

Edellisten lisdksi metsidstys suojelualueilla on
ainainen kiistanaihe [H11]. Esimerkiksi keskuste-
lu metsdstysrajoitusten laajentamisesta luonnon-
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suojelualueilla kansallispuistojen lisdksi Natura
2000-alueille ja soidensuojeluohjelman mukaisille
alueille vuonna 2011 heritti voimakkaan vasta-
reaktion (Maaseudun tulevaisuus 2011). Metsis-
tyksesti suojelualueilla keskusteltiin laajemmin
deliberaation ulkopuolella kiytyjen sidosryhmi-
keskustelujen yhteydessd. Luonnonsuojelulain
(1096/1996, LSL) 17 a §:n mukaan metsistys on
sallittua muulla luonnonsuojelualueella, jos se ei
vaaranna alueen perustamistarkoitusta tai aiheuta
haittaa alueen muulle kiytolle. Tami poikkeaa siitd
mitd metsdstyksen toteuttamisesta kansallispuis-
tossa tai luonnonpuistossa on siddetty. Soiden-
suojelun perusohjelma-alueilla metsistys on usein
sallittu, tosin tdhdn on lukuisia poikkeuksia ja ra-
joituksia etenkin vanhojen metsien ja lehtojen suo-
jelualueiden osalta (H11; Metsihallitus 2016). Yk-
sityismaalle perustettavalla suojelualueella maan-
omistaja saa paittdd metsistyksen harjoittamisesta
silli ehdolla, ettei siten vaaranna suojelutavoitteita.
Timin vuoksi vapaachtoiset suojelukeinot voisivat
toimia paikallisen legitimiteetin lisadjana: ”Jos met-
sdstys sailyis ja lnvattais, ettd sitd ei ilman erityisen paina-
via perusteita luonnonsugfelualneella kiellettiis, niin veik-
kaisin ettd subtantuminen koko sugjeluoljelmaan munttns
olennaisesti positiivisemmaks paikallistasolla.” [H3).
Yksi eri sidosryhmitahojen intressien huo-
mioimisen tapa soidensuojelun yhteydessi liittyi
maanomistukseen ja korvauskiytintéihin, Naiden
osalta keskusteltiin, tulisiko puubiomassan lisdksi
korvata my6s turve [H2; H5; H6]. Maa- ja met-
sitaloustuottajien keskusliitto ajoi tiyden korvauk-
sen periaatetta, joka edellyttdd my6s turpeen kor-
vaamisesta sopimista suojeluneuvotteluissa maan-
omistajan kanssa. Turpeen arvon korvaaminen
olisi mahdollista kohteilla, joilla on kidynnissi tur-
vetuotannon lupaprosessi. Korvaukset toteutetaan
yleisen kdytinnén mukaan tdysimdiriisind, jolloin
korvataan puuston arvo. “Ja sitten ruvetaan neuvot-
telemaan, et tota miten homma jatkun ja Rorvanksesta
Ja rajanksesta voidaan sitten neuvotella. Se on sillilailla
aitoa vapaaehtoisuntta.” [H5]. Dialogi toteuttamisen
tavoista ja korvauksen keinoista niyttdd siis siirty-
neen tyoryhmistid julkisuuteen ja viranomaisten ja
maanomistajien etujirjestdjen valiseksi.
Soidensuojeluohjelmassa pyrittiin siis ottamaan
huomioon mahdollisimman laajasti eti sidosryhmi-
en nikemykset ja etsimidin kompromisseja jinnit-
teitd nostaneisiin kysymyksiin. Prosessi oli tietyissi
rajoissa avoin ja mahdollisti muun muassa kohde-
valintojen kriteeristjen ja rajauskriteerien marit-
telyn yhteisessd neuvotteluprosessissa. Dialogisuu-
den suhteen ongelmallista oli kuitenkin tirkeiden
luonnonvarojen hyodyntijien intressiryhmien ra-

jaaminen prosessin ulkopuolelle, miki rajoitti vah-
vasti eridvien nikemysten sovittelua ja sithen liitty-
vid oppimista osana prosessia. Kohderajauksiin ja
-kriteereihin liittyvit ryhmityon tulokset nojasivat
edelleen varsin vahvasti luonnontieteelliseen suo-
jelukriteerist6on ja olemassa oleviin soidenkiyton
yhteensovittamisen traditioihin eivitkd nostaneet
esille soiden kiyton sosioekologisen kestdvyyden
argumentteja, kuten paikallisia virkistysarvoja.
Tissd mielessd ty6 ei ollut erityisen innovatiivista
ja kokeilevaa, mutta eteni kohti tiedossa olevaa
pddmadrdd ja hyvissd hengessd. Yhdessi tyosken-
telyn historian ja yhteisen tietopohjan jakavien
sidosryhmien vililld on usein sosiaalista pddomaa,
joka edesauttaa yhteisty6ti ja oppimista ja helpot-
taa neuvotteluprosesseja. Tamin kaltainen ty6ryh-
mien koostaminen saattaa kuitenkin jarruttaa uu-
sien, innovatiivisten avausten esille nostoa, mihin
osallistujapohjan laajentaminen saattaisi tarjota
mahdollisuuden (mm. Rydin & Falleth 2006). Ti-
lanne muuttui kuitenkin radikaalisti loppuvuonna
2014, kun Vihreidt erosivat hallituksesta ydinvoi-
makohun seurauksena ja ohjelman toteuttamisesta
vastannut ymparistéministeri vaihtui.

Vapaaehtoisten
suojelumenetelmien kokeilu

Ministerivaihdoksen jilkeen soidensuojeluoh-
jelman valmistelussa seurasi kahden kuukauden
epavarmuus, jonka aikana soidensuojeluohjelmaa
valmistellut tyéryhmi ei kokoontunut. Tammi-
kuussa 2015 ympdristoministerié nimitti alatyo-
ryhmin selvittimédin vapaaehtoisen suojelun kei-
noja luonnonsuojelulain mukaisen suojeluohjel-
man rinnalle (H10; Valtioneuvosto 2012). Vaikka
siirtymidd vapaachtoisen suojelun tielle ei esitelty
hallinnollisena kokeiluna, voidaan sen toteutusta
pitdd luonnonsuojelupolititkan keinoihin liittyvini
kokeiluna, jossa metsien suojelussa aiemmin hyo-
dynnettya keinovalikoimaa testataan erityyppisessi
suojelukontekstissa. Malliksi otettiin Eteld-Suo-
men metsien monimuotoisuusohjelma METSO,
jossa yksityiset metsinomistajat tarjoavat aluettaan
joko miirdaikaiseen tai pysyviin suojeluun, ja val-
tio maksaa korvausta ohjelman mukaisesta suoje-
lusta tai luonnonhoidosta. METSO-ohjelmaa on
pilotoitu vuosina 2002-2007, ja ohjelma on onnis-
tunut toimintakaudellaan vuodesta 2008 eteenpiin
lisddmadn vuorovaikutusta hallinnon ja maanomis-
tajien vililli (Borg & Paloniemi 2012). Sithen onko
METSO lisinnyt biodiversiteetin suojelun tehok-
kuutta, on suhtauduttava kriittisesti. METSO:n on
kuitenkin katsottu lisddvin suojelun hyviksyttd-



vyyttd (Salomaa et.al 2016). Timid perustuu kan-
nustinajatteluun, jonka mukaan rahallinen korvaus
on tehokkaampi muuttamaan totuttuja toimintata-
poja kuin pakko tai moraalinen herddminen. Kan-
nustinajattelu on herittinyt my6s paljon kritiik-
kid. Markku Oksasen ja Anne Kumpulan (2008)
mukaan luonnonsuojelu ei ole ainoastaan vaihto-
ehtoinen maankiyttdmuoto, vaan se on velvoite.
Timan eettisen pohdinnan kautta tarve maksetulle
vapaachtoisuudelle poistuisi.

Vapaachtoisuuden merkitys on joka tapauk-
sessa kasvanut suomalaisessa luonnonsuojelupo-
lititkassa yleisemminkin. Natura 2000-ohjelman
aiheuttaneiden konfliktien jilkeisend aikana va-
paachtoinen metsiensuojelu METSO-ohjelman
muodossa koettiin maaseudulla luonnonsuojelun
legitimiteetin lisddjand (Hiedanpad 2005; Borg &
Paloniemi 2012). Entistd useampi maanomistaja
hyviksyy nykydin luonnonsuojelun argumentit ja
on valmis suojelemaan maisema- ja virkistysarvoja.
Lisdksi virkistyskdyton korostuminen kaupungistu-
misen seurauksena, turvetuotannon vesistovaiku-
tuksista kédyty keskustelu ja ilmastonmuutos ovat
lisinneet suojeluohjelmien legitimiteettid (H1; H4;
ks. my6s Rannikko 2010). Aiemmat kokemukset
luonnonsuojeluohjelmien toimeenpanosta ja nii-
hin liittyvit vastakkainasettelut lakisditeisen, val-
tiovetoisen suojelun ja vapaachtoisuuteen perus-
tuvan suojelun vililli ndyttivit kuitenkin edelleen
virittdvin luonnonsuojelupoliittista keskustelua
Suomessa. Tdmin vuoksi on esitetty vaatimuksia
vuorovaikutuksen sijoittumiselle varhaisempaan
vaiheeseen suunnitteluprosessia.

METSO-ohjelman kiytintéjen kokeilemi-
nen soidensuojelun yhteydessd heritti vastatintaa
sekd julkisuudessa ettd asiantuntijatyéryhmissa.
Soidensuojeluohjelman valmistelun alatyéryhma
katsoi METSO-ohjelman soveltuvan huonos-
ti sellaisenaan soidensuojeluun [H10]. Suot ovat
hydrologisia kokonaisuuksia, jotka tulee suojella
yhteniisind alueina. METSO-ohjelman kaltainen
malli soveltuisi huonosti etenkin laajempien suo-
kokonaisuuksien suojeluun, silli maanomistus
soilla on pirstaleista. Yhden suon alueella voi olla
useita kymmenid, jopa satoja eri maanomistaji-
en hallinnoimia suoalueita. Tdmidn vuoksi MET-
SOn kdytinnén, jonka mukaan kuka tahansa voi
tarjota suoaluettaan suojeluun yleisten kriteerien
puitteissa, ei katsottu soveltuvan soidensuojeluun.
Tyoéryhmin mukaan vapaaehtoisten tunnustelu-
jen perustana pitdisi olla luonnonsuojelukriteerien
mukaiset kohdevalinnat, silla sitd kautta varmiste-
taan valtakunnallisesti arvokkaiden suokohteiden
valikoituminen suojeluun. Valmista keinovalikoi-
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maa ylhailtd pdin mddriteltyjen kohteiden tiysin
vapaachtoiselle suojelulle ei kuitenkaan ollut ole-
massa, eikd uusia ohjauskeinoja ollut mahdollista
kehittdd olemassa olevan lainsddddnnén puitteissa.
METSO-ohjelman katsottiin lopulta soveltuvan
metsdisten suotyyppien kuten korpien suojeluun,
ja se valikoitui niiden suotyyppien osalta ensisijai-
seksi toteuttamiskeinoksi (Alanen & Aapala 2015).

METSO-ohjelman mahdollisuuksiin toimia
soidensuojelun tehokkaana toteuttamiskeinona
suhtauduttiin my6s luonnonsuojelujirjestdissi
kriittisesti: "METSO-objelma on tuonut hyviksyttavyyt-
1d, mutta samalla se on tuonut hirmuisesti tehottomuntta
Ja tybjakayntia” [H7]. Luonnonsuojelulain mukai-
nen luonnonsuojeluohjelma kykenisi varmemmin
turvaamaan soiden luontoarvot koko Suomessa.
Paluu luonnonsuojelulain 7-9 §:n mukaiseen luon-
nonsuojeluohjelmaan on kuitenkin osoittautunut
haasteelliseksi vapaachtoisuutta ja vuorovaikut-
teista hallintaa korostavana aikana norminpur-
kutalkoineen. Siitd huolimatta luontojirjestojen
mukaan ylhdiltd piin ohjautuvan luonnonsuojelu-
suunnittelun tarve ei ole poistunut METSO-ohjel-
man kaltaisten suojeluinnovaatioiden seurauksena.

Kevailld 2015 ELY-keskukset toteuttivat ympé-
ristdministerién toimeksiantona maanomistajaky-
selyn, jossa selvitettiin suhtautumista soidensuoje-
luun ja sen toteuttamiskeinoihin. Osallistamisessa
haluttiin edetd kohti minimitason ylittdvdd maan-
omistajien kuulemista. “Pelkkd ilmoitus tulevista kob-
teiden maastokdynneistd ei ole avointa ja lipindkyvid vuo-
rovaikutusta.” (Kannanotto, Valtioneuvosto 2012).
Timin vuoksi maanomistajille lihetettiin maan-
omistajakysely soidensuojelun toteuttamisvaihto-
chdoista. Koska lakisiteisen, luonnonsuojelulain
7 §:n mukaisen luonnonsuojeluohjelman toteut-
tamisesta luovuttiin, maanomistajien kuulemisen
sijaan toteutettiin maanomistajandkemysten selvit-
timinen vaihtoehtoisten politiikkakeinojen osalta.

Luonnonsuojelulain mukaisen luonnonsuoje-
luohjelman viimeisend toteuttamiskeinona lakiin
kirjattujen pakkolunastuksen ja toimenpidekiellon
pelko on aikaansaanut voimakkaita vastareaktioita
metsinomistajissa (Hiedanpdd 2000; Oksanen &
Kumpula 2008). My6s vapaaehtoista suojelua ja
tiyden korvauksen periaatetta kannattavissa kom-
menteissa esiintyi termi ”pakkosuojelu”. Maan-
omistajakyselyn toteuttamiseen liittyikin tavoite
lisitd suojeluohjelman vapaachtoisuutta ja sitd
kautta suojelun hyviksyttivyyttd maanomistajien
silmissd. Kyseinen tavoite istui hyvin MTK:n pyr-
kimykseen vahvistaa maanomistajien paitintival-
taa suojelukysymyksessi ja vilttid pakkosuojelua.
Luonnonsuojelujirjestéjen mukaan luonnonsuo-
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jelulain mukaisen suojeluohjelman ajautuminen
vastatuuleen vain osoittaa sen, kuinka suuri maa-
rd valtaa yksittiinen etujirjesté on saavuttanut
Suomessa: ”...varsin kapea intressi- osa_ybteiskuntaa,
niin kuin MTK ja yksittiinen uns ministerio, sitten lta-
vallaan pysaytti tan palunn normaaliin hetkend jolloin
ybteiskunnallisesti sovittu objelma piti saada maaliin en-
nen vaalgja”. [H4]. Vaaleja ennen spekuloitiin kes-
kustavetoisella hallituksella, joka todennikéisesti ei
tulisi toteuttamaan 100 000 hehtaarin lisisuojelua.
Lakisditeiseen suojeluun ei vaalien jilkeen olisi
kiytettivissd riittdvid madrdrahoja. Vuoden 2015
eduskuntavaaleissa keskusta sai vaalivoiton ja Juha
Sipilin hallituskaudella midrirahat puolitettiin
(Alanen & Aapala 2015).

Ohjelman toteutusvaihtoehtojen arvioimisen
seurauksena luovuttiin lakisddteisen luonnonsuoje-
luohjelman valmistelusta yksityismailla. Ohjelmaa
péddyttiin toteuttamaan pirstalaisesti yhdistelemal-
i koko kidytdssd olevaa suojelukeinovalikoimaa.
Soidensuojeluty6ryhmi valmisteli toimenpide-
ehdotukset erikseen valtionmaiden ja yksityismai-
den osalta. Valtionmailla noin kuudentuhannen
hehtaarin suojelu toteutettiin kevidilld 2015 ennen
eduskuntavaaleja. Lisiksi linjattiin luonnonsuoje-
lulain mukaisten suojelualuciden perustamisesta
valtionmaille sekd midriteltiin soidensuojelun tdy-
dennyskohteet Metsihallituksen hallinnassa olevil-
la maa-alueilla. Yhteensi valtionmailla toteutetaan
linjauksen mukaisesti noin 36 000 hehtaarin suoje-
lutoimenpiteet. Yksityismailla suojelu toteutetaan
aluksi METSO-kriteerit tdyttivien soiden suoje-
luneuvotteluilla. Suojelun toteutus kohdistetaan
tyoryhman valitsemiin Eteli-Suomen arvokkaisiin
suokohteisiin painottamalla luonnonarvoiltaan ar-
vokkaimpia soita, joille on kohdistumassa maan-
kiyton muutoksia, seki soihin jotka ovat merki-
tyksellisid suojeluverkoston tiydentimisen tai alu-
eellisten erityispiirteiden osalta (Alanen & Aapala
2015). Kidynnissd on siis kokeilu vapaaehtoisten
menetelmien toimivuudesta ja niiden vaikutuk-
sesta luonnonsuojelun hyviksyttivyyteen yksityis-
maiden soidensuojelussa. Jotta kokeilu toimisi op-
pimisen alustana, tulisi sen seuranta ja vaikutuksia
koskeva tiedonkeruu kuitenkin suunnitella huolel-
lisesti.

Julkinen keskustelu soidensuojelun
kokeilujen ndyttaimona

Koska soidensuojelu on merkittivd yhteiskunnal-
linen suojelukysymys, jota my6s virittdd vastak-
kainasettelujen historia ja ristiriitaiset intressit, on
selvdd, ettd sithen liittyvit tapahtumat pdityvit

helposti julkisen keskustelun kohteeksi. Tdssd mie-
lessi hallinnolliset kokeilut usein eroavat merkit-
tivisti pienimuotoisista ruohonjuuritason kokei-
luista. Julkinen keskustelu on tekijd, joka saattaa
muokata merkittivilldkin tavalla hallinnollisten ko-
keilujen toimintaympirist6d. Sen kautta kokeilujen
merkitystd pddsevit méddrittimdin uudet toimijat,
ja julkisilla areenoilla tuotetut tulkinnat kokeilujen
luonteesta saattavat yllittid. Soidensuojeluohjel-
man yhteydessd julkisuutta hyédynnettiin myG6s
avoimesti suojeluohjelman toimeenpanoon liittyvi-
en poliittisten tavoitteiden kampanjoinnissa.

Tiedotteessa, jossa Ympiristoministerié ilmoit-
ti keskeyttivinsid soidensuojeluohjelman valmis-
telutyén ja selvittivinsd mahdollisuuksia edetd
suojelussa vapaaechtoisuuden pohjalta, kiitelldidn
soidensuojelutyéryhmin ty6td ja mainitaan, ettid
METSO -ohjelmassa on saatu hyvid tuloksia met-
sien suojelussa. Tiedotteessa todetaan:

"los rakennamme maanomistajien kanssa hy-

vid ybteistyitd vapaaebtoisunden pobjalta, rakennamme
samalla lnottamusta ja positiivista asennetta lnonnonsuo-
Jelna kobtaan. Titd asennetta me tarvitsemme, silli Suo-
men lnonnosta ja ympdristista huolehdinmme me kaikki
ybdessd. VastakRainasettelun sijaan etsitian nutta tapaa
toimia: yhteistyotd ja vapaaebtoista tahtoa toteuttaa soiden-
sugjelntavoitteet.” (Y mpiristoministeric 2014).

Saman iltapdivin aikana MTK antoi tiedotteen,
jossa kiiteltiin ympdristoministerin toimintaa: ..
Grabn-Laasosen tamdnpdiviinen ulostulo on mitd par-
hain lnonnonsuojeluteko, silld se parantaa lnonnonsnojelun
hyviksyttavyytta maanomistajien keskundessa.” (MTK
2014). Tiedotteiden samanaikaisuus heritti medi-
assa poliittisen spekulaation ympiristoministerin
ja MTK:n kytkéksestd (Kouvolan Sanomat 2014).

Kansalaiskeskustelu toteuttamisvaihtoehdoista
jatkui vilkkaana ldpi syksyn vuonna 2014. Vasta-
reaktiona vapaachtoisen suojelun selvittimistavoit-
teelle etenkin luonnonsuojeluviki aktivoitui: “Ny#
kun_ympdristoministerikin on asettunut lnonnon vastapmo-
lelle, on syyté tiivistid rintamaa pubtaan lnonnon puolesta
taistelunn.” (mielipidekirjoitus, Keskisuomalainen
2014). Luonnonsuojeluliiton aluejitjestdjen edus-
tajat himmastelivit suojelun laittamista jaihin” ja
”pakkosuojelu” -sanan kiytto4 julkisessa keskuste-
lussa (Radio Pori 2014; Eteld-Saimaa 2014; Kymen
Sanomat 2015). Julkisuudessa esitettiin toiveita oh-
jelman nopeasta toteuttamisesta ja esitettiin huoli
soidensuojelutyéryhmin valmistelutyén sivuut-
tamisesta: [ uosia valmistellun soidensugjeluohjelman
ydin on arvokkaimpien suoalueiden kokonaisuus, jossa
on huomioitn myds verkoston kytkeytyvyys.” (Helsingin
Sanomat 2014). Samoin tehtdvinannon muuttumi-
sen seurauksena soidensuojelutydryhmassa vallitsi



epatietoisuus “on ollut semmoista epdtietoista tissa ryb-
mdssd, ettd mitenkd tdssa mennadin eteenpain” [H12).

Julkisuus on aivan erityinen poliittisen toimin-
nan areena, jossa dialogi ja argumentointi tapahtu-
vat eri logiikalla kuin suljetuissa tyéryhmissa (mm.
Hajer 2009). Lehtien mielipidepalstat ja blogien
tapainen kansalaisjournalismi, puhumattakaan
sosiaalisen median suomista suoran vuorovaiku-
tuksen mahdollisuuksista, muodostavat kansalais-
osallistumisen areenan, jota kautta poliitikkojen
lisdksi my0s yksittdiset kansalaiset ja mielipidevai-
kuttajat voivat tuoda kantojaan nikyville (Hokka-
nen 2004). Kirjallisiin kuulemisiin sekd deliberaa-
tiofoorumeihin verrattuna median kautta esitetyt
kannanotot on suunnattu suuremmalle yleisolle.
Niiden tavoitteena on kansalaisten tiedontarpeen
tyydyttdimisen lisiksi julkisen mielipiteen muok-
kaaminen, ja puheenvuoroissa esitetidin myds
kirkkiiti kommentteja.

Mediassa soidensuojeluohjelman suunnan-

muutos esitettiinkin alusta asti poliittisesti hyvin
polarisoituneena kysymyksend, ja yhdessd oppi-
misen ja kehittimisen sijaan soidensuojelu alkoi
mairittyd konfliktina. Lakisditeinen suojelu ja va-
paachtoinen suojelu asetettiin selkedsti vastakkain
soidensuojeluun liittyvissd uutisoinneissa eikd uu-
tisoinneissa juuri haettu kompromisseja ddripdiden
vililtd. Soidensuojeluohjelman julkisuuskonfliktin
syntymiseen vaikuttivat pidivinpolitiikan lisiksi
my6s suojelupolitiikkaa vaivanneet vuosikymme-
nien jannitteet (Heikkild & Lindholm 2015).
"Koko ympdristiliikkeen olemassaolon ajan, niin toki
maanomistajat on, niin kuin intressirybmdt on. . .niin toki
he on syystd varmasti vuosikymmenet vastustaneet hyvin eri
keinoin yhteiskunnassa tehtyd suojelua, joka sitten vihen-
tiad maanomistajan vaikutusvaltaa”. [H4).

Soidensuojelutyéryhmissd vastaavaa vastak-
kainasettelua ei ollut “valmisteluprosessina tai oli
harvinaisen hyvd ja toimiva” [H7]|. Mediakeskustelu
ei ndin ollen ollut omiaan edesauttamaan soiden-
suojeluohjelman valmistelun dialogia. Sen sijaan
mediakeskustelu oli tirkedssi roolissa soidensuoje-
lupolititkan niyttimond ja tarjosi areenan vapaaeh-
toisten toteuttamiskeinojen kritiikille.

Lakisditeisen ja vapaachtoisen suojelun vilisen
vastakkainasettelun lisdksi mediassa esitettiin my6s
vahvoja epiilyji siitd, ettd tydryhmity6 sivautettiin
ja sen ty6 jai politikoinnin jalkoihin. "Kuusi vuotta
valmistelutyotd takana voidaan jattia aika kevyen ndikoi-
sesti lepdidmiddn kun edessi on kunsi kuukantta vaalityo-
td pdadaministeripuolueen asemasta” (Karjalainen 2014).
Kokoomuksen arveltiin poliittisen teatteriesityksen
avulla tavoittelevan maaseudun maanomistajien
hyviksyntii ja ldhettdvin samalla piiloviestid Kes-
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kustalle (Yle 2014). Tapahtuman arveltiin my6s
arsyttivin oppositiopuolueista etenkin SDP:td ja
Vihreitd. Demari-lehden piikirjoituksessa arvel-
tiin vapaachtoisen soidensuojelun olevan osa ko-
koomuslaista norminpurkuintoa (Demari 2014).
Epdilyt soidensuojeluohjelman keskeyttimisen yh-
teyksistd lihestyviin eduskuntavaaleihin ilmensivit
laajemminkin esiintyvdd kritiikkid edustukselliseen
demokratiaan perustuvan padtéksentekojirjestel-
min kyvyttomyydestd vastata pitkdjinteistd tyotd
vaativiin ymparistdongelmiin (mm. mielipidekir-
joitus, Kymen Sanomat 2015). Edustuksellisen de-
mokratian vaalikausien mukaan rytmittyvi tempoi-
levuus sai kritiikkid my6s haastateltavilta: “Tamd
Pitkd linja pitiis aina pitid mielessd vaikka ballitukset
vaihtun” [H1].

Koska vapaaehtoisuuteen perustuva suojelu
pédosin leimautui julkisessa keskustelussa poliittis-
ten intressien edistimiseksi, ei julkisilla areenoilla
pystytty esittimdin nikemyksid siitd, minkilaista
uutta tietoa luonnonsuojelun edistimisen kiytin-
noistd kokeilu voisi mahdollisesti tuottaa. Annuk-
ka Berg on nimennyt julkisen keskustelun herattd-
misen yhdeksi kokeilevan hallinnon paitavoitteis-
ta (Berg et al. 2014). Poliittisesti konfliktiherkissd
tilanteissa julkinen keskustelu saattaa kuitenkin
my6s rajoittaa kokeiluista oppimista tuottamalla
kirjistyksid ja uusintamalla vanhoja vastakkainaset-
teluja. Kokeilevien kiytintdjen, julkisen keskuste-
lun ja kokeiluista oppimisen vilinen suhde on mo-
nimutkainen ja saattaa vaihdella tilannekohtaisesti
paljonkin. On perusteltua viittdd, ettd toimiakseen
oppimisen vilineend kokeilut tulisi suunnitella
huolellisesti ja niistd tulisi tiedottaa avoimesti. Soi-
densuojeluohjelman tapauksessa viestinndn pii-
paino oli testatun polititkkavélineen sijaan paatok-
senteon taustalla olevissa poliittisissa intresseissa.

Padtelmat

Tarkastelimme edelld soidensuojelun tiydennys-
ohjelman toteutumista kokeilevien kiytintojen
nikoékulmasta. Tunnistimme kokeilevan hallinnon
piirteitd sekd soidensuojeluohjelman valmistelun
laajassa, deliberatiivisessa osallistumisprosessissa
ettd pditOksessi luopua lakisddteisestd suojelusta
yksityismailla ja ottaa kiytt66n vapaachtoisen suo-
jelun menetelmit. Jilkimmadistd padtostd ei suun-
niteltu kokeiluksi, mutta kdytinnoéssi se kidynnisti
testin vapaaehtoisuuteen perustuvien vilineiden
toimivuudesta soidensuojelussa. Soidensuojeluoh-
jelmaa koskeva tarkastelu toi selvisti esille ongel-
mia, joita kokeilevien kiytintSjen soveltamiseen
liittyy silloin, kun ollaan tekemisissd konfliktialt-
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tiiden yhteiskunnallisten ilmiiden kanssa. Ongel-
mat liittyvit sekd valmistelun demokraattisuuteen
ettd suojelutavoitteiden turvaamiseen.

Soidensuojeluohjelmaa valmisteltiin laajassa
osallistumisprosessissa, jossa sidosryhmit hyvissi
yhteistyOssd kokosivat tietoa ja kehittivit uuden-
laista kriteerist6d suojeluohjelman toteutukseen.
Vuorovaikutusprosessin lopputulos oli avoin, mut-
ta vain tietyissd, ennalta asetetun suojelutavoitteen
asettamissa raameissa. Samoin osallistujajoukko ja
osallistumisen muodot olivat hallinnon toimesta
rajatut. Deliberaatio kykeni tuottamaan ratkaisuja
suojeluohjelman toteutukseen, mutta avoimeksi jai
se, kuinka vahvasti prosessi haastoi olemassa ole-
via ja vahvasti luonnontieteelliseen asiantuntijuu-
teen nojaavia hallinnon kiytint6jd. Selvisti nousi
joka tapauksessa esille tyytymattomyys siihen, ettd
tirkeitd sidosryhmid oli jitetty valmistelutyén ul-
kopuolelle. Deliberatiivisten ja kokeilevien kay-
tintéjen yhteydessd onkin esitetty huoli padtok-
senteon entistd laajamittaisemmasta siirtymisestd
demokraattisen kontrollin ulottumattomiin (Swyn-
gedouw 2007; Blihdorn 2013).

Sekid vuorovaikutteisen ettd kokeilevan hal-
linnon vaarana on lisiksi se, ettd osallistavat kiy-
tinnot aktivoivat vain yksittdisid kansalaisryhmii,
jotka osallistuvat aktiivisesti my6s polititkan muilla
areenoilla. Toimijajoukon rajaaminen saattaa kui-
tenkin paradoksaalisesti olla asia, joka edesauttaa
nopeiden kokeilujen toteuttamista ohittaessaan
raskaat ja usein aikaa vievit neuvotteluprosessit.
Jotta viltettdisiin tilanne, jossa kokeilevat kaytin-
n6t edesauttavat ennen kaikkea vahvojen toimija-
tahojen omia kehittdmistavoitteita, tulisi kokeilu-
jen yhteiskunnalliset oppimistavoitteet ja niiden
seuranta suunnitella ja toteuttaa huolellisesti.

Soidensuojeluohjelman keskeyttiminen ja va-
paachtoisen suojelun kokeilu yksityismaiden soi-
densuojelussa nosti kitjistetysti esille deliberatii-
visen demokratian ja edustuksellisen demokratian
vilisen jidnnitteisen suhteen myos toisesta niko-
kulmasta. Asiantuntijatyéryhmin, kuulemisten
ja maanomistajakyselyn tulokset nayttivit jadvin
eduskuntavaalien alla kdydyn politiikan valtapelin
jalkoihin. Ty6ryhmin ponnistelut sivuutettiin ja
piitoksenteko nojautui maanomistajien intressei-
hin. Vuorovaikutteiset prosessit koetaankin usein
turhauttaviksi, koska ne ovat aikaa vievid, tulok-
siltaan heikkoja ja poliittisesti sivuutettavissa (Zo-
grafos 2015). Edustuksellisen demokratian osalta
politiikan teko on usein lyhytjinteisti toimintaa,
jossa tavoitellaan parempaa vaalitulosta seuraavalle
vaalikaudelle. Ympiristbongelmien ratkaiseminen
vaatii kuitenkin pitkdjinteisempdd suunnittelua

kuin edustuksellisen jdrjestelmin lyhytjinteisyyden
vuoksi usein saavutetaan. Joka tapauksessa on sel-
vid, ettd edustuksellinen demokratia, deliberatiivi-
set kdytinnot ja nopeat kokeilut toimivat erilaisilla
vuorovaikutuksen, neuvottelujen ja oppimisen
logiikoilla ja rytmeilld: ndiden yhteensovittaminen
ei ole vaivatonta. Mikili kokeilevaa ympiristohal-
lintoa halutaan edistdi, nididen keskiniisid suhteita
pitdisi tapauskohtaisesti selkiyttia.

Pitkddn valmistellun soidensuojeluohjelman
keskeyttiminen ja siirtyminen kokeilemaan va-
paachtoisia suojelumenetelmid yksityismailla nosti
my06s esille kysymyksen siitd, millaisten asioiden
yhteydessi kokeilevia menetelmid on perusteltua ja
mielekdsti toteuttaa. Vapaachtoisuuden seurauk-
sena soidensuojelun tavoitteet saattavat vaaran-
tua. Voidaan siis perustellusti kysyd, toteuttaako
kokeilu hyvin hallinnon periaatteita ja turvaako
se ympiristohallinnon toimintaedellytyksia. Hyvin
suunniteltujen kokeilujen avulla on mahdollisuus
kehittdd hallinnon toimintatapoja ja integroida uu-
sia toimijoita mukaan tihin kehitysty6hon. Mikali
ympiristOtavoitteista halutaan pitdd kiinni, kokei-
lut pitdisi kuitenkin raamittaa niin, ettd ne kohden-
tuvat suojelun keinoihin tavoitteita vaarantamatta.
Tavoista, joilla tuetaan timin kaltaista kokeilukult-
tuuria, kaivattaisiin edelleen lisatutkimusta.
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DISCURSIVE STRUGGLE AND AGENCY —

UPDATING THE FINNISH PEATLAND CONSERVATION NETWORK

Peatlands, referred to as mires, cover about one-third of Finnish land area. This paper
explores the process of updating the peatland conservation network in Finland as a
discursive struggle over regulatory and voluntary policy means for nature conserva-
tion. This study employs discourse analysis to evaluate the role of discourse in the
context of Finnish Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme, which was drafted
from 2012 to 2015. It also applies the concept of discursive agency to reveal how agents
actively seek to gain legitimate speaker positions and influence policy outcomes as
they rely on existing discourses. The empirical data consists of expert interviews,
newspaper articles and policy documents. The results indicate that the discourses
of “‘maintenance of biodiversity’, ‘regulatory program’, ‘voluntary conservation” and
“participatory approach’ influence the peatland conservation policy. Additionally,
discursive agency is achieved through hegemonic discourse and a consensus seeking
argumentation strategy that rely on keywords, such voluntary and sustainability.

Keywords: discursive struggle, discursive agency, conservation policy, peatland conservation

1 INTRODUCTION

Peatlands such as bogs and fens, also referred to as mires in Finland (Seppa 2002),
are under pressure from agriculture, forestry and the utilization of peat as a cheap
and local energy source. Peatlands cover about 9.6 million hectares, or one-third of
Finland’s land area (Kaakinen & Salminen 2006). This paper studies the process of
updating the Finnish mire conservation network between 2012 and 2015 in the Sup-
plemental Mire Conservation Programme (SMCP). Before the network was updated
1.12 million hectares of mires and peatlands were protected; about 13% of all Finnish
peatlands (Alanen & Aapala 2015). The National Mire Conservation Programme was
prepared in 1979 and implemented in 1981 (Kaakinen & Salminen 2006). Since then
the program has been evaluated twice, in 1995 and 2004, and new areas have been
protected through the Natura 2000 network. The need to update the conservation
network is evident especially in the southern part of Finland where many mire types
are degraded and the land use pressure is high.

In this paper, policy making is studied as an ongoing discursive struggle over
the definition and framing of the problem, public understanding of the issues and
shared meanings which motivate action (Stone 2002; Fischer & Gottweis 2012). Here,
the discursive struggle occurred over the establishment of a conservation between
proponents of a regulatory program and those who favored a voluntary one. The
legitimacy of so-called conventional nature conservation has been problematized
in the past with the implementation of the Natura 2000 network (Hiedanpaa 2005).
The regulatory solution would establish new conservation areas, whereas voluntary
policy means have been advocated as a response to legitimacy issues. Additionally,
Finland has been actively developing market-based and voluntary environmental
policy instruments, which are inclusive towards the forest owners (Jordan et al.
2003; Paloniemi & Vilja 2009; Primmer et al. 2013). The voluntary policy solution
that the SMCP eventually followed was initially introduced with the conservation
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model of the National Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland (MET-
SO) (Hiedanpaa 2002; Paloniemi & Vilja 2009; Primmer et al. 2013). This voluntary
model, which allows private forest owners to establish 10-year conservation con-
tracts, has become an established practice in Finland (Primmer et al. 2013).

The aim of this paper is to reveal the discourses and the role of agents in the nature
conservation policy process intended to update the Finnish peatland conservation
network. The working group for the SMCP, was an expert forum to discuss the selec-
tion criteria for conservation areas and policy solutions. This working group followed
the idea of inclusive policy making in network governance (Saarikoski et al. 2012;
Serensen & Torfing 2016). Additionally, this paper aims to reveal who participates in
the construction of Finnish peatland conservation discourses and what kind of argu-
mentative “building blocks” these discourses employ. The main research questions
in this paper are:

a) What was the role of different policy discourses and agency in the process of draft-
ing the Supplemental Mire Conservation Programme in Finland?

b) Which powerful discourses did the agents rely on in order to gain discursive agency
and persuade others to support their preferred policy solutions?

¢) How did this influence the outcome of the process?

2 DISCURSIVE STRUGGLE AND
DISCURSIVE AGENCY

Discourse analysis is a well-established approach in environmental politics because
it is suitable for the analysis of complex interactions in policy processes (Sharp &
Richardson 2001; Hajer & Versteeg 2005; Kleinsmit et al. 2009; O’Riordan et al. 2015).
Discourse is an articulatory practice that organizes social relations and consequently
shapes identities and constructs power relations (Laclau & Mouffe 1985; Howarth
2010). These discursive structures are always interpreted by the researcher (Laclau &
Moulffe 1985; Leipold & Winkel 2016b) and discourse analysis builds on Foucault’s
post-structural theory. For discourse analysts, language use is action which is always
socially and historically situated in a dialectical relationship with the social context,
being both constitutive of and constituted by it (Fairclough 1993; Hajer 1995); although
drawing on this ‘linguistic approach’ requires recognition that these processes have
both discursive and material consequences.

Discourse analysis often focuses on moments where discursive patterns or routines
are broken up in a moment of dislocation (Hajer & Versteeg 2005). These moments
of ‘dislocation” enable the analysis of power and contestation in a discursive struggle
(Rydin 2003; Hajer & Versteeg 2005). This paper analyzes a moment of ‘dislocation’ in
Finnish nature conservation policy - the policy process of updating the SMCP in Fin-
land, which was drafted between 2012 and 2015 (Alanen & Aapala 2015). What makes
this an interesting example of dislocation in environmental politics is the change in
political settings during the policy process that allowed the discursive struggle to
emerge. In a discursive struggle agents take subject positions and rely on existing
discourses to produce storylines, which are strategies to gain discursive agency. Sto-
rylines have been defined as, “discursive practices of condensed narratives that guide
a policy process over time” (Hajer 2005, 448). Storylines reduce the complexity of



environmental problems and produce meaningful policy interventions (Hajer 2005;
Terdvainen 2010), but they do not require mutual understanding or coherence among
agents.

This article focuses on how agents seek to legitimate their speaker positions and
arguments through discursive agency (Leipold & Winkel 2016a; Leipold & Winkel
2016 b). With this emphasis, the paper continues interest in how various actors ex-
ercise power by drawing on existing discourses and how these existing discourses
shape agency (Hajer & Versteeg 2005; Leipold & Winkler 2016b). Compared to the
more established approach of critical discourse analysis (Fairclough 1993; 2010), the
discursive agency approach has been less tested empirically. While critical discourse
analysis studies the reproducing and changing aspects of discourse and how this
change occurs — revealing power asymmetries and critically examining the relation-
ship between power and society (Fairclough 1993; Takala et.al. 2017), the discursive
agency approach recognizes the role of agents, which aim to gain acknowledged
speaker positions within the dialectical process relying on hegemonic discourses and
shaping discourse through agency (Leipold & Winkel 2016a). The aim to legitimate
oneself as a relevant speaker can be achieved through strategic action in terms of
relevant subject positions to the policy issue (Leipold & Winkel 2016a), positioning
oneself within competing storylines or by strategic practices of argumentation. In
speaking situations agency is mainly recognized as human speaking objects, such as
experts, government officials or members of the public, although ‘discourse ethics’
calls for the need to recognize non-human entities (Eckersley 1999; Dryzek 2013, 18).

Discursive agency is also about power relations (Leipold & Winkel 2016a). The
concept of power has also been conceptualized through institutional and ideational
power (Carstensen & Schmidt 2016). Institutional power refers to attempts by actors
to achieve their objectives or control others through formal and informal institutions,
whereas ideational power has been conceptualized as the capacity of actors to influ-
ence ones normative and cognitive beliefs through the use ideational elements (ibid).
This paper combines the authoritarian understanding of power and the power em-
bedded in discourse as it assumes that the speaking position, which is perceived as
legitimate, is achieved through strategic practices of argumentation or participation
in ‘legitimate discourse’.

3 CASE STUDY, MATERIALS AND
METHODS

This work is based on a case study. Case study research is a qualitative research
strategy that may combine different sources of data (Yin 2003; Hartley 2004). The
working group for supplemental mire conservation consisted of 17 full members and
9 substitute members selected by the Ministry of the Environment. While these agents
represent various institutions, interests and voices, they were expected to collaborate
and set aside their institutional affiliations in the deliberative forum. The meetings
of the working group took place between September 4, 2012 and September 30, 2015
(Alanen & Aapala 2015). The process was led by the Ministry of Environment, which
invited a government initiated forum to deliberate on the mire conservation objectives.
The aim of this working group was to define criteria for the selection of conservation

121



122

areas, select areas with high nature values and discuss the policy and implementation
measures of the SMCP. The working group specified areas where conservation needs
were most urgent, decided on selection criteria for areas of high nature value and the
methods to develop scientific evidence in areas with high nature value. Subsequently,
the first phase of the program concentrated on southern Finland.

Initially the working group was supposed to create a mire conservation program
according to the Finnish Nature Conservation Act. This objective changed when the
political setting shifted. In the beginning of the process the Government of Finland
had a Minister of the Environment from the Green Party. In the autumn of 2014 the
Greens stepped down from the government because of a disagreement over the de-
cision to build more nuclear power plants. On September 26 the ministerial position
was filled by a politician from the National Coalition Party, which is a centre-right
pro-Europe liberal party (Yle 2014). Voluntary nature conservation became the pol-
icy solution advocated for by the new Minister of the Environment and the new
task of the working group was to define suitable policy means to improve voluntary
measures. In addition, a sub-working group was selected to evaluate the policy
instruments for mire conservation before the actual working group was allowed to
continue the selection of conservation areas.

The data for this article consists of semi-structured interviews, public policy doc-
uments and relevant newspaper articles. First, the agents involved in drafting the
SMCP were identified from the document material, which are publicly available on the
Finnish Council of State web-page under the project YM027:00/2012. This web-folder
includes the minutes from the working group, 22 public hearing documents and 81
responses to the call for comments on the proposal. After identifying relevant agents,
23 professionals were contacted for interviews and 12 semi-structured interviews were
conducted in January and February 2015. These interviewees were either participants
in the working group or representatives of interest groups that took part in the semi-
nars or workshops organized by the Ministry of the Environment. Interviewees were
asked to describe the process, including what topics and policy solutions for mire
conservation were discussed in the working group. All interviews were recorded
and transcribed in full. The interview transcripts and document material were coded
following qualitative content analysis. Furthermore 35 newspaper articles, fact sheets
and blog posts from June 12, 2014 to February 13, 2015 support the analysis.

The discourse analysis was carried out in two phases. In phase one analysis of the
arguments applied throughout the discursive struggle was conducted. In this phase 207
arguments presented by 22 stakeholders were identified from the document material
and the interview data. The arguments were verified with qualitative content analysis
from newspaper material, which also focused on the arguments employed to persuade
others. Based on this, four coherent storylines that demonstrate how agents employ
strategic practices of language and argumentation and aim to gain discursive agency to
influence the outcome were identified. In phase two the outcome of the process, which
was published as a draft report in 2015, was analyzed.



4 ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

4.1 THE DISCOURSES OF MIRE CONSERVATION

The moment of discursive opening, wherein the struggle over the content and defi-
nition of the mire conservation policy occurred, allows us to scrutinize the role of
discourses, agents and arguments, and how they constitute discursive agency in the
process of updating the content of the Finnish mire conservation network. The inter-
views for this study took place in the middle of the process where the voluntary and
regulatory means for mire conservation were contested. At that point the outcome of
the process was unclear, which allows us to look for storylines and other discursive
elements in the struggle over the means of the SMCP.

The four discourse categories of “‘maintenance of biodiversity’, ‘regulatory pro-
gram’, “voluntary conservation’ and “participatory’ summarize the values and argu-
ments of each discursive agency (Table 1). The agents employ each other’s arguments,
some of which belong to multiple discourse categories. Due to this, discourse analysis
is always artificial and related to the researcher’s interpretation. However, analyses
of discourses and discursive agency reveal strategies to gain power and influence the
outcome in a particular speaking situation. Within these storylines the agents employ
arguments in a coherent way in order to shape policy meanings, interpretations and
the outcome.

a.Maintenance of biodiversity

This discourse highlights the improvement of nature conservation networks, main-
taining ecosystem structure and functionality, achieving the favorable status of nature
conservation and protecting mires as hydrological units (Interviews 4 & 7; Finnish
Council of State 2012). International biodiversity targets, protecting habitats and spe-
cies and returning the ecological health of wetlands were represented as infallible
targets requiring action. The discursive agency here consists of nature conservation
associations and the regional environmental administration. They argued that state
driven regulatory measures are necessary to achieve biodiversity targets. Under this
discourse category, the agents employed the professional vocabulary of nature con-
servation, which included terms such as conservation network, ecosystem structure
and functionality, and nature or habitat type:
“The biodiversity indicators of Finnish nature, [...] conditions that can not be reduced to
endangered nature types and endangered single species, [...] these indicators are alarm-
ingly red, which means mire biodiversity is declining. So this is basically the scientific fact
that many stakeholders have systematically emphasized” (Interview 4).
Recreational values, such as berry picking and bird watching, were also emphasized
within this discourse. This reflects the middle-class, recreational background of the
conservation movement. Characteristic to the Finnish nature conservation movement
is that it has been in the hands of experts and has institutionalized over time (Kaakinen
& Salminen 2006). Climate change, although it was mentioned did not play a major
role within this discourse (Interviews 4, 5 & 7). Yet, climate change is an important
argument for peatland conservation on a global scale (Joosten et al. 2012). Water pol-
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lution control and water quality targets, which have been highlighted in Finnish peat-
land conflicts (Albrecht & Ratamaki 2016), were major concerns within this discourse
category (Interviews 4, 5 &7). Additionally, the ecosystem services emphasized by this
discourse were water resources, flood control, and carbon sequestration and storage.

b. Regulatory program

Central to this discourse was the willingness to proceed according to the Finnish Na-
ture Conservation Act (1096/1996; paragraphs 7-9 and 50-54). The European Habitats
Directive (92/43/EEC), which has been implemented by the Finnish Nature Conser-
vation Act, aims at the favorable conservation status of natural habitats and species.
This was linked to the effectiveness of a top-down approach, as ‘traditional” nature
conservation would most likely lead to a sufficient outcome. Thus, a mire conservation
program adhering to the Environmental Protection Act would be the most cost-effec-
tive solution to reach the SMCP objectives because it would lead to an environmentally
preferable result (Interviews 4 & 7). The argument here is that conservation targets are
better achieved through centralized administration and expert analysis:

“It is crystal clear for us that there is a need for this type of nature conservation planning,

the so-called conventional nature conservation which is approved by the Council of State”

(Interview 4).
It appears that this discourse builds on administrative rationalism, which relies on
the institutionalized problem solving of the government agencies, expert panels and
regional administration (Dryzek 2013, 20). The regulatory solution was the basis of the
SMCP, before the Minister of the Environment from the Green Party (Ville Niinisto) re-
signed. As aregulatory conservation program, the selection of areas with conservation
values of national significance should be carried out with appropriate methodology
and the resulting program should consist of nationally significant wetland areas to
be purchased for permanent conservation. Mires are hydrological units that should
be integrated in the program as a whole.

Additionally, this discourse emphasized that hearing procedures are already at
a good standard and follow regulations on social and environmental impact assess-
ments (Social Impact Assessment Act (200/2005) & Environmental Impact Assessment
Act (468/1994)). The resources of the Centres for Economic Development, Transport
and Environment are limited, which is why they see additional landowner question-
naires as an extra burden for the regional administration.

c. Voluntary conservation

This discourse emphasized a voluntary conservation model, especially on private
land. In this model, mire conservation should be approached voluntarily because
of the lessons learned from previous conservation conflicts. The implementation of
previous conservation programs, such as Natura 2000, provoked negative reactions
among forest industries and forest owners as the program did not fit with existing
national and regional governance practices (Hiedanpaa, 2005). This discourse argued
that the conservation model for mires should follow the national forest biodiversity
program for southern Finland, METSO, which introduced a voluntary approach to
forest conservation (Borg & Paloniemi, 2012; Primmer et al. 2013). These agents per-



ceived the ‘new’ conservation solutions as a way to build legitimacy for conservation
and solve the conflict between individual property rights and nature conservation as
a public good.

The discursive agency here consists of expert organizations representing landowner
and forest owner interests as well as forest industries. Peat extractors did not take part
in the drafting process of the SMCP, but they may have influenced the policy process
indirectly. What is noteworthy here is that these agents were not against mire conserva-
tion but called for more innovative solutions to improve biodiversity targets that would
not hinder the developments in the bioeconomy:

“That type of symmetry or equilibrium and action that allows the development of the bio-

economy as a leading economic activity in Finland, which is based on sustainable natural

resources and sustainable use of them, and which is a state-of-the-art activity in Finland
compared to many other nations. And in this regard we should reconsider the nature con-

servation issue, not only as an ideology, but in practice and being realistic” (Interview 8).
The constitutional protection of property was used as an argument to support vol-
untary conservation. Here especially the central union for agricultural producers
and forest owners argued that landowners should have the right to make land use
decisions on their property and, if willing, offer their property to the conservation
program. According to this discourse, the legitimacy of conservation improves with
voluntary measures, as many landowners are in favor of conservation. This is espe-
cially the case when conservation is voluntary and compensation fair (Interview 5).
It also includes the idea of full compensation, which is compensation for the loss of
future peat production and the loss of economic benefits from forestry (Interviews
5 & 6). When the compensation for conservation is fair, it will motivate land owners
to choose conservation. Additionally, ‘forced conservation” was used as a rhetorical
device to gain power for the voluntary discourse.

The sustainability of the voluntary conservation model was highlighted, especially
its socio-economic benefits which would guarantee that the profitability of forestry
activities would not decrease and that the property rights of private land owners
would be respected (Interviews 6, 8 & 10). When establishing borders for conserva-
tion areas, forest agents argued that the forestry sector’s operational precondition
should be respected (Interviews 8 & 11). It should be noted that the forest industry
has traditionally played a strong role in Finnish decision making structures (Rytteri
& Kortelainen 2015).

Additionally this discourse emphasized the multiple uses of peatlands, including
recreation, tourism, medical uses of peatlands, peat extraction and forestry (Inter-
view 2). The concept of ecosystem services was employed to emphasize the human
well-being dimensions of conservation. The voluntary conservation and participa-
tory storylines relied on the concept of sustainability and the hegemonic discourse
of sustainable development was influential in the argumentation of these solutions.
This contributed to the legitimacy of conservation received from local land owner
groups as the outcome of the process was closer to the forest and land owners’
interests.
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d. Participatory

“I think that talk is increasing that there has to be local support to thesel...] nature values
and biodiversity” (Interview 1).
This discourse emphasizes the role of local communities and calls for wider delibera-
tion and greater inclusion of local agents in decision making. The argument here was
that local legitimacy increases through a voluntary bottom-up approach to mire con-
servation and local decision making improves the social and economic sustainability
of nature conservation. Therefore, local landowners need to be provided with suffi-
cient information and heard in the decision making process (Interviews 1, 3, 9 & 12).
This discursive agency consisted of conservation experts with first-hand experience
with the wants and needs of the landowners. They argued that recognizing local needs
was important, even though the acceptance of nature conservation is generally high at
the local level. Within this discourse the multiple uses of peatlands were recognized
and calls for open dialogue between various stakeholders who benefit from the use
and conservation of peatlands were emphasized. Dialogue would benefit both the
nature values of mires and local inhabitants who benefit economically from peatlands.
Additionally, to maintain the acceptance of mire conservation, compensation should
be fair and align with the full compensation principle (the value of wood and peat).
“A model that could be applied, would be to find out what are the most important mires
for conservation and then to market voluntary conservation for landowners in those areas,
that there would be compensation. We can negotiate higher compensation and then, if the
area is under conservation, the recreational uses should not be restricted unnecessarily.
And another important thing is to reserve enough resources for peatland restoration”
(Interview 3).
Local uses of peatland, such as berry picking and hunting, were emphasized here. Na-
ture conservation and hunting are typically contested during most nature conserva-
tion projects in Finland (Interview 11). Hunting is not allowed in nature conservation
areas established under the Nature Conservation Act, but on voluntary conservation
areas the landowner can decide whether or not to allow hunting if it does not signifi-
cantly weaken conservation objectives. Hunting as a form of recreation was an argu-
ment used to garner support for voluntary conservation and increase local legitimacy.
Other recreational values and the need for restoration were also recognized with the
argument that peatlands should be conserved for local people, and not from them.

4.3 THE OUTCOME

At the point of discursive opening, the suggested policy means was the National Forest
Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland (METSO). It was developed from 2003
to 2007 and implementation began in 2008 (Vainio & Paloniemi 2013). Forest owners
were integrated in the planning process of the METSO program, helping its synchro-
nization with local forestry practices and governance patterns (Hiedanpaa, 2005).
This payment for ecosystem services approach is based on discussions in which the
state and private forest owners negotiate the terms of a conservation contract (Borg
& Paloniemi, 2012). The program recognized forest owners as important agents and
improves the legitimacy of conservation but simultaneously contributed to shifts to-
wards neoliberal nature conservation as the state’s conservation responsibilities were
shifted to regional authorities, entrepreneurs, NGOs and private landowners (Vainio



& Paloniemi 2013; Apostopolou et al. 2014). The METSO model, in which forest own-
ers can offer high biodiversity forest areas for conservation, would be a suitable policy
solution for the voluntary conservation of the wooded peatlands. METSO, however,
currently lacks resources.

The new Minister of the Environment gave a press release on October 15, 2014 stat-
ing that the supplemental mire conservation was to establish voluntary conservation
alongside the regulatory mire conservation programme (Ministry of the Environment
2014). On the same day the Central Union of Agricultural and Forest Owners (MTK)
gave a press release saying that the Ministry’s press release is a significant act for
nature conservation because voluntariness will improve the legitimacy of nature con-
servation (MTK 2014). These press releases resulted in a lively citizen debate where
the constitutional protection of property and nature conservation were contested.
Members of FANC and politicians from the opposition parties, such as the Greens
and the Social Democratic Party of Finland, were particularly active in this debate. On
December 2, 2014, Minister Grahn-Laasonen organised a public event in which she
invited an expert panel to discuss conservation (Helsingin sanomat 2014; Maaseudun
tulevaisuus 2014). Nature conservation associations were concerned that the Central
Union for Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners were behind the watering down
of the original objective (Interview 4, 7). This reflects the antagonism between interest
groups for nature conservation and land owner groups which derives from divergent
worldviews (Interview 4).

The Ministry of the Environment applied for an extension until September 30, 2015
(Finnish Council of State 2012). After the new Minister of the Environment took over, a
sub-working group was formed to discuss alternative policy solutions. The sub-work-
ing group consisted mainly of representatives from the Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry and the Ministry of the Environment, which meant the number of partici-
pants who were allowed to take part in the policy process was reduced. The rest of
the working group saw this as a politicized effort to return power to state institutions:

“This change of assignment was clearly brought in by political direction and where those

politics came from, there has to have been a group of political forces that wanted to push towards
voluntary conservation instead of the nature conservation program according to the Nature
Conservation Act” (Interview 12).
The outcome of this process was a compromise between different policy means on
public and private land. These were outlined in the proposal for the SMCP (Alanen &
Aapala 2015). The final report suggests voluntary conservation on private land based
on the METSO conservation program on wooded peatlands and voluntary conserva-
tion on open bogs (Alanen & Aapala 2015). With the political changes the program
was increasingly reoriented towards voluntary conservation. On state land mire con-
servation will be enforced through nature conservation areas under the responsibility
of the Ministry of the Environment and supplemental mire conservation areas by the
state forest enterprise (Metsahallitus). The voluntary approach will be used in mire
conservation on private land. For those areas that meet the METSO-criteria (wooded
peatlands) negotiations between landowners and the state will lead to conservation
contracts. Temporary conservation contracts may be negotiated with those landown-
ers who do not want to commit their land to permanent conservation. Several pilot
projects are going to take place where the possibility to include open bogs on private
land will be tested.

The proposal for the SMCP received comments from 81 stakeholder groups. These
comments are summarized in Table 2. This reflects the categories of discursive agency
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which were previously identified from the interview and document material during
the drafting process (see Table 1). At this stage environmental conservation agencies
were satisfied with the process, describing it as inclusive but dissatisfied with the
proposal. Environmental conservationists stressed that the outcome was insufficient
to guarantee the favorable conservation status of Finnish mires. Compared to the
moment where the ‘dislocation’ occurred, in these comments the actors from the re-
gional administration were more responsive to the ideas of voluntary conservation,
arguing for pilot projects to test the voluntary conservation model. The actors behind
the voluntary measures and participatory discourses still argued that the interests of
forestry and tourism should be better taken into account and that there should be as
few restrictions on the use of natural resources as possible. Thus, when comparing the
stakeholder argumentation from early 2015 to 2016, from the moment of dislocation to
the proposal, it appears that the voluntary discourse gained momentum. Also, when
comparing stakeholder argumentation from the first hearing round to the comments
on the proposal for the SMCP, it appears that the stakeholders adopted arguments
from each other. Adopting the objectives of other stakeholders may function as a
discursive strategy in a discursive struggle over the definition of a problem and its
solution (Akerman & Peltola 2002). Additionally, it is very difficult to draw the line
between discursive structures as there are as many speakers as there are viewpoints:
“the value of peatland is connected to which point of view is used and who is thinking
about the issue” (Interview 12).



Table 2. Feedback to the proposal for supplemental mire conservation, which received 81
comments in 2016.

Maintanance Regulatory Voluntary Participatory
of biodiversity program conservation
Satisfied/ Dissatisfied: leads to | Dissatisfied: Sug- Satisfied: Interest of | Satisfied: No
dissatisfied with | (un)favorable status | gested measures tourism and forestry | legal effect on
the proposal of mire conservation | do not guarantee have to be taken into |land use

favorable conservati-
on status

account

Openness The working group The working group Co-operation with Acceptance of
was well organized was well organized interest groups the land owners
and open; and open; and forest

owners

Resources Sufficient funding has | Sufficient funding has | Sufficient resources | Full compensa-
to be guaranteed to be guaranteed needed; Cost-effecti- | tion principle;

veness Direct com-
pensation to
landowners

Selection of Should be based on | Ecological foundati- | The bordering areas |-

areas nature conservation | on for the selection have to be purcha-
science, too much criteria of areas; The |sed by the state
reliance on the 100 | connectivity of mire
000 ha guiding the areas; hydrology
selection of areas
Maintanance Regulatory Voluntary Participatory
of biodiversity program conservation

Favored policy

Mires have to be

Temporary conser-

Voluntary action on

Voluntary ac-

measures protected as hydro- | vation insufficient; private land; Land tion; Increasing
logical units; METSO | METSO not suitable | use planning part of | the knowledge
not suitable for the for the conserva- the policy means; of the importan-
conservation of open | tion of open bogs; Most important areas | ce of conser-
bogs Conflicting land use | with forestry use vation through
interests have to be | have to be prioritized; | information
consolidated No restriction on campaigns; No
hunting restriction on
hunting
Other Decision on principle | Risks of voluntary Reduction of bu- Voluntary land
of sustainable use conservation not reaucracy owners can
and conservation assessed; Few take part in
needs to be taken resources for infor- restoration
into account ming landowners and projects

the public

Pilot projects

Deleloping new
measures

Pilot projects

Pilot projects
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The policy process of updating the peatland conservation network in Finland was
analyzed here as a discursive struggle over the means for conservation. The policy
instruments for mire conservation were contested in a discursive struggle where the
agents drew on discourses and presented arguments in order to influence the out-
come and gain discursive agency. It appears that the need for nature conservation as
such was generally well accepted by the agents participating in drafting the SMCP.
Instead, the discursive struggle occurred between ‘new’” and ‘traditional’ conservation
approaches (Oksanen & Kumpula 2008; Tallis & Lubchenco 2014; Matulis & Moyer
2016). Additionally, expert discourses were challenged by demands for voluntary
measures and participatory approaches. In a case study on Irish peatland discourses
similar demands for participatory approaches were recorded (O’riordan et al. 2015).

In this example of “dislocation in politics’, agents actively sought to gain discursive
agency through their use of language, both intentionally and unintentionally, in order
to influence the process and its outcomes. The dislocation occurred with the change
of the Minister of the Environment, which challenged the well-established discursive
order of the expert discourse, which relied on the vocabulary of ‘conservation net-
work’ and ‘favorable conservation status of habitats and species’. After dislocation,
the new aim was to create a voluntary conservation model. The agents representing
the forest industry and agricultural sector were then successful with their ‘voluntary
conservation’ storyline. These agents also had strong institutional status as the for-
est sector’s interests have been very powerful in Finnish decision making structures
(Rytteri & Kortelainen 2015; Lukkarinen & Rytteri 2016). This institutional setting is
characteristic of Finnish environmental policy structures. Besides the institutional
power, the ideational power is visible in the ways that actors tried to promote the full
payment principle and how they referred to the hegemonic discourse of sustainable
development in order to legitimate their claims for better compensation in exchange
for conservation.

The environmental NGOs and environmental administration relied on expert
framings of the conservation issues. The vocabularies of biodiversity indicators, con-
servation networks and ecosystem structure and functionality that nature conser-
vation associations and other environmental experts employ are often perceived as
complex by the general public. This reduces the amount of potential participants in
dialogue as the general public lacks the capacity to engage in particular discourses. In
general, lay-people have less opportunities to participate in debates when the vocab-
ulary used requires the capacity to process scientific knowledge. This is a challenge
to meaningful participation in environmental policy processes (Fischer 2000).

In the context of Finnish peatland conservation, the consensus seeking discursive
strategy effectively increased its discursive agency — gaining ground as a relevant
speaker through institutional status and participation in the dominant discourse
(Leipold & Winkel 2016b). The professionals and policy makers as well as the pub-
lic speaking on behalf of landowner and forestry rights employed the rhetorics of
sustainable development and emphasized economic and social aspects to support
their objective of greater voluntary measures. Consensus seeking discursive practices
are powerful rhetorical devices to argue for one’s interests and garner support for
preferred policy options across the political spectrum. As this study illustrates, they
may also function as a strategy to gain discursive agency and defend one’s speaking



position. This speaking position is often achieved through institutional status and
maintained through expertise, expert status and references to legitimate discourse.

The outcome of this policy process indicates that voluntary policy solutions are gain-
ing acceptance in the context of Finnish peatland conservation. A value shift towards
market-based and voluntary environmental policy instruments has been previously
recorded (Jordan et al. 2003; Paloniemi & Vilja 2008; Gomez-Baggethun & Muradian
2015). This case study demonstrates that this value shift is becoming more permanent.
During the process of drafting the SMCP, policy instruments were altered to support
this new value emphasis with strong autonomy demands for landowners. Also, for the
improved mire conservation network the voluntary conservation model was advocat-
ed for as a way to increase the effectiveness and legitimacy of conservation. Since the
Natura 2000 conflicts in Finland, the METSO program and voluntary solutions have
been perceived as a solution to the legitimacy crisis of nature conservation (Hiedanpaa
2005). The dominance of these voluntary discourses in conservation policy has been
connected to the integrative ability to connect elements of different discourses and forms
of legitimacy (Turnhout et al. 2015).

Further analyses on power within the discourses could potentially reveal why
‘new conservation solutions” were favored over conventional ones. New conserva-
tion solutions have not only been advocated for by agriculture and forestry interest
groups but also by conservation science (Kareksela et al. 2013; Matulis & Moyer 2016).
Simultaneously, one needs to remain critical about the material consequences of these
changes within the vocabulary, such as the biodiversity impacts of voluntary conser-
vation, and further examine whether it is possible to achieve effective conservation
beyond traditional conservation areas. Despite the success of voluntary conservation
in this particular case, the call for ‘traditional conservation’ and environmentalism is
evident in the context of Finnish peatland conservation policy.
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Appendix 1. Background organization of the interview respondents

Interview 1. The Bioenergy Association of Finland

Interview 2. Forest Centre Tapio

Interview 3. Finnish Wildlife Agency

Interview 4. Natur och Milj6 - Swedish speaking nature conservation association of
Finland

Interview 5. Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners — Forest
services

Interview 6. Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners — Central
Office

Interview 7. Finnish Association for Nature Conservation

Interview 8. Finnish Forest Industries

Interview 9. Geological survey Finland

Interview 10. Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Finland

Interview 11. Ministry of the Environment, Finland

Interview 12. Council of Oulu Regions
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Appendix 2. Central arguments employed by the agents of ‘maintenance of
biodiversity’, ‘regulatory program’, ‘voluntary conservation’ and ‘participatory’
discourses

Maintanance of | Regulatory pro- |Voluntary
biodiversity gram conservation

Biodiversity X X

Conservation
networks

Ecosystem structure
and functionality

Climate change X
Water management | x
Ecosystem services | x X

Favorable
conservation status of | x X
habitats and species

Intrinsic value of
nature

Recreational values | x X
Hydrological units X X

Ecological criteria
for selecting most X X
valuable areas

Mediating conflicting
land use interests

Voluntariness X X
Cost effectiveness X

Full compensation
principle

Sustainability X X

Avoiding forced con-
servation

Avoiding restrictions
on hunting

Avoiding impacts on
forestry

Land user approval X

Reasonable
compensation

Restoration X X X X

Arguments Participatory

X X
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