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A B S T R A C T   

Deliberative processes are increasingly advocated as means to handle intractable natural resource management 
(NRM) conflicts. Research shows that disputing actors can deliberate and achieve higher degrees of mutual 
understanding and working agreements under ideal conditions, but the transferability of these findings to real- 
world intractable NRM conflicts can be questioned. This paper explores the possibilities of designing and real-
izing deliberation and its expected outcomes in real-world NRM conflicts. We used recommended design prin-
ciples to set up deliberative processes in two intractable mining conflicts involving indigenous peoples in 
Northern Sweden and assessed the actors’ communication and outcomes using frame analysis. 

The results show that the recommended design principles are hard, but not impossible, to fully implement in 
intractable NRM conflicts. Both conflicts proved difficult to deliberate and resolve in the sense of reaching 
agreements. However, the findings suggest that deliberation, as well as meta-consensus, or structured 
disagreement, is possible to achieve in settings with favorable conditions, e.g. good and established inter-group 
relations prior to the conflict. In the absence of these conditions, where relations were hostile and shaped by 
historical and institutional injustices, deliberation was not achieved. In both cases, polarization among the 
participants remained, or increased, in spite of the deliberative activities. The study highlights the importance of 
understanding deliberation as embedded in place specific historical and institutional contexts which shape both 
process and outcomes in powerful ways. More efforts should focus on alternative, or complementary, ways to 
handle intractable NRM conflicts, including how contested experiences of history, institutions and Indigenous 
rights can be addressed.   

1. Introduction 

Contemporary natural resource management (NRM) is challenged by 
an increasing number of complex, long-standing, multiparty conflicts 
that tend to resist efforts to resolve them (Asah et al., 2012; Conde, 2017; 
Martinez-Alier et al., 2016; Nie, 2003). Conflicts sharing these charac-
teristics are often referred to as “intractable” (Asah et al., 2012; Kries-
berg, 1993; Schön and Rein, 1994). How to handle intractable NRM 
conflicts is a broadly debated issue in academia as well as in politics and 
NRM administration. Some authors (see e.g., Fischer, 2009; Gray, 2004; 
Rein and Schön, 1996) advocate interventionist approaches aimed at 
solving the conflicts, so that the capacity to make decisions and reach 
agreement can be retained. Others focus more on the transformative, 
empowering, and emancipatory potential of conflict and how efforts to 
“solve” conflicts risk marginalizing important perspectives of 

disadvantaged groups (see e.g., Leifsen et al., 2017; Mouffe, 1999). 
Guided by the ideal of deliberative democratic theory (Chambers, 2003; 
Mansbridge et al., 2010; Thompson, 2008) and prospects to make con-
flicts more tractable, NRM increasingly includes the use of different 
forms of deliberative practices (Bäckstrand et al., 2010; Emerson et al., 
2009). 

Reflecting these developments, empirical research exploring delib-
eration and related practices in real-world NRM contexts has grown 
considerably, particularly in the collaborative planning/governance 
literature (e.g., Daniels and Walker, 2001; Fisher et al., 2020; Hossu 
et al., 2018; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). This research shows that 
individuals’ willingness and capacity to engage in inter-group dialogue 
is high (Fisher et al., 2020). It has also identified/confirmed several 
beneficial outcomes, such as additional social, intellectual, and political 
capital (Innes and Booher, 2004; Sabatier, 2005); new and improved 
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relationships between stakeholders (Ulibarri, 2015); and increased 
sense of community among parties that have not traditionally cooper-
ated (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). However, empirical evidence 
supporting the claim made by deliberative theory, that deliberation in 
intractable conflicts can reverse polarization and change actors’ con-
flicting perspectives to the degree that mutual understanding and 
acceptable agreements can be achieved (see e.g., Curato et al., 2017), 
are sparse. 

The deliberative literature has largely ignored real-world intractable 
(NRM) conflicts in favor of deliberative experiments, “deliberative 
polls,” or “mini-publics” where representative samples of citizens 
deliberate contested issues under more or less ideal conditions (Ander-
sen and Hansen, 2007; Fishkin, 2009; Niemeyer, 2011; Setälä et al., 
2010). Ambiguities therefore remain regarding the capacity of actors 
directly affected and involved in real-world conflicts to deliberate and 
achieve the expected outcomes (Gray, 2004). Moreover, the experi-
mental designs typically neglect the context, dismiss the actors’ 
communication (e.g., Black et al., 2010; Luskin et al., 2002), and fail to 
identify factors that enable/prevent the observed outcomes (see Kuyper, 
2018 and Bächtiger and Parkinson, 2019 for recent reviews and similar 
critiques). Hence, the transferability of these deliberative research 
findings to real-world NRM conflicts can be questioned, and research is 
yet to explain under what conditions deliberation and its expected 
outcomes can be achieved, or when deliberation should be avoided in 
favor of other approaches. 

Addressing this knowledge gap, the aim of this paper is to explore the 
prospects of deliberation within the context of real-world intractable 
NRM conflicts, particularly the possibilities of achieving deliberation 
and its expected outcomes. To this end, we selected two intractable 
mining conflicts in Northern Sweden and tried to set up two deliberative 
processes meeting the design principles commonly highlighted in the 
deliberative literature (e.g., Curato et al., 2017; Dryzek and Hendriks, 
2012; Hendriks, 2002; Mansbridge et al., 2020). To assess deliberation 
and its outcomes, we used frame analysis (Schön and Rein, 1994; van 
Hulst and Yanow, 2016). Two research questions are explored: 1) To 
what extent, and how, can deliberation be designed and realized within the 
context of intractable NRM conflicts? and 2) What outcomes can be 
achieved? 

The investigated mining-related conflicts can be considered critical 
cases of NRM conflicts as they bring key sustainability issues to the 
forefront; address trade-offs between economic, ecological, and social 
objectives; originate in different fundamental values; and exhibit all 
traits of intractability (i.e., multiparty, protracted, resolution-resistant, 
and complex) (Avci et al., 2010; Bebbington et al., 2008; Beland Lin-
dahl et al., 2016, 2018). Consequently, it is reasonable to expect that our 
findings are transferable to other NRM conflicts with more favorable 
conditions for deliberation and its outcomes. 

2. Theory 

2.1. Deliberation and its design principles 

Deliberation is a specific mode of communication that involves 
reciprocal and non-coercive reason-giving between open-minded actors 
(Bohman, 1996; Chambers, 2003; Mansbridge et al., 2010; Thompson, 
2008). When used in an inclusive manner to inform collective 
decision-making and implementation, democratic deliberation occurs 
(Bächtiger and Parkinson, 2019). Deliberation is considered capable of 
resolving conflict because equal consideration can be given to all con-
flicting perspectives, and because the give and take of reasons and 

justification between disputants is seen as conducive to the outcomes 
“mutual understanding” and “working agreements” (Caluwaerts and 
Kavadias, 2014; Susskind, 2009, see below). 

The deliberative literature suggests several design principles that 
ought to be addressed to realize deliberation and its outcomes. First, 
inclusivity is stressed to ensure that the full range of perspectives in a 
political setting are included and that they are given equal opportunity 
to influence the outcomes (Bächtiger et al., 2018; Bächtiger and Par-
kinson, 2019). Inclusivity has also been found to prevent polarization 
and stimulate open-mindedness and deep consideration of issues among 
the participants (Curato et al., 2017; Dryzek and Hendriks, 2012). Sec-
ond, sufficient time (usually more than a day) is emphasized as research 
shows that it usually takes a long time for participants to open up their 
minds (Curato et al., 2017). Third, a productive group atmosphere 
enhancing friendly communication is highlighted since it reduces 
domination and risk of criticism being interpreted as attacks, increases 
access to information, and generates satisfaction among participants 
(Mansbridge et al., 2020). Fourth, multiple forms of communication are 
emphasized as it allows people accustomed to different modes of 
speaking to participate meaningfully (Hendriks, 2002). Fifth, clear and 
flexible rules and agenda ensure that everyone knows why they are 
present and how the process will proceed, thus allowing the participants 
to focus on each other’s arguments (Dryzek and Hendriks, 2012). 
Flexibility is important as research shows that participants become more 
active and less suspicious of preordained outcomes if they are allowed to 
shape, criticize, and change the rules and agenda (Dryzek and Hendriks, 
2012; Mansbridge et al., 2020). Sixth, a system for tracking progress is 
encouraged as it can decrease the likelihood of participants becoming 
bored, irritated, and/or combative (Mansbridge et al., 2020). Finally, 
highlighting the potential impacts of the process is emphasized as research 
shows that individuals become more motivated deliberators if they see 
that their participation can have meaningful impacts (Ryfe, 2005). 

Deliberative theory has typically assumed that a set of normative 
ideals (respect, absence of coercive power, equality, sincerity, common 
good orientation, etc.) must be simultaneously present during commu-
nication for it to qualify as deliberative (Bächtiger and Parkinson, 2019). 
Accordingly, deliberative research has mainly focused on processes in 
ideal settings and neglected contexts in which the normative criteria are 
less likely to be met, such as intractable NRM conflicts (Sass and Dryzek, 
2014). To address this limitation, Bächtiger and Parkinson (2019, see 
also Mansbridge (2015) recently offered an alternative approach which 
informs the design and analysis of this study. They define deliberation as 
mutual communication that includes two core components: “reason--
giving” and “listening”. The key criteria are that participants 1) engage 
in a mutual sharing of reasons on which to accept their positions, pref-
erences, and claims; and 2) listen to, and reflect on, the claims/proposals 
and reasons provided by others (Bächtiger and Parkinson, 2019). Con-
trary to the traditional account, this definition accepts that deliberation 
can take different forms and expressions depending on goals and 
context. 

In line with deliberative theory, the NRM literature on inter-group 
communication in natural resource conflicts typically highlights the 
importance of an inclusive, equal, and non-coercive process; clear, 
flexible, and mutually agreed upon rules, agenda, and objectives; and an 
impartial and skilled facilitator (see e.g., Fisher et al., 2020; Muro and 
Jeffrey, 2012; Schultz et al., 2018; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). 
However, it also stresses the challenges of realizing deliberation and its 
outcomes as defined in deliberative theory. First, actors often hold 
fundamentally different values (Gray, 2004) and lack the necessary 
trust, respect, and willingness/comfortability to engage with each other 
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(Baker and Chapin III, 2018; Freudenberg et al., 2011). Second, the 
disputed issues often require substantial trade-offs between economic, 
social, and ecological objectives that make mutually accepted agree-
ments unlikely (Mutti et al., 2012; Pölönen et al., 2020). Third, 
real-world NRM conflicts are often situated in regulatory contexts that 
shape the scope, conduct, and agenda for inter-group engagement in 
ways that benefit powerful actors and status quo (Arai et al., 2021; 
Raitio, 2013). Finally, parallel regulatory frameworks can intersect in 
ways that present the actors with conflicting ways of understanding and 
dealing with the issues at stake, leading to conflicting expectations, 
actions, and interactions (von der Porten and de Loë, 2013). 

2.2. Deliberative outcomes 

Deliberation is often justified by its ability to produce a number of 
beneficial outcomes (see Kuyper, 2018 for a review of different out-
comes). In conflictual settings, the outcomes “mutual-understanding” 
and/or “working agreement” are typically expected and therefore at the 
center of attention of this study. Mutual understanding can refer to 
consensus on both an issue level (issue-consensus) and a meta-level 
(meta-consensus). Issue-consensus was advocated by early deliberative 
scholars (see e.g., Cohen, 1989; Habermas, 1996) who expected conflict 
resolution to follow naturally from deliberation as the participants 
would yield to the force of the better argument and arrive at a rationally 
motivated consensus on the “best” course of action for the common 
good. Today, most scholars reject issue consensus on empirical (uto-
pian), normative (silence dissident voices), and/or epistemological 
(there is never, or seldom, one rational/best answer to a conflicting 
issue) grounds (Curato et al., 2017; Dryzek and Niemeyer, 2010; Mouffe, 
1999). 

However, many scholars argue that mutual understanding can, and 
should, be sought at the meta-level. Meta-consensus accepts multiple 
perceptions of the common good and does not necessarily require the 
disputing actors to let go of the perspectives with which they entered 
deliberation. However, the actors must reach a stage at which they can 
accept the existence, as well as the logic/rationale of the range of 
different perspectives in a conflict (Dryzek and Niemeyer, 2006). For 
this to occur, the actors’ perspectives may need to be reformulated to 
make them acceptable to their opponents, and all actors must be willing 
to engage in such self-reflection (Dryzek and Pickering, 2017). Thus, 
meta-consensus does not end in consensus but in a clarification of the 
conflict and its dividing lines. It is commonly regarded as a prerequisite 
for transforming a conflict into a situation in which solutions that 
address the perspectives of everyone involved can be found (Curato 
et al., 2017; Dryzek and Pickering, 2017), so-called working agreements 
(Dryzek and Pickering, 2017). Working agreements are defined as 
agreements that all sides can support but for different reasons, or 
agreements that majorities support and minorities can live with (Dryzek 
and Pickering, 2017; Susskind et al., 1999). 

2.3. Conflict and deliberation through the lens of frame analysis 

Frame analysis is a theory/method for exploring the relationships 
between actors’ meaning constructions (their frames) and their actions 
(see e.g., Dewulf et al., 2009; Perri 6 2005; van Hulst and Yanow, 2016). 
Following the approach developed by Schön and Rein (1994) and van 
Hulst and Yanow (2016), frames have one diagnostic component orga-
nizing experience (actors’ perceptions of issues, actors, processes, and 
institutions) and one prescribing component biasing for action (actors’ 
preferences for dealing with the situation). Specifically, the frame 

selects elements and relations from a situation while ignoring others; 
names/interprets the selected elements; and organizes them into a 
coherent and graspable narrative “… in such a way as to make it seem 
compelling and obvious, what is wrong and what needs fixing.” (Schön, 
1993, 147). 

Conflict occurs when actors involved in the same situation develop 
incompatible frames. Conflict resolution then requires that (at least 
some of) the disputing actors change their frames, a process termed 
“reframing” (Gray, 2003; Schön and Rein, 1994). Deliberative and frame 
theory share the assumption that deliberation facilitates reframing by 
enabling actors to exchange understandings and reflect on different in-
terpretations (Schön and Rein, 1994). However, frame theory also offers 
theoretical explanations as to why deliberation sometimes fails to 
deliver expected outcomes. Frames represent actors’ ways of mastering 
situations and are often developed through great effort. Therefore, ac-
tors are often reluctant to question and change their frames (Rein and 
Schön, 1996), although research on reframing suggests that in-
consistencies caused by changes in the situation can generate uncer-
tainty, which increases actors’ willingness to reframe (Laws and Rein, 
2003). Moreover, Schön and Rein (1994), and other frame theorists (see 
Perri 6 2006), emphasize the social and institutional origin of frames. 
Consequently, they argue that the plurality of frames that actors may 
hold and adopt simultaneously is limited. The actors’ loyalty/commit-
ment to social groups and institutions sets limits which may require 
institutional or organizational changes to overcome. 

Drawing on frame theory, we understand NR conflicts as struggles 
between actors promoting incompatible frames. Reason-giving, the first 
core component of deliberation, is here conceptualized as a communi-
cative act by which the actors share their frames with each other. The 
second component, listening, accordingly requires reflection on one’s 
own and others’ frames, by paying attention to the claims, preferences, 
and reasons expressed in communication. We assess the deliberative 
outcomes (see above) by analyzing different types of changes in the 
actors’ frames (i.e., reframing). Issue-consensus is understood as 
attained if the actors develop similar perceptions of the issues and a 
shared preference for how to deal with them. Meta-consensus applies to 
situations where the actors express an acceptance of the existence and an 
understanding of the rationale of the different frames. Finally, the term 
“working agreement” is used to address situations where the actors 
develop a preference for how to deal with the situation that everybody 
can accept, albeit for different reasons. 

3. Research design and methods 

3.1. Research design 

The study applies a qualitative case study design (see Lewis and 
Nicholls, 2014) combined with deliberative interventions (see below) to 
explore whether, and how, deliberation and its expected outcomes can 
be achieved in two real-world intractable NRM conflicts in Northern 
Sweden: Gállok/Kallak in Jokkmokk municipality, Norrbotten County, 
and Rönnbäck/Rönnbäcken in Storuman municipality, Västerbotten 
County. The cases are similar as they both involve conflicts over 
establishment of open-pit mines in traditionally resource-dependent, 
peripheral, and sparsely populated municipalities near areas with 
documented nature conservation values and relatively large Indigenous 
Sami populations, some of whom practice reindeer husbandry. The 
permit processes are regulated by the same national regulatory frame-
work, primarily the Minerals Act (1991:45) and the Environmental Code 
(1998:808). The cases differ as they are located in different regional 
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jurisdictions and municipalities; the conflicts are expressed in varying 
ways (direct action and violence occurred only in the Jokkmokk case); 
and the Rönbäcken project in Storuman started before the Kallak project 
in Jokkmokk (see Table 1 for a summary of the cases). While the 
research team had established relations with several of the actors in 
Jokkmokk, no prior contacts existed in Storuman. The cases were not 
selected with a particular comparative logic in mind, but their different 
characteristics were taken into account as the results were analyzed. The 
conflicts can be considered critical cases as they bring key sustainability 
issues to the forefront; address trade-offs between economic, ecological, 
and social objectives; originate in different fundamental values; and 
exhibit all traits of intractability (i.e., multiparty, protracted, resolution 
resistant, and complex) (Avci et al., 2010; Bebbington et al., 2008; 
Beland Lindahl et al., 2016, 2018). Hence, it is reasonable to expect that 
our findings are transferable to other NRM conflicts with more favorable 
conditions for deliberation and its outcomes. 

3.2. Organizing the deliberative process 

Drawing on the deliberative design principles outlined in the theory 
section, we applied a participatory research approach to design the 
deliberative processes. The principle of inclusivity was addressed by 
identifying and inviting a broad range of organized actors, i.e. repre-
sentatives of formal or informal associations that felt involved in, or 
affected by, the conflicts (27 in Jokkmokk and 40 in Storuman, see 
Appendix A for a complete list). Specifically, actors were identified 
through systematic readings of policy documents, official documenta-
tion, media, and contacts with key actors in the two locales (see Ritchie 
et al. 2014). All actors, including representatives of the local munici-
palities and the companies proposing the projects, were invited to take 
part in six thematically organized full-day meetings between January 
2014–November 2015 (sufficient time): 1) Introduction and icebreakers, 2) 
Participatory mapping of frames, 3) Knowledge about and risks associated 
with a mine, 4) Opportunities for participation and influence in policy/permit 
process, 5) Perspective taking and exploration of synergies, trade-offs, and 
choices, and 6) Reflections on outcomes. Representatives of state author-
ities and decision makers were not invited at the outset of the process, 
and their participation took different forms in the two cases as outlined 
in the results section. The objective to jointly explore the range of po-
sitions in the conflict and the prospects of deliberation in NRM conflicts 
was stated in the invitation (highlighting the potential impacts). A profes-
sional facilitator was hired to guide the processes and, together with the 
research team, to ensure: equal opportunities to influence the process 
and its outcomes (inclusivity); comfortable and friendly communication 

(productive group atmosphere); open communication within the limits of 
what all actors felt comfortable with; and a creative exchange of infor-
mation including the use of text, drawn pictures, and speech (multiple 
forms of communication). The researchers continuously documented and 
shared the results with all participants (tracking progress). The principle 
of clear and flexible rules and agenda was addressed by clarifying the 
terms of reference in the invitation, discussing them at the first meeting 
which to a large extent was devoted to rule-setting exercises, and 
allowing the agenda to remain open for modification by the participants. 
How the deliberative processes materialized in the two cases is pre-
sented in the results section. The actors’communication and the delib-
erative outcomes were assessed using frame analysis as outlined below. 

3.3. Empirical data and analysis 

The empirical data consists of video and sound recordings of the 
meetings, material produced by the actors during the meeting exercises 
(drawings, flip charts, and Post-its), pre- and post-deliberation ques-
tionnaires (with a series of open questions addressing the diagnostic and 
prescriptive parts of their frames as outlined below), field notes, and in- 
depth interviews with a number of actors representing the different 
frames in the conflict near the end of the processes. 

We reconstructed the actors’ frames at the outset of the process 
(questionnaire during meeting 1, and a participatory mapping exercise 
held in separate workshops with groups of similar actors during meeting 
2, see below) and assessed deliberation and outcomes by exploring how 
the actors communicated their frames, responded to other actors’ 
frames, and whether/how they changed their frames during the pro-
cesses (questionnaire during meeting 6). The assessment of the diag-
nostic frame component focused on actors’ perceptions of: 1) the issues 
at stake (the area where mining is planned, the mine and its impacts); 2) 
the actors, their relations, and the frames figuring in the conflict; and 3) 
the political processes and institutions governing the permit process. 
When assessing the prescriptive component of the frames, we focused on 
the actors’ preferences regarding the mine and their preferred actions 
for dealing with the issues at stake. 

To assess deliberative outcomes, we used the concepts issue- 
consensus (requires convergence of the diagnostic and prescriptive 
components of frames), working agreement (requires convergence of 
prescriptive frame component only), and meta-consensus (presupposes 
that actors can accept the content of each other’s frames as internally 
logical and legitimate). The latter was assessed using the result from a 
perspective-taking exercise (meeting 5) probing the actors’ capacity 
(knowledgeability) and willingness (acceptability) to place themselves 

Table 1 
Two cases of intractable mine establishment conflicts in Northern Sweden.  

Cases Rönnbäck/Rönnbäcken Storuman municipality 
Västerbotten County 

Gállok/Kallak 
Jokkmokk municipality 
Norrbotten County 

Company/ 
companies 

Nickel Mountain AB (subsidiary of IGE Resources AB) Jokkmokk Iron Mines AB (JIMAB) (subsidiary of Beowulf Mining PLC) 

Planned 
operation 

Open-pit nickel mining Open-pit iron mining 

Location of 
planned mine 

Rönnbäck/Rönnbäcken in the mountain valley Björkvattsdalen, close to 
the Ume River headwaters and the ski resort Tärnaby/Hemavan. 

Gállok/Kallak between the lakes Parkijaur and Skalka in Lilla Lule River valley, 
close to the villages Björkholmen, Randijaur and the World Heritage Site Laponia. 

Conflict Open conflict 
Verbal confrontation 

Open conflict 
Verbal and physical confrontation 
Violence 

State of permit 
process 

Exploitation concession granted in 2012 and valid to 2035 and 2037. 
Operations currently on hold due to economic reasons. 

Application for Exploitation concession submitted in 2013 and currently under 
consideration by the national government  

A. Johansson et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



Journal of Environmental Management 315 (2022) 115205

5

in each other’s frames and reason about the issues from within these 
(Morrell, 2010). 

The technique for analyzing the empirical material was qualitative 
thematic coding (including longitudinal comparisons) in Nvivo (see 
Ritchie and Spencer, 2002). The themes guiding the coding were 
generated from the diagnostic and prescriptive frame components 
(perceptions and preferences) presented above. Material generated by 
the actors during the first two meetings (i.e., answers to the 
pre-deliberation questionnaire and results from the participatory map-
ping exercise) were thematically coded and grouped based on similar-
ities and differences. Four groups of internally similar frames (see 
Table 2 in the results section) were identified and subsequently used as a 
reference point for assessing frame changes and deliberative outcomes, 
particularly in relation to the post-deliberation questionnaire. To assess 
the deliberative criteria of “reason-giving” and “listening,” we used the 
video and sound recordings to assess whether/how the actors managed 
to 1) articulate their preferences and communicate the reasons for them 
(i.e., link the prescribing and diagnostic frame components); and 2) 
reflect on, and engage with, the range of frames as they were articulated 
during the processes. The interviews and field notes were primarily used 
to validate our interpretation of the processes and their outcomes. Ap-
pendix B includes selected quotes (translated from Swedish) which 
support the results on actors’ communication described in the results 
section. 

4. Results 

4.1. Realizing the deliberative processes 

The process design had already unfolded differently in the two lo-
cations at the initiation stage. As the research team had established re-
lations with several actors in Jokkmokk, local actors where quickly 
identified and recruited to the process. In Storuman, the researchers’ 
attempts to make contact were first received with suspicion, and indi-
vidual meetings as well as community hearings were needed to reach out 
and build trust. Moreover, historically grounded antagonism and ten-
sions between different actors in Storuman municipality made the pro-
cess particularly challenging to realize. Consistent with the wishes of 
actors who experienced themselves as marginalized and vulnerable, the 
participatory mapping exercises (meeting 2) were conducted in separate 
workshops without joint interaction in a large group. In Jokkmokk, all 
actors participated in parallel workshops and jointly discussed the 
outcome of the participatory mapping exercise. All remaining meetings 
included joint discussions involving all participating actors in both 
Jokkmokk and Storuman. However, despite considerable efforts by the 
facilitator and the research team to ensure a secure atmosphere, the 
Sami reindeer herding community (RHC) representatives1 and some 
pro-mining actors in the Storuman process did not feel comfortable with 
the communication that unfolded (see section 4.2. below) and therefore 
did not participate in meetings 4–6. Reflecting a generally more hostile 
atmosphere between the different local actors in Storuman, this case 
never reached a point where the facilitator and research team felt that 
there was enough trust to conduct the perspective-taking exercise with 
all actors in the same room (meeting 5). 

Despite offering financial compensation for actors who could not 
participate in the meetings as part of their professional position, it was 
challenging to maintain a high/balanced level of participation 
throughout the processes. The companies, Nickel Mountain AB in 
Storuman and Jokkmokk Iron Mines AB (JIMAB) in Jokkmokk, were 

invited to take part in the process. JIMAB declined, and Nickel Mountain 
accepted but preferred not to take active part in the local deliberative 
process after the first two meetings.2 Several actors joined the process 
late, some left before it was finished, and others participated sporadi-
cally (see Appendix A for a summary of the actors’ participation). During 
the first two meetings, participation remained rather high: 20 actors in 
meeting 1 and 23 actors in meeting 2 (out of 27 in total) in Jokkmokk, 
and 31 actors in meeting 1 and 32 in meeting 2 (out of 40 in total) in 
Storuman. However, after the second meeting, participation decreased 
to 14 in Jokkmokk and 24 in Storuman and remained around that level 
throughout the rest of the processes. Input from key actors (JIMAB in 
Jokkmokk and Nickel Mountain as well as the RHCs in Storuman) who 
opted out of the joint processes was obtained through side meetings, 
interviews, and personal communication so that their frames could be 
indirectly represented in the discussion material and meeting summaries 
of the final meetings. Many components of the Sami RHCs’ frames, in the 
Storuman case, were also indirectly represented by other mining- 
skeptical actors promoting similar frames (see Table 2). Some actors 
(in both Jokkmokk and Storuman) also dropped out because of practical 
reasons, such as long distances, timing of meetings, etc. Nevertheless, 
with some individuated meetings and indirect representation (as 
explained above), and active participation of several representatives of 
each group of frames, the full range of frames was represented 
throughout the processes. 

Interaction with state authorities involved in the formal permit 
process is essential and was requested by actors in both cases at the 
outset of the process. Inspired by the research project, Jokkmokk mu-
nicipality initiated a series of public hearings with company and state 
officials that ran parallel to the research-led deliberative process. In 
Storuman, the research team organized meeting 4 as a public hearing 
with opportunities for face-to-face interaction with the County Admin-
istration Board,3 the Mining Inspectorate,4 the municipal leadership, the 
CEO of Nickel Mountain, and, as also requested by the local actors, a 
legal expert on Sami Rights and mining legislation. Consequently, 
meeting 4 took slightly different forms in the two locations, yet both 
largely revolved around the same theme (i.e., opportunities for partici-
pation and influence in the formal policy/permit process). 

In sum, all seven deliberative design principles were realized in the 
Jokkmokk case in spite of challenges to maintain a high and balanced 
participation. In Storuman, in contrast, long-standing conflicts and di-
visions in the local community prevented the realization of the produc-
tive group atmosphere principle. Moreover, the process lacked in terms of 
inclusivity as the frames of the Sami RHCs had to be indirectly repre-
sented after the third meeting. 

4.2. Realizing deliberation 

4.2.1. Reason-giving 
As for the reason-giving criterion, all participating actors in both 

cases managed to present at least one argument that linked their pref-
erence to their underlying perceptions, thus offering others the oppor-
tunity to reflect on the range of frames present in the conflict. While 
some actors participated actively, taking on the roles as representatives 
for their respective frame-groups, others contributed by filling in gaps or 
making corrections. 

Table 2 is a summary of actors’ frames and their incidence as 

1 Swedish Sami reindeer herding is divided into 51 Sami reindeer herding 
communities (RHCs), which are economic associations and geographical areas. 
Members of RHCs own special rights to reindeer husbandry, which includes 
reindeer herding, hunting, and fishing in the RHC to which the member 
belongs. 

2 The local representatives for Nickel Mountain participated in a private ca-
pacity in meeting 4. 

3 The County Administrative Board has responsibility for permitting and su-
pervision under the Environmental Code (1998:808).  

4 The Mining Inspectorate has responsibility for permitting and supervision 
under the Mineral Act (1991:45), which is the principal law regulating the 
mining industry and the procedure for acquiring exploration and exploitation 
permits. 
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identified at the outset of the processes. Group 1 and 2 frames (left 
columns) were promoted by various opponents to the mines, i.e., 
members of Sami reindeer-herding communities (group 1), representa-
tives of organizations representing non-reindeer-herding Sami (group 1 
in Jokkmokk and group 2 in Storuman), the NGOs Stop the Mine in 
Rönnbäcken in Storuman (group 2), Urbergsgruppen in Jokkmokk (part 
of a national NGO working for sustainable use of primary bedrock and 
other resources; group 2) and the local chapter of the Swedish Associ-
ation for Nature Conservation (SSNC) in Jokkmokk (group 2). They 
include perceptions of the planned mine sites as part of an inter-
connected landscape with many functions and values (natural, cultural, 
and historical) that are not compatible with a mine. Consequently, a 
mine is perceived as an existential threat associated with economic, 
social, and environmental risks and almost exclusively negative effects. 
While the group 1 frames place Sami reindeer herding at the center of 
attention, group 2 frames focus on a broader range of activities, values, 
and impacts related to e.g., outdoor recreation, small-scale business 
development, and biodiversity protection). At the outset of the process, 
actors in Jokkmokk with group 1 and 2 frames stated that it had been 
possible to maintain generally good community relations, in spite of 
conflicting views about the mine development project, but that these are 
under threat by the mine project. In Storuman, in contrast, actors with 
group 1 and 2 frames experienced the community as conflict ridden and 
polarized, with prejudiced mine proponents lacking respect for Sami 
rights and needs. Group 1 and 2 frames share perceptions of the regu-
latory framework as closed, dominated by the mining industry and a 
pro-mining state not respecting Sami rights and not offering Sami, or 
other mining skeptics, sufficient influence in the permit process. 
Consistent with their critical/negative perceptions of a possible mine 
and the regulatory framework, the group 1 and 2 frames advocate ac-
tions and decisions to stop the projects. 

Group 4 frames (right column) were promoted by actors supportive 
of mining, i.e., members of local business communities such as indi-
vidual businesses and representatives of various business associations. 
They were also found among some local political parties (e.g., the Social 

Democrats in Jokkmokk and Storuman and the Center Party in Storu-
man), as well as representatives from the municipal administration and 
village- and community associations. These frames focus on what are 
perceived as existential threats to the municipalities caused by depop-
ulation and unemployment. Consequently, a mine is seen as an enabler 
that will provide jobs, growth, and better/increased services. As in the 
case of the group 1 and 2 frames, group 4 frames in Jokkmokk 
acknowledge good community relations in spite of mining-related dis-
agreements. In Storuman, group 4 frames portray the mining opponents 
as naïve actors who are not taking the employment and population is-
sues seriously. As for the regulatory process, actors with group 4 frames 
consider the permit process relatively open and fair, and the legislation 
to be consistent with Sami rights. In line with their positive perceptions 
of the impacts of a mine, these frames advocate actions and decisions to 
realize the mine. 

In between these polarized groups are the group 3 frames. They 
articulate more cautious and pragmatic attitudes to mine establishment 
and were identified among actors representing certain village and 
community associations (Storuman and Jokkmokk), business and rural 
development organizations (Jokkmokk), and the tourism sector (Jokk-
mokk). These frames highlight municipalities with attractive living 
conditions and recreational areas while recognizing the problems of 
depopulation and decreasing employment opportunities. In contrast to 
the polarized frames at the outer ends of the spectrum, group 3 -frames 
acknowledge that a mine could have both positive and negative effects, 
and that trade-offs must be made. Accordingly, they emphasize the 
importance of weighing the long-term positive benefits (e.g., jobs and 
growth) against the negative impacts (e.g., impacts on environment, 
recreational areas, and other local businesses) and to increase the local 
returns. As for community relations, group 3 frames in Jokkmokk are 
similar to the other frames in this case while, in Storuman, they un-
derscore that the planned mine generates conflicts based on actors’ 
ideological convictions and/or their proximity to the planned mine. 
Regarding the regulatory framework, group 4 frames, similar to the 
group 1 and 2 frames in both locations, portray the permit process as 

Table 2 
Summary of the actors’ frames.  

Frames 1. Reindeer husbandry 
consistent with nature 

2. Local development consistent 
with nature 

3. Multi-faceted community and 
local benefits 

4. More jobs and growth 

Actors Jokkmokk: 5 
Storuman: 4 

Jokkmokk: 9 
Storuman: 9 

Jokkmokk: 7 
Storuman: 6 

Jokkmokk: 6 
Storuman: 21 

Perceptions of 
the situation 

Issues Landscape for reindeer 
herding with many values and 
functions existentially 
threatened by the many 
negative effects of mining 

Landscape and socio-ecological 
system with many values and 
functions existentially 
threatened by the many 
negative effects of mining 

Municipality with attractive living 
areas yet in need of jobs and 
growth. Mining might yield local 
benefits but must be assessed in 
relation to costs/risks 

Municipality existentially 
threatened by unemployment 
and depopulation, yet can be 
saved by the many positive 
effects of mining 

Actors, 
frames, and 
relations 

Jokkmokk: 
Good community relations 
despite conflicting frames – 
now under threat by the mine 
project 
Storuman: 
Divided and conflict-ridden 
community with mining 
proponents that lack 
knowledge of and respect for 
the Sami 

Jokkmokk: 
Good community relations 
despite conflicting frames – now 
under threat by the mine project 
Storuman: 
Divided and conflict-ridden 
community with mining 
proponents that lack knowledge 
of and respect for the Sami 

Jokkmokk: 
Good community relations despite 
conflicting frames - now under 
threat by the mine project 
Storuman: 
Conflicting frames reflecting 
different ideologies and/or 
varying proximity to mine site, yet 
good relations between villagers in 
the mountain valley 

Jokkmokk: 
Good community relations 
despite conflicting frames – now 
under threat by the mine project 
Storuman: 
Divided and conflict-ridden 
community with naive mining 
opponents not grasping the 
severity of the situation 

Processes and 
institutions 

Closed mineral sector/permit 
process dominated by state 
and industry violating Sami 
rights, which should have 
priority 

Closed mineral sector/permit 
process dominated by state and 
industry violating Sami rights, 
which should have priority 

Mineral sector/permit process 
closed for local interest, which 
should have priority 

Relatively fair and open mineral 
sector/permit process. Strong 
env. legislation prevents negative 
effects of mining 

Preferences for 
dealing with 
the situation  

Stop the mine, strengthen 
Sami rights, and invest in 
existing small-scale local 
businesses (e.g., reindeer 
husbandry) 

Stop the mine and invest in 
small-scale local businesses 
using renewable resources 
Storuman: 
Ensure equal treatment and 
rights for all Sami 

Establish mine if local benefits 
weigh up costs and damages and 
invest in a diversity of local 
businesses generating local 
benefits 

Establish mine and invest in NR 
sector – a mine can co-exist with 
other businesses  

A. Johansson et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



Journal of Environmental Management 315 (2022) 115205

7

closed for local interests. Consequently, group 3 frames set a range of 
conditions for giving support and permission for a mine, i.e., “mining if 
…. ” These conditions vary, but generally concern perceived environ-
mental impacts, risks, local employment, duration of operation, 
ownership, and local retention of profits. 

In both processes, reasons were typically articulated by the actors as 
parts of stories, consistent with their respective frames rather than 
explicitly expressed as “because” statements. Accordingly, actors 
sharing group 1 and 2 frames told stories that linked their preference to 
stop the mine to their perceptions of threatened and diminishing/ 
destroyed landscapes, ecosystems, and/or reindeer-grazing pastures due 
to previous processes of colonization and NR exploitation (App. B, 
quotes 1–4). Actors sharing group 4 frames, on the other hand, told 
stories that linked their preference to establish the mine to their un-
derstandings of the municipality as threatened by depopulation, lack of 
jobs, and a decreasing tax base for upholding basic social services, as 
well as their previous positive experiences of resource exploitation in the 
region (App. B, quotes 5–8). Actors with frames in group 3 substantiated 
their conditional position: “mining if …” by highlighting the positive 
and negative impacts of mining and natural resource exploitation in 
general (App. B quotes 9–12). 

Common among many actors was to mix common good-oriented 
reasons with personal and emotional reasons. For example, to explain 
their position to stop the mine, Sami actors in Jokkmokk (group 1 
frames) and Storuman (group 1 and 2 frames) told stories of their 
families’ struggles to practice reindeer herding in spite of cumulative 
negative impacts by competing land use activities intruding on their 
lands (App. B, quotes 13–15). Similarly, many actors with frames in 
groups 3 and 4 told stories about how they had been forced to lay off 
employees, or how their friends and family members had been forced to 
move to find work elsewhere (App. B, quotes 16–17). 

In addition, the actors frequently used their specific perceptions of 
the regulatory framework to give legal weight to their positions and 
preferences. For example, several actors with frames in groups 1 and 2 in 
both cases claimed that the current permit process and proposed mine 
establishments were violating Sami/Indigenous rights to land and water, 
referencing, for example, the Act on National Minorities and Minority 
Languages (2009:724) and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) (App. B, quotes 18–22). Actors with 
group 3 and 4 frames did not question the legality of excluding non- 
reindeer-herding Sami in the permit process, or treating reindeer herd-
ing as a public interest to be weighed against mineral extraction based 
on economic, social, and ecological merits. However, many actors 
sharing group 4 frames used their assessment of the Environmental Code 
(1998:808), “as one of the best environmental legislations in the world,” 
as an argument to approve the proposed mines (App. B, quotes 23–25). 

A difference between the two cases was the ways in which the actors 
assigned blame in relation to their perceived problems. In Jokkmokk, 
where the community relations prior to the mining conflict were 
perceived as relatively good, structural factors, such as the economic 
system, colonial/racist structures, and/or weak/biased local, regional, 
and national legislation, were primarily blamed (App. B, quotes 26–28). 
Only rarely, during the first three project meetings, where one actor 
made provocative statements about the economic value of reindeer 
herding, did the actors blame each other (App. B, quotes 29–30). 
However, after the third meeting, confrontational statements dis-
appeared, and during the fifth meeting the confrontational actor 
acknowledged the problematic nature of this way of reasoning (App. B, 
quote 31). In Storuman, in contrast, where the community was 
perceived as divided and conflict ridden, the actors (with the exception 
of those sharing group 3 frames) assigned blame, not only on structural 
factors but also on each other (App B, quotes 32–35). This created 
reasoning with a far more antagonistic tone and actors being pitted 
against each other. Prominent in the argumentation among Sami actors 
with group 1 and 2 frames in Storuman is also a historically institu-
tionalized intra-Sami conflict over the distribution of rights, such that 

only the reindeer herding communities are legally recognized as formal 
right holders. Consequently, non-reindeer herders (group 2 frames) 
typically positioned themselves in opposition to the right-holding Sami 
RHCs (group 1 frames), and vice-versa (App. B, quotes 36–37). How-
ever, the climate of discourse was slightly improved during the process, 
with fewer personal attacks documented during the last two meetings 
compared to the first three. 

4.2.2. Listening 
The extent of listening by the actors differed between the two cases. 

Communication in the Jokkmokk case was initially polarized and 
contentious, particularly between actors with frames in groups 1, 2, and 
4, and there were only a few examples of actors who actively listened to, 
and engaged with, other actors’ arguments during the first meeting. 
Instead, the actors typically talked past each other, arguing their point/ 
position without acknowledging what had previously been said by their 
opponents (Observations of meeting 1). However, as the process pro-
gressed, the climate of discourse improved, and communication could 
proceed more or less uninterrupted in a more listening manner, partic-
ularly after meeting 3, when the confrontational statements disappeared 
(Observations of meetings 3–6). This was not achieved without diffi-
culties, and for actors sharing group 1 and 2 frames, it was particularly 
difficult to understand the mining proponents’ assessments of, and their 
willingness to take, environmental risks to secure employment in the 
municipality (App. B, quotes 38–39). Equally challenging to the actors 
with group 4 frames were the mining opponents’ solutions, or “lack of 
solutions,” to the economic and demographic challenges in the munic-
ipalities (App. B, quote 40). However, despite conflicting views, the 
participants gradually came to grasp the underlying logic/narrative and 
content of each other’s frames (see deliberative outcomes below). In 
other words, communication in Jokkmokk was characterized by a high 
degree of listening by the actors who stayed and participated throughout 
the process. Hence, the process met the deliberative criteria of both 
reason-giving and listening. 

Similar to the process in Jokkmokk, communication in the process in 
Storuman was initially characterized by negative and demeaning 
statements which resulted in an overall contentious discourse with little 
listening and engagement between the actors, particularly between ac-
tors with frames in groups 1 and 2, and those with group 4 frames. 
However, contrary to the process in Jokkmokk, and in spite of a number 
of adjustments to the process (as presented above), the destructive 
climate of discourse with interpersonal attacks largely remained 
throughout the entire process, and fewer examples of listening were 
recorded (Observations of meetings 1–6). Nevertheless, listening be-
tween some actors occurred. For example, the indecisive actors with 
frames in group 3 expressed and exhibited a willingness to listen to, and 
engage with, the arguments put forward by the different sides 
throughout the entire process (App. B, quote 41). Furthermore, during 
the two final meetings, when some actors (frames in groups 1 and 4) had 
left the process, the remaining actors successfully managed to discuss 
similarities and differences in a rather productive manner with active 
listening and few interruptions (Observations of meetings 5–6). Actors 
with frames in group 2 confirmed that they had experienced being 
listened to (App. B, quote 42), and actors with frames in group 3 
explicitly stated that they had learned something new by listening to/ 
engaging with other actors (App. B quotes 43–44). Yet, as reciprocal 
listening and engagement between actors across all four frame groups 
was not achieved, the process in Storuman did not meet the listening 
criterion of deliberation. 

4.3. Deliberative outcomes 

The outcomes issue-consensus and working agreement were assessed 
by exploring the extent to which the actors’ perceptions and/or pref-
erences converged. Table 3 summarizes the frame changes identified by 
comparing the actors’ frames before and after the deliberative processes. 
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These results must be interpreted with caution, as pre- and post- 
comparison was only possible for six actors in Jokkmokk (two actors 
in frame group 1, one actor in group 2, one actor in group 3, and two 
actors in group 4) and 18 in Storuman (none in frame group 1, eight 
actors in group 2, four actors in group 3, and six actors in group 4) due to 
imperfect participation. 

In Jokkmokk, the three pre- and post-evaluated actors who entered 
the processes with group 1 and 2 frames (mining opponents) strength-
ened their original perceptions. They changed from acknowledging a 
few positive effects with a mine to only negative effects. The actors 
explained this change as a result of learning more about the mining 
project by listening to the arguments of the mining proponents (App. B, 
quotes 45–46). As for the two evaluated actors who entered the pro-
cesses with frames in group 4, frame changes were identified for one 
actor. This actor changed from a mining-positive frame (group 4) to 
something similar to that of group 3 frames, i.e., perceptions of both 
positive and negative effects of mining and a conditional position 
(mining if benefits weigh up costs and damages). This particular actor 
explained the change as a result of learning about the mining project and 
its effects for Jokkmokk municipality (App. B, quote 47). Among the 
actors with frames in group 3, no changes were identified. 

Although pre-/post-comparisons were possible for 18 actors in 
Storuman, changes were only identified among four actors, all with 
frames in group 3. These actors changed from assessing the balance 
between positive and negative effects as relatively equal to focusing 
almost exclusively on the negative effects. Accordingly, their preference 
changed from a conditional group 3 position before deliberation, to a 
preference to stop the mine development project (consistent with group 
1 and 2 frames) after the deliberative process. The actors stated that this 
change occurred as a result of listening to, and weighing, the arguments 
put forward by the different sides (App. B, quotes 48–49). This is in line 
with the results of the analysis of the actors’ communication, which 
show that the actors with group 3 frames exhibited a strong willingness 
to engage with the arguments put forward by the different sides 
throughout the entire process. 

Consequently, we can conclude that the actors did not reach issue- 
consensus or working agreement in any of the cases. In Jokkmokk, 
only one actor changed from a polarized group 4 frame to a more 
moderate frame. The other actors (two actors in frame group 1 and one 
actor in frame group 2) further strengthened their negative perceptions 
of the mine. In Storuman, the actors who changed their frames moved 
from a pragmatic approach to a more negative frame, thus contributing 
to further polarizing the group as a whole. 

A third possible outcome is meta-consensus. In contrast to issue- 
consensus and working agreement, meta-consensus can occur in situa-
tions where a plurality of frames exist. However, it requires that the 
actors develop an understanding and acceptance of the internal logic/ 
rationale of the range of frames. This outcome was assessed by a 

perspective-taking exercise testing the actors’ capacities and willingness 
to place themselves in each other’s frames and reason from within these. 
In Jokkmokk, all actors that were present during this exercise (two out of 
five in group 1, three out of nine in group 2, five out of seven in group 3, 
and two out of six in group 4) successfully managed to place themselves 
in each other’s frames and reason in accordance with the adopted frame. 
They were also largely successful in restating the content of each other’s 
frames (Observations of meeting 5). Consequently, deliberation in 
Jokkmokk generated a meta-consensus among the actors who stayed 
and participated throughout the process. In Storuman, on the other 
hand, where communication failed to meet the deliberative criteria of 
listening, meta-consensus was not reached. Due to lack of trust and a 
hostile climate between many actors, the perspective-taking exercise 
could not be conducted. There were no signs of mutual understanding or 
acceptance of the frame differences among actors with frames in groups 
1, 2, and 4. Instead, the negative blaming of actors with conflicting 
frames remained throughout the process despite attempts by the 
research team and the facilitator to foster a respectful climate of 
discourse. 

5. Discussion 

This study explored the prospects of deliberation in intractable NRM 
conflicts, particularly the possibilities of designing and realizing delib-
eration and its expected outcomes. We asked two questions: 1) To what 
extent, and how, can deliberation be designed and realized within the context 
of intractable NRM conflicts? and 2) What outcomes can be achieved? 

5.1. Designing and realizing deliberation 

Despite our attempts to apply a similar process design/approach, two 
rather different processes materialized in the two cases. In Jokkmokk, 
where the research team had established relations and social relations 
were generally perceived as good, all seven deliberative design princi-
ples highlighted in the literature were realized. In Storuman, the 
research team lacked the same contextual pre-understanding and his-
torical conflicts, and antagonism between the actors required several 
adjustments to the planned process in order to build trust and a broad 
willingness to participate. Despite continuous adjustments of the pro-
cess, the principle of a productive group atmosphere could not be realized. 
This finding is consistent with previous studies of inter-group engage-
ment in intractable NRM contexts/conflicts, which suggests that the 
prospect of deliberation is largely dependent on the quality of previous 
relations and inter-group contacts between different groups in the 
community (Baker and Chapin III, 2018). The findings also highlight the 
importance of adjusting the process design to the requests and concerns 
of the involved actors, rather than imposing a one-size-fits-all design 
(Bächtiger and Parkinson, 2019). Moreover, the results stress the 

Table 3 
Summary of the identified frame changes.   

1. Reindeer husbandry consistent 
with nature 

2. Local development consistent 
with nature 

3. Multi-faceted community and local 
benefits 

4. More jobs and growth 

Actors Jokkmokk: 5 
Storuman: 4 

Jokkmokk: 9 
Storuman: 9 

Jokkmokk: 7 
Storuman: 6 

Jokkmokk: 6 
Storuman: 21 

Changes in 
perceptions of the 
situation 

Jokkmokk: 
From perceiving mostly negative 
effects with a mine to only 
negative effects (2 actors) 
Storuman: 
No changes identified 

Jokkmokk: 
From perceiving mostly negative 
effects with a mine to only 
negative effects (1 actor) 
Storuman:  
- No changes identified 

Jokkmokk: 
No changes identified 
Storuman: 
From perceiving both positive and 
negative effects with a mine to almost 
exclusively negative effects (4 actors) 

Jokkmokk: 
From perceiving mostly positive 
effects with a mine to mostly 
negative effects (1 actor) 
Storuman: 
No changes identified 

Changes in 
preferences 

Jokkmokk: 
No changes identified 
Storuman: 
No changes identified 

Jokkmokk: 
No changes identified 
Storuman: 
No changes identified 

Jokkmokk: 
No changes identified 
Storuman: 
From a conditional yes to the mine to a 
definite no (4 actors) 

Jokkmokk: 
From yes to the mine to a more 
cautious position – if benefits weigh 
up costs and damages (1 actor) 
Storuman: 
No changes identified  
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significance of contextual knowledge when designing and organizing 
deliberative processes. Contested institutions, such as disputed Indige-
nous rights, and historical injustices between involved actors must be 
allowed to affect the design. For example, deliberation in the absence of 
the actors who are held responsible for setting the rules and causing past 
injustices, in this case the state, may not be considered meaningful. 

A challenge in both cases was to realize the principle of inclusivity in 
the sense of maintaining a high/balanced level of participation, partic-
ularly in Storuman, where the Sami RHC representatives opted out of the 
joint process. Despite investing considerable time and resources, e.g. 
offering financial compensation, reminding actors, and moving meeting 
dates, the research team did not fully manage to avoid actors joining 
throughout the process, participating sporadically, or leaving before the 
process was finalized. This finding does not clearly support previous 
studies suggesting that actors’ willingness to participate in deliberation 
is generally high (Curato et al., 2017; Fisher et al., 2020). However, the 
difficulty in meeting the inclusivity criteria throughout the process may 
also reflect an open and inclusive recruitment of actors without explicit 
admission requirements; a geography requiring long-distance travelling 
to joint meetings; and actors’ unwillingness to expose themselves to 
contentious discussions in uncomfortable company. Moreover, the 
processes in this study constituted “cold” deliberation, i.e., discussions 
had no impact on the formal decision-making process. The participants 
may therefore have felt that the cost of participating did not outweigh 
the benefits. It could also be that some actors perceived deliberation 
with other local actors as misplaced as the problem, in their under-
standing, primarily concerned state politics (as in the case of the Sami 
RHCs). There is also a trade-off between the inclusivity, tracking progress, 
and impact criteria. Continuous documentation, analysis, and reporting 
back to actors requires research time in between meetings, thus 
extending the entire process in time and making it harder to maintain 
actors’ interest. Given these imperfect conditions and challenges, our 
results can also support the conclusion that actors’ willingness to 
participate in deliberation is indeed significant. While the study con-
firms that all design principles are relevant, it highlights the challenges 
of realizing them in real-life intractable conflict cases. 

As for the actors’ communication, the results show that both pro-
cesses fulfilled the reason-giving criteria of deliberation, but the 
listening criterion was only achieved in Jokkmokk. In both cases, rea-
sons (including both personal and common-good-oriented reasons) were 
primarily articulated as parts of generic stories which, consistent with 
the different frames, invoked, highlighted, downplayed, interpreted, 
and bound together various elements in the conflict situation. Radically 
different interpretations of the regulatory context, such as the Envi-
ronmental Code and legislation addressing Indigenous rights, enabled 
actors on both sides to justify their preferences with references to law. 
This is in line with previous research suggesting that parallel and weakly 
coordinated, or conflicting, regulatory frameworks can influence inter- 
group engagement by adding complexity and contestation regarding 
the “right” way to deal with the issues at stake (von der Porten and de 
Loë, 2013). 

Institutions set the rules of the game and define power relations and 
the range of possible outcomes (Raitio, 2013). One important lesson 
from our attempt to realize deliberation in our case studies is that con-
tested regulatory frameworks, such as Indigenous rights, may funda-
mentally shape actors’ communication and deliberative efforts. 
Expecting Indigenous actors to “listen” to other local actors disputing 
their rights claims, while their own priority is to establish communica-
tion with the state, may not be realistic or appropriate. Therefore, 
further research is needed to explore how deliberation of NRM conflicts 
can address the institutional level, and contested regulatory frame-
works, in appropriate ways. 

The analysis also revealed differences between actors’ communica-
tion in the two processes. In spite of communication being initially 
polarized and contentious in Jokkmokk, the overall process was char-
acterized by a high degree of engagement between groups, and the 

participants gradually came to grasp the underlying logic/narrative and 
content of each other’s frames. In Storuman, the contentious discourse 
remained throughout the process, resulting in few examples of listening 
and engagement between groups. An interesting difference was the ways 
in which the actors assigned blame. In Jokkmokk, where the community 
relations prior to the mining conflict were perceived as relatively good, 
structural factors, such as unfair legislation and unclear Indigenous 
rights, were primarily blamed. In Storuman, where the community was 
perceived as divided and conflict ridden, the actors (with the exception 
of those sharing group 3 frames) often blamed each other. Here, a long- 
standing internal Sami conflict over the distribution of rights between 
reindeer herders and non-reindeer herders divided the Sami actors. 
Consequently, many of the mining-skeptical actors reasoned against, 
and blamed, each other although they shared similar preferences to-
wards the mine. This goes back to forced relocations of the Sami during 
the 1930s and other historical events that shaped relationships in the 
two case study locations in different ways (Lantto, 2014). This, again, 
highlights the importance of understanding deliberation as embedded in 
its historical multi-leveled institutional context. As illustrated by this 
study, unfair institutions and historical injustices can prevent coopera-
tive deliberation, even among actors with similar frames. These results 
are in line with the conclusion of other studies (Baker and Chapin III, 
2018; Freudenberg et al., 2011): when relations are based on mutual 
hostility, and when there is no previous common ground between 
disputing groups, the ground for deliberation is not very fertile. 

5.2. Deliberative outcomes achieved 

In spite of imperfect participation in the deliberative process, we 
could assess outcomes for a handful of actors in each case. First, we can 
conclude that neither issue-consensus nor working agreement were 
achieved in any of the cases. This is in line with previous studies of real- 
life intractable NRM conflicts suggesting that mutually accepted 
agreements are unlikely (Gray, 2004; Mutti et al., 2012; Pölönen et al., 
2020). In Storuman, where deliberation was not achieved, we could 
identify an increasing polarizing of the group as a whole as the process 
proceeded. In Jokkmokk, where deliberation was achieved, no effects on 
polarization could be identified. Hence, deliberation in already polar-
ized settings (as in our two cases) can possibly prevent further polari-
zation. Yet, we found no evidence that deliberation results in a 
convergence of frames, as typically suggested by deliberative theorists 
(Curato et al., 2017). Another interesting finding is that although the 
deliberative quality was higher in Jokkmokk, the degree of frame 
changes was small compared to the frame shifts that took place in the 
Storuman case, where the deliberative quality was low. Recent studies 
show similar results (e.g., Baccaro et al., 2016). This indicates that the 
relationship between deliberative quality and preference changes is not 
straightforward, and the use of preference changes as a proxy for 
deliberative quality (e.g., Fishkin, 2009) is not optimal. 

In addition to issue-consensus and working agreement, we assessed 
the outcome of meta-consensus. To achieve this outcome, the actors 
must develop an understanding and an acceptance of the logic/rationale 
of the range of frames, but the existence of a plurality of competing 
frames is accepted. This outcome was achieved in Jokkmokk, despite a 
long-standing intractable conflict. In this case, the community relations 
prior to deliberation were perceived as good/highly developed, most 
design principles could be realized, and communication lived up to the 
deliberative criteria. We can therefore conclude that deliberation can 
lead to meta-consensus in intractable NRM conflicts – at least under 
favorable conditions. This is in line with much deliberative research 
(Curato et al., 2017), which also sees meta-consensus as a prerequisite 
for transforming conflict into a situation in which solutions that address 
the perspectives of everyone involved can be found (Curato et al., 2017; 
Dryzek and Pickering, 2017). However, more research is needed to 
determine the role of meta-consensus as a stepping stone to further 
conflict de-escalation/resolution. Although the actors were able to 
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understand and reflect upon each other’s frames in the Jokkmokk case, 
nothing in our results suggest that they were willing to reconsider their 
positions. Nevertheless, in line with Mouffe (1999), we argue that 
meta-consensus is valuable in itself as it helps clarify the conflict and its 
dividing lines. 

In Storuman, where the community was perceived as divided/con-
flict ridden, the design principles were hard to implement, communi-
cation failed to live up to the deliberative criteria, and meta-consensus 
was not achieved. Indeed, the process appears to have generated addi-
tional polarization and was deadlocked in historically and institution-
ally grounded divisions. In such situations, institutional change and 
historical injustices may have to be addressed before deliberation be-
tween actors in a NRM conflict is meaningful or ethically defendable. 

6. Conclusions 

How to “best” handle intractable NRM conflicts is broadly debated, 
and empirical research is important for exploring what works in prac-
tice. This study concludes that intractable NRM conflicts are difficult to 
deliberate and resolve in the sense of reaching agreements. This is an 
important finding that needs to be taken into account in practical NRM, 
where politicians and managers increasingly turn to deliberation as a 
means to resolve intractable conflicts. However, our study also shows 
that deliberation and meta-consensus is possible to both design and 
achieve in settings with favorable conditions, including good social re-
lations and established inter-group contacts prior to the conflict. We 
argue that meta-consensus is a valuable outcome as it can turn a conflict 
in which only dominating perspectives are seen and heard into a 
structured disagreement where traditionally marginalized actors are 
respected and seen. The results underscore the importance of properly 
designed and facilitated deliberative procedures, which cannot be ach-
ieved without investing considerable time, resources, and skills in the 
processes. However, recognizing the failure to achieve any deliberative 
outcomes in the Storuman case, and the fact that meta-consensus in itself 
does not resolve conflicts, we suggest that more efforts should focus on 
alternative, or complementary, ways to handle intractable NRM con-
flicts. Both cases highlight the importance of understanding NRM con-
flicts – and deliberation – as embedded in place-specific historical and 
institutional contexts. Hence, addressing contested institutions and 
historical injustices, in these cases related to Indigenous rights and 

culture, may be a necessary pre-requisite, or supplement, to delibera-
tion. Regulatory frameworks that are perceived as fair by all actors, 
including those who do not get their way, are critical to efforts to handle 
intractable NRM conflicts in legitimate ways. 

Based on the findings, we suggest two avenues for future deliberative 
research. First, more research into the place-specific contextual and 
institutional factors that affect deliberative quality and outcomes is 
needed to further clarify when deliberation is a viable option and how 
deliberative processes should be designed. Second, the causal relation-
ships between deliberation, communicative quality, and outcomes 
warrant further investigation. More research on the relation between 
various process elements, their communicative quality and function, 
and outcomes is needed to pin-point which (deliberative and non- 
deliberative) factors enable/prevent different outcomes. As demon-
strated in this study, frame analysis offers practical tools to gain in-depth 
knowledge of intractable conflicts as well as deliberative processes. 
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Appendix A. The actors and their participation 

Jokkmokk.   

Frame groups Organizations Actors Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4 Meeting 5 Meeting 6 

1. Reindeer husbandry consistent with 
nature 

Sirges RHC a X X X    
b X X X X  X 

Jåhkågasska tjiellde RHC c X X X X X X 
Laponiatjuottjudus d X X     
Ájtte museum of Sami culture e X X X  X  

2. Local development consistent with 
nature 

Liaison group of the Village of 
Björkholmen 

a X X     
b X X X  X X 

Björkholmen Village Association c X X     
Urbergsgruppen (NGO) d  X   X  

e  X     
f   X X X X 
g   X   X 

Swedish Society for Nature Conservation h X      
Sami Wellbeing (political party) i X X X    

3. Multifaceted community and local 
benefits 

Strukturum in Jokkmokk AB a X X X X X  
b     X X 

Jokkmokk Business Association c X X   X  
Jokkmokk’s Allmänning AB d X X     
Destination Jokkmokk AB e  X   X  

(continued on next page) 
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(continued ) 

Frame groups Organizations Actors Meeting 1 Meeting 2 Meeting 3 Meeting 4 Meeting 5 Meeting 6 

Jokkmokks Hembygdsförening f  X X X X X 
SCA Skog AB g X X     

4. More jobs and growth Municipal administration a X X X    
The Social Democrats (political party) b X X     
Municipal administration c X X X X  X 
Randijaur Village Association d X X X X X  

e X X     
Jokkmokk Snowmobile Association f X X X X X X  

Storuman.   

Frame groups Organizations Actors Meeting 
1 

Meeting 
2 

Meeting 
3 

Meeting 
4 

Meeting 
5 

Meeting 
6 

1. Reindeer husbandry consistent with nature Vapsten RHC a X X X    
b X X     

Vilhelmina norra RHC c  X X X   
Ubmeje tjeälddie RHC d X  X    

2. Local development consistent with nature Unorganized, Rönnbäck village a X X X X X X 
Stop the Mine in Rönnbäcken b X X X X  X 

c X X X   X 
Vadtejen Saemiej Sïjte d X X X X X X 

e X X X X X X 
Vaapsten Sïjte f X X X X X X 

g X X X  X X 
The Left Party (political party) h  X X X X X 

i     X X 
3. Quality of life/multifaceted community and 

local benefits 
Sandås Interest Association a X X X X  X 
Forsmark Village Association b X X X X X X 
Hembygdsföreningen Gratian c X X X    
Björkfors Community Association d X X X X X X 
Unorganized, Västansjö village e X X X X  X 
Unorganized, Hemavan f   X  X X 

4. More jobs and growth Bilfrakt Bothnia AB a X X X  X X 
b X X X    
c    X X X 

The Social Democrats (political 
party) 

d X X  X X X 

Visit Hemavan Tärnaby AB e X X     
f     X X 
g    X   

Tärna Fish Conservation Area h X X X    
Unorganized, Tärnaby i X X     
Tärna game management circle j X X     
Slussfors Interest Association k X X    X 

l X X X    
Unorganized, Svartliden m X      
Storuman sport fishing club n X      
The Center Party (political party) o X X   X  

p X X   X  
Municipal administration q  X X  X X 
Storuman Business Association r X X X X X X 

s X X     
Swedish Trade Federation 
Storuman 

t  X  X X X 

Kjin Schakt AB u X X X X X   

Appendix B. Quotes from the actors’ communication 

Quote 1: “An encroachment like this always means that we must give something away … it will destroy our lands …. If we can keep our lands, we 
will be able to conduct reindeer husbandry for centuries to come … everyone will benefit from that.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 
2). 

Quote 2: “We have seen what has happened during the last 200 years since colonialism took off … and we know that a mine will have negative 
effects on reindeer husbandry and nature …. such as dusting, toxic waste, increased traffic, reindeer collisions and other accidents … it is time to hit 
the brakes.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Jokkmokk, meeting 2). 

Quote 3: “The mine will not only affect the immediate area … It will impact much larger areas, as well as all reindeer husbandry … We already have 
too many disruptions on our lands and if they continue to increase, the situation will be unbearable.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Storuman, meeting 
2). 

Quote 4: “The mining industry always wins over Sami interests … they are selling the Sami for short-term profit and do not care about the land, 
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water, and culture being destroyed.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 2). 
Quote 5: “The municipality will not exist in 50 years if we do not get new industries … Reindeer husbandry is important, but we cannot rely solely 

on reindeer husbandry … there must be something else.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk meeting 2). 
Quote 6: “This is a population issue … as long as the population continues to decrease and we do not get any new industries, we have an impossible 

equation to solve.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 2). 
Quote 7: “Not much has happened here in 20 years …. We need economic development if we are to keep healthcare, schools, and all that … We 

need to make the most of what we have … we have natural resources, and if we get this mine we have an opportunity to reverse the negative 
development.“ (Actor with frame in group 4, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 8: “Just look at Kiruna and the LKAB mine, people have money … and it spills over into other areas.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Storuman, 
meeting 2). 

Quote 9: “A mine is always risky, especially for some actors …. and it is difficult to evaluate if the risks are acceptable. But if they say yes to the 
mine, we need to make sure that we get the most out of it … If we are going to sell ourselves, it is going to cost.” (Actor with frame in group 3, 
Jokkmokk, meeting 2). 

Quote 10: “There is a trade-off … the mine will bring something good, but it will also have negative effects …. What destruction are we willing to 
sacrifice and for what? That is the question that we must ask ourselves.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Jokkmokk meeting 2). 

Quote 11: “We need growth … the depopulation has been extreme during the last years … The mine brings possibilities, but I would have preferred 
if it was a state-owned mine. We have had so many exploiters here, and their main goal has always been to make as much money as possible as quickly 
as possible and then leave.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 12: “Just look at the places where mining actually works, it is where the state is the owner … If you look at other municipalities, they are not 
wealthy … I think the positive effects are a bit exaggerated.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 13: “Our lands are shrinking …. we use this area to move our reindeer down in the autumn and up to the mountains in the spring … it is vital 
for us …. a mine here means that you risk the future of our village and the livelihood of several families.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, 
meeting 5). 

Quote 14: “We have talked a lot about compromises and consultation …. I hope you understand that it is impossible for us to give away the land and 
resources on which we are living.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 5). 

Quote 15: “It feels like we are being attacked from all sides, both within the Sami community and from the state …. It feels like they want to make 
the conditions for our industry as bad as possible … it is no surprise that the younger generation questions whether to continue with reindeer hus-
bandry.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 16: “There are many young people in my line of business who are forced to look for work elsewhere because there are not enough jobs, and 
nowhere to live … the future is very uncertain.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 5). 

Quote 17: “Now I am forced to lay off fifteen of my employees because there are no jobs. And they do not care whether you can pick mushrooms, 
the most important thing for them is to find jobs.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Storuman, meeting 3). 

Quote 18: “Legally we should be protected, as Sweden has signed a lot of conventions regarding the Sami land rights … but it is clear that we are 
not.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 19: “As Indigenous people we should have a greater say in these issues … I believe that the state has made a mistake and should revise the 
law.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 20: “Sweden has adopted the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples … and a lot of other conventions and 
frameworks on Indigenous rights … and presents itself internationally as a fantastic country. But it is the complete opposite. We are the ones with the 
rights, we own the land and the natural resources, but the state treats us like slaves on our own land.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 
4). 

Quote 21: “The state needs to follow the laws … The Act on National Minorities and Minority Languages clearly states that national minorities 
should have the right to maintain and develop their culture and that authorities shall give them influence in matters that affect them. I think this is very 
important.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 4). 

Quote 22: “It is very strange from an international perspective and from a Sami perspective to treat reindeer husbandry as a national interest to be 
weighed against other interests. It goes completely against the international conventions that Sweden has signed.” (Actor with frame in group 2, 
Storuman, meeting 4). 

Quote 23: “If you look at Sweden’s environmental legislation it is clear that a mine in Jokkmokk is much better than one in Brazil or wherever they 
are digging, where people die under miserable conditions.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 24: “You must look at this from a global perspective … it is more environmentally friendly with a mine in Jokkmokk than in a country like 
China, where the environmental legislation is weak.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 25: “Internationally, no other country has such strict environmental requirements as Sweden, and if the mineral is not mined here, it will be 
mined somewhere else.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Storuman, meeting 4). 

Quote 26: “The biggest problem is that Sweden lacks a proper system for resource distribution between urban and rural regions … Our hands are 
tied … we can do nothing. We have resources, but we get nothing for them in today’s system … We have hydropower and we have forestry, but the 
money goes directly to the state …. only a fraction of the value that the resources generate stays here.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Jokkmokk, 
meeting 4). 

Quote 27: “There are basically two problems: one is that Sweden treats its Indigenous people extremely poorly, and the other is that the state does 
not care about its sparsely populated areas … this leaves people with no other choice but to destroy and sell the land and resources for economic 
profit.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 28: “I think we can all agree that the mineral legislation needs to be revised …. That is what I think has come out of these discussions … the 
problem is the Minerals Act.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Jokkmokk meeting 4). 

Quote 29: “We are going to need many reindeer if the municipality is going to survive on reindeer husbandry.” (Actor with frame in group 4, 
Jokkmokk, meeting 1). 

Quote 30: “If there is a mine, many reindeer herders will realize that it is better to work in the mine as they can earn thousands, be free on evenings 
and weekends and keep reindeer husbandry as a side activity …. We would all benefit from that.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 2). 

Quote 31: “It is nice that we have been able to discuss and respect each other’s differences. It has moved the process forward … I have also realized 
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that there are a lot of prejudices against the Sami, some of which I have shared.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 5). 
Quote 32: “We need the mine for our survival …. and reindeer husbandry contributes nothing. It is extremely bad for the economy …” (Actor with 

frame in group 4, Storuman, meeting 3). 
Quote 33: “There is so much land, and yet we cannot get along in this area …. There are always conflicts with the reindeer herders … If we allow 

them to decide over everything, there would be nothing left … They are against forestry, hydropower, wind power, tourism, mining, and everything.” 
(Actor with frame in group 4, Storuman, meeting 3). 

Quote 34: “You talk about the mine as if you know anything … you know nothing about what you are talking about, everything you say is based on 
assumptions.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 35: “You dream of small business and alternative solutions, but you never come up with any concrete proposals.” (Actor with frame in group 
4, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 36: “It feels as if we are under occupation of other Sami who have moved here and who, with the help of the authorities, have taken 
everything from us.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 37: “They are attacking as soon as they get a chance … First, they oppose us as representatives of the Sami, and the next time as Swedes … 
they are not consistent in how they reason.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Storuman, meeting 2). 

Quote 38: “It is like we are sacrificing everything for a few employment opportunities …. away with everything. This is crazy to me.” (Actor with 
frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 4). 

Quote 39: “The degree of risk-taking is surprising … I cannot understand how one can be so positive towards mining when we know that the mining 
industry comes with so many uncertainties and risks.” (Actor with frame in group 2, Jokkmokk, meeting 3). 

Quote 40: “The most important thing for Jokkmokk is to increase the population, but despite this, there are people that are happy with the current 
development …. This is what we find most surprising, we thought everyone wanted to see a population increase because we are close to the breaking 
point.” (Actor with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 3). 

Quote 41: “The people in our group have been to almost every meeting and listened to the different positions … It is strange that there aren’t more 
people who seem to be interested in doing the same thing. And it is very strange that the municipality has not initiated something like this before, 
because it fulfills an important function.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 42: “What I have appreciated most with this project is that we have been given an opportunity to share and document our views in a way that 
we have not been able to do before … that is why I have tried to encourage other people to come … because no one listens to us in any other context.” 
(Actor with frame in group 2, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 43: “These meetings have provided a lot of knowledge … I knew nothing about these laws and regulations before … it is also a great 
opportunity to learn how other people think.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 44: “For us this has meant a lot of new information about others’ views … we have also gotten some new acquaintances … It is important to 
have a setting like this where you can meet and discuss issues in an objective manner.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 45: “I feel more confident and strengthened in my position after hearing the reasoning from the yes side.” (Actor with frame in group 1, 
Jokkmokk, meeting 6). 

Quote 46: “This process has only made me more convinced of how bad the mine would be for Jokkmokk … there is no argument that has been 
particularly convincing from the other side.” (Actor with frame in group 1, Jokkmokk, meeting 6). 

Quote 47: “After receiving more information about the mine’s effects on Jokkmokk, the municipality has taken a more cautious position.” (Actor 
with frame in group 4, Jokkmokk, meeting 6). 

Quote 48: “We have gained a lot of that knowledge from these meetings, many of us had poor knowledge of what these permit processes look like 
…. We have also realized that the argumentation from the mine proponents is weak.” (Actor with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 6). 

Quote 49: “I think all of us changed our view of the project when we realized how weak the argumentation from the mine proponents was.” (Actor 
with frame in group 3, Storuman, meeting 6). 
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