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9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ 

In March 2018, a representative citizensΩ survey on mining and mineral exploration was carried out in 

each of the countries Finland, Germany and Spain. The aim of the survey was to collect and analyse the 

public attitude towards mining activities and mineral exploration. 

It was structured in the following four sections:  

1. Introduction 

2. General attitudes towards mining 

3. General attitude towards mineral exploration and their activities (helicopter, drones) 

4. Attitude towards mining industry and public authorities 

The raw data was collected by an online panel, exposing the respondents to a set of 21 questions, closed 

standardized and open-ended. App. 1000 respondents in each of the three countries Finland, Germany 

and Spain (total 3.000) of all ages and regions are involved, bringing insights about the public attitude 

towards mining, mineral exploration and the mining industry. 

INFACT-Partners DIALOGIK, ATCLAVE, University of Eastern Finland and SYKE carried out the survey and 

analysed the data. Norstat in Germany, with branches in Spain and Finland, simultaneously collected 

the data with an online panel and their ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ data base. 

The results show that citizens in Finland, Germany and Spain have a positive attitude towards mining 

concerning the importance of the sector for the whole economy, the chances for employment and being 

independent by mining resources in the own country. People see a benefit for the local infrastructure 

and facilities when it comes to mining. 

In general terms, Indifferent among the ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ opinion is the trust and acceptance towards mining 

industry and how public authorities handle mining issues. Impact on environment caused by mining is 

seen as a huge issue. The citizens are unsure and indifferent whether mining is usually accepted by the 

local community or not.  

Relating to exploration with non-invasive methods, like helicopters and drones, participants are 

generally not bothered. Some show an interest to learn more about the technology of non-invasive 

methods. Public might be concerned about the noise caused by the field research and about a drone 

which could observe the ground, violating privacy. A stable 10 to 15% of all participants show a very 

critical (very negative) attitude in general towards mining and mineral exploration. 

The results give an overview of the general attitude towards mining and mineral exploration in the three 

countries and will support designing the stakeholder engagement process in each of the reference sites 

in Finland, Germany and Spain for 2018 and 2019.  
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1 LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

The level of knowledge about the attitude of the public towards mining in a broader sense differs 

significantly from country to country. As part of the INFACT-Project, an in-depth literature search 

examined the public opinion towards mining and exploration and factors that drive opinion forming 

(INFACT 2018). Here, all available studies and scientific articles on reputation of mining, with a focus on 

Europe and the reference site countries Finland, Germany and Spain, as well as Australia, Latin American 

countries and global perspectives from decision makers are taken into consideration. 

While the knowledge base for Finland, due to intensive research activities in recent years, is very high, 

it looks limited for Spain and Germany. Based on the literature analysis (INFACT 2018), reputation is 

slightly positive in the reference site countries Finland, Germany and Spain. Driving factors that shape 

the reputation of mining are economic dependence on raw material, environment and health impacts, 

level public participation, and avoiding new mining into other areas. 

The mining background plays a critical role for local reputation and is needed to understand the local 

perceptions and attitudes. With a good local identity towards mining, it could form a positive attitude, 

while ǿƛǘƘ ōŀŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ άǎŎŀƴŘŀƭǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƳƛƴŜΣ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ 

whole nation. The work being done concluded that mining exploration reputation is not to be separated 

from mining sector. Not much is known about how and what people think about mining in general and 

mineral exploration, how they perceive mining industry and the relation to public authorities, and how 

it is linked to mining activities. 

At this point, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜΣ the survey and the research 

questions are designed. TƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ς completely tailored to the needs of the 

INFACT-project ς tries to examine and to get a deeper understanding of what people in selected 

countries really think and wish to get when it comes to mining and to the previous stage of mineral 

exploration. The results give an overview of the general attitude toward mining and mineral exploration 

in the three countries and will support designing the stakeholder engagement process in each of the 

reference sites in Finland, Germany and Spain for 2018 and 2019.  

 

The team at INFACT sets up the following research question, each for countries Finland, Germany and 

Spain: 

1. What do people think about mining in general? 

2. What do they think and believe about mineral exploration? 

3. ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΚ 

For this, full representative samples of adults from Finland, Germany and Spain are involved in this 

study. 
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1.1 hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ 

The main objective of this report, as outlined in the proposal for INFACT, consists of a broad and yet in-

depth analysis of the perception and opinion-forming processes related to exploration in general and 

exploration platforms. To conduct this, the project partners, in close cooperation with an external 

contractor, examined attitudes via an online-survey reaching in Finland, Germany and Spain. 1,000 

people in each country were asked to complete an online-questionnaire covering the topics of 

exploration. In the case of the northern test site preparatory engagement was completed prior to the 

online survey, to mitigate the risk that even its very topic was to provoke a negative reaction, via 

meetings with the local community. 

 

!ƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ōŜƭƻǿΦ 

Table 1: Overview of the ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ. 

 
Description 

Title of study /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻƴ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ and exploration in Finland, Germany and 

Spain 

Research 

questions 

What do people think about mining in general? 

What do they think and believe about the mineral exploration? 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΚ 

Target group Citizens older 18 years in Finland, Germany and Spain, each country >1000, total 

3000 

Method, 

approach 

Online panel in cooperation with NORSTAT 

questionnaires via internet, nationwide in Finland, Germany and Spain  

Representative quantitative study, duration each: 15 to 20 minutes, app. 20 

standardized questions, few open answer questions 

Structure of 

questionnaire 

- Intro and demographic background 

- General attitude towards mining  

- Attitude towards exploration: helicopter and drone 

- Mining industry and public authorities 
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Product Presentation with an overview of results in each of the countries (slide show) 

Report and deliverable for WP2 

In-depth analysis of open-ended questions 

Part of the context analyse for designing the engagement process 

Management 

of study 

Coordination, concept and lead: DIA 

Case study Germany: DIA 

Case study Finland: UEF and SYKE 

Case study Spain: AT-Clave 

Advice from EFG, HZDR, SRK and advisory board 

 

1.2 aŜǘƘƻŘ ƻŦ ƻƴƭƛƴŜπ{ǳǊǾŜȅ 

Introduction 

This survey aimed at answering various questiƻƴǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ 

towards mining activities and mineral exploration in Finland, Germany and Spain.  

  

Figure 1: Overview - Citizens´ survey in three countries. 

The target group of this research were citizens older 18 years, located in Finland, Germany and Spain, 

around 1.000 participants per country, equalling a total of 3.000 participants. 

Overview ς
CitizensΨ survey in three countries

Finland (N=1.025)

Germany (N=1.015)

Spain (N=1.023)

Source: Googlemaps

Total: 3.063 people interviewed

Number of participants 
in each country
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1.3 aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ 

This online panel was conducted in cooperation with NORSTAT. It comprised 1000 successfully 

completed questionnaires via Internet, nationwide in Finland, Germany and Spain.  

Norstat handles huge datasets of persons who have registered for taking part of regular surveys. These 

datasets vary from country to country but can get up to 80.000 to 130.000 citizens of all ages and 

background, from all regions. As a standard process, the company Norstat sends a link that directs 

participants to the survey page, inviting them to take part in the survey. The participants complete the 

questionnaire. This allowed participants to answer the questions online, in a convenient manner that 

saved them the effort and costs of physical travelling. 

Participants are being reimbursed for their time and effort. Personal data are kept completely 

anonymous and meet all national and international standards of data protection. This representative 

study took participants on average 15 to 20 minutes to complete, containing 21 standardised questions 

as well as open-ended questions. 

The survey was conducted both in a quantitative and qualitative manner, using different types of 

questions i.e. closed and open questions, questions featuring statements allowing the participants to 

select the extent to which they agreed with a given statement in order to be able to represent the 

complexity of the issues in question in the best way possible. For organizational reasons, partners 

worked with a master-version of the questionnaire in English and translated this respectively into the 

language of the target country (Finnish, German and Spanish). 

 

1.4 {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ 

The questionnaire was structured into four sections.  

1. Introduction 

2. General attitudes towards mining 

3. General attitude towards mining exploration and their activities (helicopter, drones) 

4. Attitude towards industry and public authorities 

 

 

1. Introduction 

Section one was the introduction that set the tone for the interview and gave participants some basic 

information about the project INFACT and data protection and asked about their demographic 

background such as age, gender and place of living.  
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2. General attitudes towards mining 

The second ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŜƴǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻwards mining and asked about 

¶ Mining activities at the place of residence  

¶ Framing of the term mining 

¶ Importance of mining industry in the country (employment, own resources) 

¶ Benefit and critical effects for infrastructure, facilities, environment in community 

¶ Social acceptance in a community. 

 

3. General attitude towards mining exploration and their activities (helicopter, drones) 

The third section was designed to find out about the participants attitudes towards mineral exploration, 

i.e. exploration activities with helicopter or drones.  

 

4. Attitude towards industry and public authorities 

The last part focused on attitude towards mining industry, their responsibilities and public authorities 

and the handling of mining. 

 

 

Figure 2: Four main topics of the citizensΩ survey conducted in Finland, Germany and Spain. 

This figure gives a detailed overview of the four different section of the questionnaire as well. 

 

2. Mining 
ÅMining & economy
ÅMining & own resources
ÅMining & employment

in a community 
Å Infrastructure & facilities

in a community 
Å Environment
Å Acceptance of mining

in a community
3. Exploration
Å Exploration of raw material
Å Exploration with helicopter
Å Exploration with drones

4. Mining industry
ÅMining company

& responsibility
Å Public authorities &

handling of mining

1. Introduction (project information, data
protection, demographic information)

Attitude 
towards
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1.5 tŀǊǘƛŜǎ LƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ 

The concept of the survey was worked out by DIALOGIK in close cooperation with the Finish partners 

UEF and SYKE and the Spanish partner AT-Clave with helpful advice from EFG, HZDR, SRK and advisory 

board. The whole coordination with Norstat and the partners was realised by DIALOGIK. 

DIALOGIK was responsible for the case study in Germany, the case study in Finland was conducted by 

SYKE and UEF and the Spanish equivalent was worked out by AT-Clave.  

1.6 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ tŀƎŜ 

This graph (Figure 3) illustrates an example of one question of the online panel to illustrate the overall 

set-up and layout of the survey design. 

 

Figure 3: Example of question page at online panel (Screenshot Survey). 

 

1.7 wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ {ŀƳǇƭŜ 

The sample of all the interviewed participants was comparatively large, ensuring scientific research 

conditions with a total of 3.063 people who were interviewed in all three countries with the same 

questions. The sample sizes were nearly identical, so that the results are comparable: Finland (N=1.025), 

Germany (N=1.015) and Spain (N=1.023). 

The samples in all three countries were rather large which clearly allows for a scientifically adequate 

results that represent the overall tendencies of a country very well. Also, a good dispersion of different 

ages, genders and locations considering the participants was ensured. The table below listed the 

representative distribution of gender and age of Finland, Spain and Germany. Compared to national 

distribution there is nearly a similar one in the different online-surveys which allows to applicate the 

result as for population representative surveys. Still it has to be said that people without the skillset to 

use this form of participation might be underrepresented (e.g. elderly technology-averse cohorts).  
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The high similarities between all countries imply that the survey has successfully been conducted in a 

coherent manner throughout all three countries. 

 

Table 2: Population representative of age and gender in Finland, Germany and Spain 
compared with survey distribution in each country (analysis of raw data provide by Norstat). 

 

 

1.8 /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ 

It can be said that the sample sets of citizens were very well set up in the distribution of age and gender 

compared to the national one for analysis of the perception and attitude of mining and exploration and 

allows a substantial comparison amongst the three countries. 

They were similarly constituted considering sample size, gender diversity, diversity of community size 

and age which allows a good comparison of the results. The perceptions considering the different topics 

did not vary greatly. 

This very balanced precondition already set the tone for the overall results of the research.  

  

total: n n total: n n total: n n

1025 male female 1022 male female 1015 male female

18-29 98 94 18-29 87 88 18-29 81 86

30-39 79 76 30-39 112 104 30-39 74 71

40-49 88 85 40-49 103 101 40-49 102 100

50-59 91 92 50-59 81 82 50-59 87 90

60-69 80 85 60-69 74 83 60-69 72 69

70-85 72 85 70-85 64 44 70-85 91 92

in %: male female in %: male female in %: male female

18-29 10% 9% 18-29 9% 9% 18-29 8% 8%

30-39 8% 7% 30-39 11% 10% 30-39 7% 7%

40-49 9% 8% 40-49 10% 10% 40-49 10% 10%

50-59 9% 9% 50-59 8% 8% 50-59 9% 9%

60-69 8% 8% 60-69 7% 8% 60-69 7% 7%

70-85 7% 8% 70-85 6% 4% 70-85 9% 9%

% men women % men women % men women

18-29 10% 9% 18-29 9% 9% 18-29 9% 9%

30-39 8% 8% 30-39 11% 10% 30-39 7% 7%

40-49 9% 9% 40-49 10% 10% 40-49 10% 10%

50-59 9% 9% 50-59 8% 8% 50-59 9% 9%

60-69 8% 8% 60-69 6% 6% 60-69 7% 7%

70-85 6% 8% 70-85 6% 8% 70-85 7% 9%

Final distribution  Finland Final distribution Spain Final distribut ion Germany

population representat ive populat ion representative population representative
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2 wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴ CƛƴƭŀƴŘ 

2.1 5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 

 

Gender 

The Finnish sample consisted of 50% female (n= 517) and 50% male (n= 508) participants. The total 

number of participants was 1025. 

 

Figure 4: Finland question 1 - Gender of the participants (N= 1025). 

 
Age 

In terms of the age of the participants the Finnish survey included 19% young adults (18-29, n=192), 

15% of middle-aged adults (30-39, n=155), 17% of older adults (40-49, n=173), 18% of old adults (50-

59, n=183), 16% of senior adults (60-69, n=165), and 15% of the oldest age group (70-85, n=157). This 

means that the ages of the participants were very balanced, with a slight surplus in the youngest age 

group. 
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Figure 5: Finland question 2 - Age of the participants (N=1025). 

 

Urbanity 

Concerning the population sizes of the communities of the Finnish participants, the biggest group of 

participants (23%) came from cities with 10.000-49.999 inhabitants. The second largest group (20%) 

came from the largest city, Helsinki, which is the only city in Finland with more than 500.000 inhabitants. 

Typically, the Finnish municipalities are rather small: the mean size was 17.695 inhabitants and the 

median was 6.137 inhabitants in 2016. There were no participants from towns or communities with less 

than 500 inhabitants and only 1% of the participants were from a community with 500-999 inhabitants. 

5% of the participants were from communities as big as 1.000-4.999 inhabitants and 8% from towns 

with a population between 5.000-9.999 inhabitants, which is the size of most municipalities that have 

metal mining industry in the country. 13% of the participants were from cities ranging between 50.000-

99.999 inhabitants and 15% came from cities as big as 100.000-199.999 inhabitants. 17% of the survey 

participants live in cities with a population ranging from 200.000 to 499.999 inhabitants. There are nine 

cities in this size category, mostly in southern and western parts of the country. Thus, it can be said that 

Finnish respondents were still rather diverse, when considering that the largest group (23%) came from 

suburban sized communities, which balanced the second largest group (20%). 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 19 / 117 

 

Figure 6: Finland question 4 - άL ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǿƴ ƻǊ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘΧέ όbҐмлнрύΦ 

Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities 

A large proportion of the participants (68%) claimed that their place of residence is not affected by 

mining activities, 20% were not sure whether that is the case or not, and 12% claimed that their place 

of residence is indeed affected by mining activities. This result is very much in line with the previous 

question, since in Finland, 7 out of 9 municipalities with metal ore mining have 4500ς9300 inhabitants 

and two mining related cities have about 10.500 inhabitants. 

 

Figure 7: Finland question 5 - άaȅ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ 
(N=1025). 
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2.2 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 

General attitude towards mining 

The participants were asked to respond with as many words or sentences as they wish to the open 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ά²Ƙŀǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƳƛƴƛƴƎέΚέ 

All respondents answered to this question ς one with a question mark and little bit more that 20 by 

ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ άL Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƻǊ άbƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎŀȅέΦ .ȅ ŦŀǊ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ 

ά¢ŀƭǾƛǾŀŀǊŀέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀppeared in the answers 225 times. The mine is now owned by the state-owned 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ά¢ŜǊǊŀŦŀƳŜέ ς which appeared 10 times in the responses. While this was to be expected 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ¢ŀƭǾƛǾŀŀǊŀΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƛǘǎ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ Ǉrevalence in 

nearly 23% of the responses still came as a small surprise. By comparison, the second most commonly 

mentioned mine was Outokumpu, which came up 39 times in the responses. Outokumpu mine was a 

state owned mine in Eastern Finland and operated from 1910 to 1989, and it had a very important role 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ CƛƴƭŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфллΩǎΦ hǘƘŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƳƛƴŜǎ ƘŀŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŦŜǿ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

A second clear and popular theme (about 13%) in the answers was the environment (102) and nature 

(91), which were almost without an exception linked to the negative environmental impacts, like dust, 

noise, spoiled landscape, or to the perceived high risk of negative impacts of mining. It is safe to assume 

ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ¢ŀƭǾƛǾŀŀǊŀΩǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻnmental impacts have been widely 

discussed in media locally as well as nationally (e.g. Tiainen et al. 2014). This was shown also in many of 

the answers where Talvivaara and the negative environmental impacts were mentioned together. 

A common and quite neutral theme was related to the common extractives and mining related 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦ άhǊŜέ όмонύΣ άƎƻƭŘέ όумύΣ άƳŜǘŀƭέ όптύΣ άƳƛƴŜǊŀƭέ όофύΣ άƳƛƴŜκƳƛƴƛƴƎέ όƭƻǳƘƻǎκƭƻǳƘƛƴǘŀ ƛƴ 

CƛƴƴƛǎƘΣ мптύ ŀƴŘ άŘƛƎƎƛƴƎέ όоуύ ƘŀŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

Work or employment (92) brought by the mines was often mentioned in the responses as a positive 

issue. However, several responses included both the positive impacts of employment and the impacts 

on environment, which was also brought up in the other open questions of this survey. Money (32) was 

mentioned in both positive (mining as a source of incomes) and negative (greed or waste of money) 

contexts. Foreign mining companies were mentioned 33 times and almost completely in negative 

context (e.g. exploiting the nature and taking the benefits out of the country). 

 

Perceived positive aspects from mining 

¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ά²ǊƛǘŜ Řƻǿƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ 

open question with three open columns for positive arguments.   

The clearly highest recognized benefit from mining was work, employment or increasing employment, 

which were directly mentioned 686 times. Some respondent emphasized that it is important to create 
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jobs for local people and contractors as well. Furthermore, it was noted that there may be some increase 

on the demand of (local) services. In addition to employment, mining industry was seen to benefit 

economically Finland as well as the mining companies. Mining industry will in some cases promote local 

and regional development and bring tax revenues. 

мнн ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǊƪΣ ŘŀǎƘ ƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

mark. There was also a group of respondents answering there are no benefits or it is difficult to find any. 

 

Perceived negative aspects from mining 

!ǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ά²ǊƛǘŜ Řƻǿƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜ ŀǊŜ 

ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎέΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻǇŜƴ ŎƻƭǳƳƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ 

arguments. 

Nearly all respondents answered to this question in the first open column (about 40 empty answers, or 

do not know / undecided). Not surprisingly, negative environmental impacts and risks were the clearest 

group of arguments. With these, the respondents referred for example to the negative impacts on water 

systems, harmful wastewaters, increase in heavy traffic in the area, dust, noise and depletion or overuse 

of natural resources.  Safety and heathy risks were also mentioned. 

The other big group of answers was connected to economic issues. The respondents noted for example 

that the income from the mining industry is not for the local people but will mainly go abroad to global 

mining companies. In this sense, it was believed, that mining industry does not benefit the local or 

regional economy. 

 

Mining and economy 

Participants were asked on a scale from 1-р Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƻǊ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ 

ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦέ  

In Finland 18% fully agreed with this statement, 39% partly agreed with the statement, 18% said that 

they neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement as such, while 13 % partly disagreed and 7% fully 

disagreed. 6% stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement. 

The results indicate that the perception of public for this statement is largely on the positive side since 

almost two thirds agreed fully or partly with the importance of mining and only one fifth disagreed with 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ WŀǊǘǘƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлмтύΣ ǿƘƻΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƛƴƛng is generally 

considered as central to Finland. The importance of mining was higher in mining and other regions 

compared to metropolitan region with higher disagreement. Interestingly, and compared to the amount 

and visibility of mining in media, Jartti et al. (2017) found, that mining was the least important sector to 

the future of Finnish economy according to the participants, when they were asked to compare it with 
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the other sectors (forestry, mechanical engineering industry, electro technical industry and food 

industry were rated as the most important). In the metropolitan region of Uusimaa it was considered as 

least important. 

Mining has been in the public discussions in Finland since the mining boom started in the beginning of 

21th century. Mining industry has enjoyed strong support from the government and has been included 

ƛƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ όtǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ YŀǘŀƛƴŜƴΩǎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ нлммΣ !ǊǘƛŎ 

ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ нлмоΣ tǊƛƳŜ ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ {ƛǇƛƭŅΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛƴƎ !Ŏǘ нлм7).  

The latest topics of discussions have been related to the importance of mining when considering the 

aims of low carbon and circular economy.  For example, the need for metals and minerals for solar 

panels and batteries of electric cars have been in the public discussions. The image of mining industry 

has been seen from a different angle ς new low-carbon energy sources are possible because of mining.  

 

Figure 8: Finland question 9 - To what degree would you agree with this sentence: άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅά όbҐмлнрύΦ 

 

Mining and domestic resources 

The participants were asked whether they tended to think mining in Finland is important for providing 

its own industry with resources on the one end of the scale or at the other end, whether they believed 

mining should not happen in Finland and raw materials should be imported from somewhere else.  

30% were fully in favour of the statement that Mining in Finland is important for providing its own 

industry with resources. 38% agreed with this less strongly, while 15% neither agreed with the one nor 
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ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ р҈ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛƴ CƛƴƭŀƴŘΣ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǿ 

ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦέ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǾŀƭƛŘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ as low as 2% fully agreed 

with this statement. 11% stated that they did not know how to answer this question. 

 

Figure 9: Finland question 10 - Mining in Finland - Please indicate which statement you agree most 
(N=1025). 

The question of importance for providing material for our own industry is confusing because there is no 

way to control the free markets of the extracted ore or the metal products produced. However, this 

statement has been mentioned many times in the national strategies and is therefore often heard 

explanation why mining is needed in Finland. Quite many (11 %) felt that they do not understand or 

know how mining really relates to the national economy. 

 

Mining and Employment in the Community 

A mining project often leads to high economic expectations. Considering the perception of the 

correlation between mining and employment in a community, the Finnish participants were given two 

statements. One in favour of the idea that mining creates many jobs locally, leading to the whole 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŜ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ŀ ƳƛƴŜ ƛǎ ǎƳŀƭƭΦέ tŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŜƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ 

on a scale with those two statements on the far ends, how much they agree with them. 

ом҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CƛƴƴƛǎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ Ƴŀƴȅ Ƨƻōǎ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎέΦ оф҈ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ōǳǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ 
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with the positive effect on employment through mining activities. This is an expected result since there 

have been several studies about mining industry and the increase in employment in municipalities that 

suffer from relatively high unemployment. At the time of the opening of Talvivaara mine, the mining 

industry was touted as a saviour of the people in Kainuu, an area which has experienced high 

unemployment (e.g. Mononen 2015; Sairinen et al. 2017). However, several studies (Törmä & Reini 

2009, Laukkonen & Törmä 2014) indicated more job creation than later occurred in practice. However, 

the mining industry has held the impression of an industry that creates jobs. The local multiplier effect 

of those who work for the mining companies creates jobs in the service sector at the community and 

add tax revenues for the local administration. Therefore, it may be seen that it is not only a question of 

jobs in the mines, but also about the community benefits.  However, in some cases commuting may 

hinder this effect, since the availability of housing near the mining site is not always sufficient or the 

mine-workers do not want to move near to mining site permanently. Commuters may pay taxes to 

another municipality and the community where the mining is taking place does not benefit from them. 

(e.g. Mononen 2012; Mononen & Suopajärvi 2016; Mononen 2018.) This may be reflected in the 

ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻƴŜ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ƻǊ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ƳƛƴƛƴƎΩǎ 

employment effects. 

11% did not lean towards one or tƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ с҈ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ 

employs only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a community located near a mine is 

ǎƳŀƭƭΦέ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ р҈ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ у҈ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ 

as their answer to the question. 

 

Figure 10: Finland question 11 - Mining and employment in a community ς Please indicate which 
statement you agree most (N=1025). 




























































































































































