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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



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 15 / 117 

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. 

 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 18 / 117 

 

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%). 
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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). 
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Infrastructure and Facilities in the Community 

In order to find out what the perceptions of the Finnish people are regarding the effects of mining on 

the infrastructure and facilities in the community, the participants were given two statements: one 

positive towards the effects of mining on the local infrastructure ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƴŜǿ 

ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέύ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ 

ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

participants could select whether they fully agreed, partly agreed, neither agreed nor disagreed with 

ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ƳŀǊƪ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ - which 11% 

did. 

In Finland 21% fully agreed with the positive statement that mining indeed creates new infrastructure 

and facilities locally and 37% thought this statement was partly correct. 15% did not lean towards either 

the positive or the negative statement. 10% of the participants thought that the negative statement 

was partly correct and only 7% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much to the local facilities 

and infrastructure of a community. 

The life cycle of a mine can impact infrastructure creation. In some municipalities new mining projects 

can cause growth in infrastructure. Municipalities may construct new services, such as housing, health 

care centres, day care and schools for children. This can happen before the municipality gets any 

benefits by taxes from the mining. For this reason, small municipalities can sometimes find it a 

challenging task. However, this kind of visible growth is more typical for small municipalities with new 

mining projects. Mine-workers and contractors can of course invigorate the local economy whether 

they live permanently near the mining site or not. In Finland the municipality of Kittilä is often shown as 

an example where the municipality, other livelihoods and mining have supported each other and 

created growth to the local businesses and people.  

A new mine may also cause pressure for construction of new housing for the new labour, which may 

cause disturbances on local housing markets. In some cases, when the mines close after functioning for 

30 years, the infrastructure and housing built for the operational phase of the mine may be left 

underutilized.  

In contrast to above, in some recent Finnish studies (e. g. Mononen 2012; 2018) it has become clear 

that new houses or apartments are not being built, but old ones are used and repaired if necessary. In 

most cases, the workers do not move permanently to the local communities affected by the mining 

projects, and instead renovate and rent existing apartments. In addition, the mining companies have 

implicated that it is not on their responsibility to build or refurbish the infra. They build the roads for 

their operations and not for the locals. Of course, local people can benefit from this as well. Mining 

ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ǘŀǎƪ ƛǎ ƴƻǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΦ 
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As noted in the question regarding the benefits of mining, unlike earlier practice, miners now travel 

longer distances to find employment and change employers according to the opening and closing of 

mines. This phenomenon is known in international discussion as drive in ς drive out or fly in ς fly out. 

These terms refer to the workers commuting between their places of residence and workplaces in 

situations where the distance between two is so long that daily commuting is not possible or practical. 

The workers live part of the workweek or even several weeks near the workplace. This is well illustrated 

for example in case of Pampalo gold mine. (Mononen 2012.) 

 

Figure 11: Finland question 12 - Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which statement you 

agree most (N=1025). 

Besides possible local infrastructure investments, mining is in some cases important factor in regional 

or national level infrastructure investments. New road connections have been built and railways 

planned to enable the transportation of ore to the markets. For example, the Finnish government 

funded 5,6 million euros construction of two bridges and a road to Kevitsa mine. Such infrastructure 

projects bring employment and tax revenues to the region. There are two big infrastructure projects 

that have been discussed regionally and even nationally in the recent years. First, the Sokli railroad, 

which would connect the northeastern mine to Rovaniemi and second, the arctic railroad, which would 

be constructed to connect the mining industry to the harbours of the Arctic Ocean. The difference of 

what infrastructure is created by local funding (such as schools, kindergartens and health care centres) 
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and which is regionally or governmentally funded (such as railroads, highways) is not always clear for 

the public.  

Finally, it should be considered that the research sample is emphasizing big cities. The people living in 

small mining municipalities may have different perception. This should be examined later in more detail, 

while taking into consideration the background of the respondents. 

 

Environment 

Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible challenges of mining with stakeholder 

engagement. Thus, it is important to understand the public perception of environmental impacts caused 

by the mining activities. 

Lƴ CƛƴƭŀƴŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǎ ƭƻǿ ŀǎ о҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ 

ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƳƛƴƻǊ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ ǿŜƭƭΦέ ф҈ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ оп҈ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ά¢ƘŜ impact of mining on the environment is huge and its consequences are not 

acceptable, while a total of 26% of the participants fully agreed with this statement. Only 9% decided 

ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 

The responses are clearly on the negative side. As discussed already in the context of the open question 

ά²Ƙŀǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎέΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

influenced by the few mining projects where environmental problems have been prominently in the 

media, documentaries and even in a fictional movie. The court cases have been going on for years where 

companies and their management have been accused of neglecting the environmental issues.  

While Talvivaara is not the only mine with environmental and other problems, it is often referenced in 

the context of new mines. Fearing the worst-ŎŀǎŜ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ƻǊ άŦŜŀǊ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ¢ŀƭǾƛǾŀŀǊŀέ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǘƘŜƳŜ 

that was brought up in the open answers of this survey as well. It could be argued that the few bad 

cases take all the space from the media and thus may influence the perceptions in unbalanced manner. 

The mining projects which are run without environmental or other problems seldom appear in media 

and public discussions compared to the troubled ones.  

The results suggest that in Finland, it will be of special importance to inform the public of any 

environmental issues and if possible, alleviate the pre-existing fears, to conduct mining activities 

successfully. For example, public events connected to the environmental impact assessment process of 

certain mining projects are a good opportunity for the residents to get more information. 
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Figure 12: Finland question 13 - Mining and environment - Please indicate which statement you agree 

most (N=1024) 

 

Acceptance of mining in a community 

To determine the existing notion of the Finnish public regarding how socially accepted mining activities 

are in general, the participants were given two statements: one stating that mining is indeed well 

accepted by the local communities and another one stating that mining causes a lot of controversies in 

the mining community. The respondents also had the option to say that they did not know the answer, 

which 19% of them did. Furthermore, this question was accompanied by an open column where the 

participants were asked to comment on their answer.  

¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƛǎ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƘƛƎƘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ 

ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎΦ !ǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άMining is well accepted by most local 

communities ς only 6% agreed fully and 20% agreed partly. This may be because the respondents have 

not experienced the situation first hand in their communities.  

19% of the respondents were indecisive by choosing the neutral option between the two statements. 

нл҈ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŜǎ ƛƴ 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘέ ŀƴŘ мс҈ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

could be explained once again by the previous results which have shown that people previously 

unaffected by mining tend to judge mining more negatively than people who come from areas affected 

by mining.  
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Figure 13: Finland question 14 - Mining and social acceptance - Please indicate which statement you agree 

most (N=1025). 

People may have different reasons for their negative attitudes towards mining. Some may have negative 

perception because of negative environmental impacts or because of other disturbances. It is also a 

recognized phenomenon that local community residents may sometimes feel that newcomers are 

dispersing the community socially and culturally. On the other hand, newcomers can be welcomed as 

they bring new life and activity to the area (Kuisma & Suopajärvi 2017). In her recent study, Suopajärvi 

(2017) found that many of the mine-workers (exploration and actual mining) were not keen on staying 

ƛƴ {ƻŘŀƴƪȅƭŅΦ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƭƛŦŜέ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ and homes were 

still in the former place of residence. Furthermore, their families often did not want to move to a small 

place like Sodankylä. 

In several places tourism entrepreneurs oppose mining as the key attraction for tourism in Lapland is 

the untouched wilderness and there is a fear that establishing a mine would break that image.  

 

Answers to the open question concerning the acceptance of mining in a community 

While the respondents were asked to comment freely on their answer, there were only 379 responses 

altogether and again, most of the answers were connected to the negative impacts of the mining 

industry. If mining industry is handled well as a whole, it is acceptable, as products of mining industry 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 30 / 117 

are needed in society. It seems that the respondents are trying to balance themselves between the 

negative environmental impacts and the positive economic impacts. There are always some actors 

getting the benefits while others suffer from the negative impacts. In the comments, it was noted that 

the mining industry is needed but monitoring and controlling of mining must be strict. 

 

2.3 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

General attitude towards mineral exploration 

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was 

regarded as an important need in the eyes of the public. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ά²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέΚέ ¢ƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ into distinct 

groups here. One group was connected to the technique and the technical performance of exploration. 

Respondents for example mentioned holes, stones, drills and drilling, finding new ore and deposits, 

using Geiger counter, and mapping. Some other minor groups of responses were connected to 

ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ƎŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƴŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƻ ŀ Ƙƻōōȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅƳŀƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘΦ 

There were also some (mental) images connected to mining and especially old-fashioned techniques 

and tools were mentioned. These covered answers like hammer and hoe and a man with a hoe. 

Furthermore, gold and gold panning were mentioned in some answers. Rest of the answers covered 

wide variation of images of exploration, themes and comments, such as big machines, mysterious, 

secretive, uncontrollable and slow. Exploring was, however, considered in many answers to be 

interesting. Some of the respondents did not know or were undecided. This may reflect the fact that 

exploration is invisible to the majority of the public and thus, an unknown part of the mining life cycle. 

!ōƻǳǘ млл ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ά5ƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƻǊ ά¦ƴŘŜŎƛŘŜŘέΦ 

 

Exploration of raw material 

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was 

regarded as an important activity in the eyes of the public. 
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Figure 14: Finland question 16 - Exploration in Finland - Please indicate which statement you agree 
most (N=1025). 

The participants were again given two statements ς ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻƴŜ ά9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ raw materials is 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻƴŜ ά9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ǌŀǿ 

ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƴŜǿ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎΦέ IŜǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ 

mark whether they fully agree with either statement, partly agree, agree with neither or that they did 

not know the answer. 

In Finland 29% fully agreed with the positive statement and 33% partly agreed with the positive 

statement considering the need for more mining activity.  

14% were neither for one nor against the two statements. As for the negative responses, a total of 6% 

agreed partly with the critical statement and 6% fully agreed with the negative statement. 13% stated 

that they did not know the answer to the question. 

Exploration seems to be acceptable, but it must be noted, that it is often invisible. Furthermore, it is not 

well known or understood in public what exploration means in practise. This was also suggested by the 

widely varying answers in the previous question. 

 

Exploration with drones 

One important aspect in this research concerns the public acceptance of the different flying devices that 

will be used to assist in assessing the ground conditions for mining activities. Thus, the respondents 

were asked to imagine seeing a drone flying about 100 metres distance from them when they are having 
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a walk ς what do you think? Before the question, there was an explanation for the usage of drones and 

some information about the speed. 

The participants had the options of agreeing fully or partly with the positive statement that they would 

not be bothered by drones or agreeing fully or partly with the negative statement that this indeed would 

bother them. They could also state that neither would be the case or that they did not know how to 

answer. Furthermore, the question was accompanied by an open column where the participants were 

asked to explain their answer. 

In Finland 34% responded that they would remain entirely unaffected in the occurrence of such an 

event, fully agreeing with the positive statement that they would not be bothered by it. 25% partly 

agreed with this statement.  

12% agreed with neither of the statements and 5% claimed to not know the answer. 

As for the negative statement, a total of 9% said that this indeed would be a problem for them and they 

would feel bothered by a drone flying in their visual periphery, while 15% said this could potentially be 

a problem for them and that they might be bothered by a drone in their proximity. 

Even though this suggest a slightly more positive attitude towards the technology, it would make sense 

to try providing the affected groups with more information so that their potential worries could be 

decreased and even eliminated. 

 

Figure 15: Finland question 17 - Drones in action (N=1025). 
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Χ no problem with it, and
it does not bother me.

Χ a problem for me, and IΩm bothered. 
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The positive results may suggest that people trust that the drones are used in a proper way for useful 

purposes. Media has been reporting many uses for them, such as the police searching for lost people in 

the wilderness, the authorities using drones in flood protection, discovering oil spills from vessels, 

detecting power lines, assessing wind turbines and roofs, border guards monitoring the borders, post 

delivering mail to remote areas (islands) and even farmers mapping crop damages.  After some incidents 

of smuggling at the east border of Finland, the legislation is under change and the police will be granted 

a permission to shoot down drones which are used for illegal purposes. The positive news generates 

trust that drones are used for good purposes and not only for war and spying. 

 

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with drones 

In the open comments, the lack of information about using drones was clear. Drones seem to be 

something new to respondents as only less than 500 respondents commented their answer. Many 

wrote that they have no experiences with them, but in the answers, drones were also described to be 

scary, funny, and some mentioned UFOs and antennas. Many answered that they may find it scary at 

first. Some answered that there may be the feeling that someone is watching them or keeping an eye 

on them. It was very clear that the respondents wanted more information before any possible 

exploration in a specific area to prevent fears and suspicions.  

Finally, the respondents also wrote that drones are part of the future and the contemporary technology, 

and perhaps even more ecological compared to the other methods of exploration. 

 

Exploration with helicopters 

The question about exploration with helicopters had identical format with the previous one, including 

the possibility to explain the answer in an open column. When asked about helicopters with the sensor 

equipment conducting test flights, 35% of the Finnish participants were fully accepting this technology 

and 25% were positive towards it. 14% were neither for nor against either of the statements, while 4% 

ŎƘƻǎŜ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 

Only 9% were opposed of the idea of helicopters flying in their proximity and 13% were critical towards 

it but did not entirely dismiss the idea of having helicopters flying in their proximity and conducting 

research. 

The helicopters are perceived in mainly positive manner as they are used for several good purposes. 

They are used in emergencies by rescue teams and Mediheli and Aslak (privately sponsored rescue 

helicopter) bring doctors to sparsely populated areas or evacuate patients from accident sites in urgent 

need. Furthermore, the border guard uses them, rescue teams use them in marine accidents, and power 

companies use them to clear the power lines. Finally, the defence forces use them for national security. 
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Private helicopters are not that common and leisure use is rare. In Lapland some companies fly tourists 

to the wilderness, but as it is part of important business for the local people, the attitude may be 

tolerant. Finally, reindeer herders use helicopters in their work when they are gathering the reindeer 

together. 

 

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with helicopters 

In the open comments, just as with the drones, helicopter exploration seems to be a new issue to the 

respondents: there were lots of empty answers. Some respondents supposed using helicopters to be 

noisy and thus, tranquillity would be lost. Some wrote this kind of activity does not belong to the Finnish 

nature. On the other hand, some answered that this would not disturb them. Others said that this 

method is interesting, and unlike drones, identifiable. Information was said to be important, as it will 

diminish the fears and suspicions. Without good communications the activity could cause some 

confusion and suspicion. 

 

 

Figure 16: Finland question 18 - Helicopter with sensors (N=1025). 
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άHere, you can see a helicopter. Attached beneath is an appliance that helps to detect resources in 
the ground. This can be used to assess the magnetic field, searching for indicators of raw material 
deep in the earth.  The helicopters fly at heights of 100 to 200 m, with a speed of 120 to 150 
km/h. Imagine, you are on a walk, and you see this helicopter flying 100m from you.

What would you think? Please indicate which statement you agree with most.έ
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Χ would be a problem for me, and
IΩm likely to be bothered.

Χ have no problem with it,
and it would not bother me.



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 35 / 117 

2.4 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

Mining companies and responsibility 

To ensure that people accept mining activities in their communities it is important for them to trust that 

the involved operators manage their activities in a responsible manner. This question asked the 

participants whether they trusted that the mining industry in their country was handling matters either 

in a fair and responsible manner or whether they did not trust the mining industry to do so. They could 

fully agree with either of the statements, partly agree or not to agree with either of the statements. 

¢ƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǎƻ ǇƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ р҈ ŘƛŘΦ 

13% of the Finnish participants were fully positive and 28% were partly positive towards the way the 

mining industry acts. 19% neither trusted nor distrusted the way the mining industry acts in Finland. 

Complete distrust was indicated by 16% of the participants and lower amount of distrust was indicated 

by as much as 18% of participants. 

 

Figure 17: Finland question 19 - Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1025). 

Trust in mining companies is surprisingly high, taking into consideration the wide discussions in media 

about environmental negligence of mining companies and international companies extracting Finnish 

ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ άŦǊŜŜέΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳŀƎŜ ȅƻǳ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƎŜǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ 

Mononen (2012) found that the residents near Pampalo gold mine had high trust in the mining 

company. The interviewees knew that the requisites for the environmental permits are strict. 

Furthermore, many of the interviewees also trusted the authorities. Since the environmental impact 
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assessment had been already made and the mine had an environmental permit, the interviewees 

thought they could trust the operators. If they suspected that the mining operation would cause 

environmental problems, they would at the same time suspect the experts, meaning the management 

of the mining company and the environmental authorities. 

 

Public authorities and their handling of mining 

In this question the participants were asked if they trusted the public authorities by giving them the 

ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άtǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ CƛƴƭŀƴŘ ƘŀƴŘƭŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻƴ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭΦέ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ 

indicate their approval of this statement by marking whether they fully agree, partly agree, neither, 

partly disagree or fully disagree. They could also state that they did not have an opinion, which 8% of 

the participants did. Only 4% of the Finnish participants stated that they fully agreed with the statement 

and 24% partly agreed. 

 

Figure 18: Finland question 20 - Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1025). 

17% of the participants did not agree with either statement. 29% stated that they partly disagreed with 

the given statement and 19% answered that they fully disagreed with the statement in question.  

Generally Finnish people have a high trust in authorities. However, the mining authorities are an 

exception as has been illustrated in several studies (e.g. Tiainen et al 2014; Sairinen et al. 2017). One of 

the recent environmental negligence cases, Talvivaara, highlighted that the authorities were lacking 

resources for monitoring the mining activity. This was brought up strongly by the media and even 
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though the responsible authorities have been provided with additional resources since, it is difficult to 

restore the trust that has been lost. One reason for this specific image of mining authorities is the long 

lasting juridical processes of Talvivaara mine. 

 

Last question and additional comments from the Finnish respondents 

In the final question, the participants were asked if they have anything to add or comment regarding 

mining and exploration in Finland. 518 answers were given, and they indicate that respondents do not 

have much knowledge about exploring as they mainly concentrated on commenting actual mining. It 

should be also noted that out of these answers about 170 respondents stated that they have nothing 

to add or they know nothing about the mining industry. It was also written that it is difficult to answer 

as the respondents felt they do not have enough information and they are not familiar with the industry. 

This is not surprising since only 120 of respondents live near mining activities. 

As a comment, it can be said that information about mining industry and exploration is important for 

the local people but for the wider public as well. Its importance should be considered in the future. 

Furthermore, as the results illustrate, the nature and the environment are valued highly by the Finnish 

society and those must be taken care to achieve any kind of acceptability for mining activities. However, 

the mining industry is good and worth supporting if it is responsible and well controlled by the 

authorities. In these answers there were also many comments, again, about Talvivaara. Interestingly, it 

was mentioned that in the media, there could also be some good examples instead of always Talvivaara. 

 

2.5 /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ CƛƴƴƛǎƘ ǇŀǊǘ 

Regarding the research sample of Finland, a rather big number of the respondents live in the southern 

Finland in big cities and thus, are not affected by the mining industry. Indeed, only a minority of the 

respondents are affected by the various activities of the mining industry. This was also seen in the open 

answers where people often linked mining with romantic or outdated (mental) images of mining, which 

is quite contrast from the modern technologically driven operations that are practiced today. On the 

other hand, images that came up in the other countries answers, such as dirty faces or child labour, had 

barely any mentions in the Finnish context. 

Another big factor that may have affected the answers regarding acceptability is the heavy publicity of 

Talvivaara and its negative environmental impacts in the media. The vast number of references to 

Talvivaara and its impacts in the open questions of the survey support this assumption. While the case 

revealed some wider issues regarding the whole mining sector, it also led to overgeneralizations and in 

the end, it casted a shadow over the whole industry for many years to come. Traditionally Finns have 

had relatively high trust in authorities but as the results from this study and Jartti et al. (2017) indicate, 
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mining authorities are an exception in this sense. The authorities received their share of blame from the 

public in the Talvivaara case as it was felt they were slow in their actions and unable to control the 

company (Kotilainen 2015). 

There are several mining projects in Finland with no negative impacts, but these cases have not been in 

the public. Critical voices could be based on some practices of certain mining companies which have 

shown disparaging attitude towards the worries of local people. As the research by Mononen (2015) 

indicates, although the local people are critical to the environmental impacts of mining, they do not 

oppose mining at the general level. However, it is clear that the mining operations should not pollute 

the environment. A common theme in the responses of this survey was that the environmental impacts 

and the mining companies should be controlled better. Furthermore, when the people were asked what 

ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άƳƛƴƛƴƎέΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ 

came up clearly more than for example the benefits, such as employment. It remains an important issue 

in Finland, which is a country that often prides itself on being environmentally progressive. 

One of the more practical findings that this survey has highlighted for the INFACT project, are the 

attitudes towards drones and helicopters as tools for exploration. In Finland, the respondents showed 

great interest in the new technologies and approval as long as they are informed about them 

beforehand. Indeed, there were numerous responses which pointed out that if the person would not 

know why the drone or helicopter is circling somewhere close by, they would find it disturbing or 

perhaps even scary. Thus, good communications regarding the use of new technologies should be 

emphasized. Finally, the high number of empty answers in these contexts may indicate that people do 

not have much knowledge about them. This was also seen in the last question, where the responses 

were mainly connected to mining and not exploration. 

It is clear that generally the communities near mining projects want to have new residents, services and 

for example tax revenues. In many locations mining workers and the mine have brightened up the 

atmosphere. However, in many cases the mine workers are commuting from elsewhere as they are not 

willing to move to the location permanently. This means that the municipality where the mine exists do 

not necessarily benefit from increased tax income as much as it would prefer and instead it has the 

burden of offering services such as health care. The municipality may also have to deal with the possible 

environmental impacts of mining. Finally, it is not the aim of the mining companies to be regional or 

local developers or to promote local economy. The perceived unbalanced sharing of the benefits and 

negatives also came up in the survey responses. Especially the image of foreign mining companies 

coming to Finland, taking all the benefits abroad and leaving the negative impacts for locals to bear was 

a present in the answers as it has been in the national discussions.  
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Finally, while people tended to have stronger opinions and perceptions about mining, it seems that 

exploration did not receive as many responses or cause as big reactions in Finland. Alternatively, it was 

not seen as something separate from the mining itself. This was seen in the responses where the people 

arguing against mining tended to also be against mining exploration, often using the same arguments. 

Thus, the reputation of exploration is most likely strongly linked to the reputation of mining in general.  

 

3 wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ 

3.1 5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 

Gender 

The German sample consisted of 50% female (n= 508) and 50% male (n= 507) participants. The base 

were 1015 participants. Thus, the sample can be considered evenly balanced in terms of gender 

dispersion. 

 

Figure 19: Germany question 1 - Gender of the participants (N= 1015) 

 

Age 

In terms of the age of the participants the German survey was conducted with around 17% young adults 

(18-29, n=167), 14% of middle-aged adults (30-39, n=145), 20% of older adults (40-49, n=202), 17% of 

old adults (50-59, n=177), 14% of senior adults (60-69, n=141), 18% of the oldest age group (70-85, 

n=183). This means that the ages of the participants were very balanced, with a slight surplus in the 

older adult age group (40-49).  
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Dividing the participants into different age groups is necessary in order to identify age effects and/or 

cohort effects in the way participants chose to answer to the survey questions. Younger cohorts/groups 

are more likely to focus on long-term effects of certain activities on the environment and/or economy, 

because they see their long-term future affected by them. Very old cohorts tend to not care as much 

about negative implications as ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƳ during their lifetime. However 

even the older cohorts tend to include moral considerations into their reasoning (e.g. preserving the 

world for future generations), which will still lead to responsible answers.  

 

 

Figure 20: Germany Question 2 Age of the participants (N=1015) 

/ƻƘƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DŜǊƳŀƴ ά²ƛǊǘǎŎƘŀŦǘǎǿǳƴŘŜǊέ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ 

more positive towards mining than cohorts growing up in the 70s, 80s or 90s. These effects need to be 

taken into consideration for an effective way of dealing with the different attitudes and perceptions 

towards mining. 

 

Urbanity 

Concerning the population sizes of the communities of the German participants, with 25% most 

participants came from cities with 10.000-49.999 inhabitants, the second largest group (18%) came 

from the biggest cities with 500.000 or more inhabitants.  
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Figure 21: Germany vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ пΥ άL ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǿƴ ƻǊ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘΧέ όbҐмлмрύ 

There were only 4% participants from towns or communities with less than 500 inhabitants and only 3% 

of the participants were from a community with 500-999 inhabitants. 12% of the participants were from 

communities as big as 1.000-4.999 inhabitants and 8% from towns with a population reaching from 

5.000-9.999 inhabitants. 12% of the people interviewed were from cities ranging between 50.000-

99.999 inhabitants. 7% came from cities as big as 100.000-199.999 inhabitants. 10% of the survey 

participants live in cities with a population ranging from 200.000 to 499.999 inhabitants. Also, for 

Germany it can be said that the population groups of people interviewed were still rather varied, 

considering that the largest group (25%) was from suburban sized communities, which also balanced 

ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇ όму҈ύ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ рллΦллл 

inhabitants. Though the participants from the smaller scaled communities were scarce (4% and 3 %), 

these statistics represent the German demographics rather accurately with people generally living in 

larger cities or larger suburban communities. 
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Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities 

 

Figure 22: Germany vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ рΥ άaȅ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ (N=1015) 

In Germany the largest proportion of the interviewed participants (79%) state that their place of 

residence is not affected by mining activities, only 5% are not sure whether that is the case or not and 

16% know their place of residence to be affected by mining activities. This is important in order to 

determine whether negative attitudes towards mining come from a real experience with mining 

activities, e.g. through experiences with a mining site nearby or whether they are actually part of a 

negative attitude that is not based on factual experiences, rather than media information and personal 

opinion with no further backing. If the negative attitudes of people living in mining areas are high, the 

chances are very high that people in the future will oppose to mining activities. If however, the attitudes 

outside mining regions are more negative than within them,  one can draw the conclusion that the 

reality of living nearby mining is not as bad, as people may think. Partly, a more positive attitude from 

people actually confronted by mining activities in their own proximity could also be attributed to a social 

phenomenon, where people that can currently not change their situation (or do not want to), will 

overlook negative aspects of their life circumstances in order to justify, why they are still in this specific 

region. 

 

3.2 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ 

General attitude towards mining 

In order to allow a deeper understanding of what people really think, the following open ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άWhat 

comes first ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ αaƛƴƛƴƎάΚέ extracts opinions and attitudes without 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 43 / 117 

guiding with predefined answers. The participants were asked to answer as many word or sentences as 

they like. All 1015 respondents answered the question, most of them between 1 to 3 single word, but 

some respondents explained it in longer statements of more than 20 words. 

Lǘ ƛǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ άŎƻŀƭέ όмофύ ŀƴŘ άwǳƘǊƎŜōƛŜǘ ƻǊ 

wǳƘǊǇƻǘǘέ όслύΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ Ǉƛcture of mining for centuries in Germany with more 

than 3000 mines (Günter 2000, Tenfelde et al. 2015, Tenfelde and Pierrenkemper 2016). This 

industrialised area was to be known for the coal mines and its industries in German population.  Some 

still specify more and mention coal or lignite. These are the most common keywords mentioned by the 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ άwǳƘǊ ŀǊŜŀέ ƛǎ ƴǳƳŜǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 

popular area in Germany of coal mining (Weber 2000).  Some of the respondents also have a direct 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ƻǊ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ άƳȅ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΣ Ƴȅ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΣ my grandfather, 

my old home townέΦ LŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ŏƻŀƭ ƻǊ ƭƛƎƴƛǘŜΣ ǘƘŜ 

ore and salt is often mentioned, more seldom copper, gold and silver.  

However, when it comes to production, ore also plays a role in the answers of the participants, and 

people mentioned ά9ǊȊƎŜōƛǊƎŜέ (9) ŀƴŘ άCǊŜƛōŜǊƎέ (2) occasionally. It appears that this mining region is 

still in some ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƳƛƴŘΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ Řƻǿƴ ƳƻǎǘƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǘƻ ƭƛƎƴƛǘŜ 

and coal areas in Germany.  

It is striking that positive comments are rarely mentioned. If the comments contain a judgement, this is 

usually of a negative quality. As one main topic the miners themselves play a role in the thoughts of the 

respondents. Their work is generally very much appreciated and respected. But respondents assume 

the working conditions to be poor and they emphasized often the physically demanding labour in 

ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŘǳǎǘΣ ŘŀǊƪƴŜǎǎΣ ƴƻƛǎŜΣ ōƭŀŎƪΣ ŘŀƴƎŜǊΣ ŘƛǊǘȅΣ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜŘ ŀƛǊέ όŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ 

Tenfelde 1981). 

The second main topic in the answers played the άenvironmentέ. Some see the άdestruction of entire 

landscapesέ as a possible negative outcome. Others think of άpolluted airέ or άdamages at 

ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜέ. In addition, some negative remarks are made considering mining as out-dated. 

However, there are some voices regretting the decline of mining in previous decades because it created 

jobs in the region.  

In summary, it can be said that a negative tendency dominated, concerning the environment and the 

working conditions which were mostly mentioned. This is different to the quantitative or statistical data 

that was analysed in this survey too where this tendency isn´t obvious. The positive statement 

emphasized are άjobsέ the mining industry created. 
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Perceived positive aspects from mining 

With the simple open questions άaƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘΧΦέ people were asked to put down as many 

positive arguments of mining which are coming to their mind. 

¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǿŜǊŜ άjob creationέ άŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘέ ƻǊ 

άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘέ ŀǎ ŀ positive aspect. These results are in line with Nippa (2014), who´s data showed 

that mining has been considered on the positive aspects of job creation and the literature review 

(Tenfelde, K., Pierenkemper, T. 2016, Schanetzky, T. and D. Ziegler 2013) who showed benefits for the 

community with high employment rate, high development infrastructure and industrialization. In this 

context, the stimulation of the economy and increasing employment which promote local and regional 

development are sometimes emphasized as already mentioned with development of the industrialised 

Ruhr area (Köhlmann 1990, Hermann and Hermann 2008, Harenberg 1987). Only few remark that jobs 

ŀǊŜ αǳƴŘŜǊǇŀƛŘά ŀƴŘ thus they see the employment in mining critical, contrary to some which see 

potential in mining for well-paid employment. 

The people also like to mention the extraction of raw materials as a way to άsupport the local/national 

economyέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎǳǇǇƭȅέΦ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ άōŜƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ ǿƘŜƴ άƴƻǘ 

importing Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ.  

However they do not necessarily mention which commodities they mean when they think of the term 

αǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎάΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƭƭ tended to stick to the general term "raw materials". If raw materials 

are mentioned by name, it is primarily coal.  

Interestingly, despite the question of specific positive aspects, people sometimes often respond 

negativelyΣ ŦƻǊ άǎǳōǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜǎέ ƻǊ άƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴέΦ Many respondents had no idea what is 

positive in mining and ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŀǊƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƳŀǊƪΣ ŘŀǎƘ ƻǊ 

άƴƻǘƘƛƴƎέΦ  

In summary, it can be said that people recognize certain positive aspects of mining. First and foremost, 

increasing employment and economic benefit is seen as positive, in line with study of Nippa (2014). 

However, many people cannot mention anything positive at all concerning mining. 

 

Perceived negative aspects from mining 

As the previous question, respondents answered to the open question άMining, ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ōŀŘΧΦέ and wrote 

down arguments that they believe are negative or critical aspects.  

As the ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŘŜǘŜŎǘŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 

or other damages around mining site ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέΣ άǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέΣ 

άƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜέ ƻǊ άƭŀƴŘǎƭƛŘŜέ. A couple of persons even fear the collapse of infrastructure such as 

houses through drilling activities. These arguments are dominating the whole spectrum of answers in 
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the public and are dominating the negative effects of mining in literature too (Young 1992, 1993, Hiller 

1997, Hildemann 1996, Grün et al. 1993, Cöster and Frühauf 1998, Schmidt 1997, Schmidt 2000). 

Many respondents also point ƻǳǘ άƘŀǊŘ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎέ of the labour itself with associations as 

άƘŜŀǾȅ ǿƻǊƪέΣ άǳƴƘŜŀƭǘƘȅέΣ άŎƻƴǎǘŀƴǘ ŘŀǊƪƴŜǎǎέ as a negative aspect when considering the effects of 

mining and refer to possible health consequences as "black lung".  

The word "overexploitation" is also often mentioned. In this case, it means the excavating of raw 

materials with no regard for sustainable aspects or negative effects on nature.  

Another issue is the economic question. It has been criticized that mining was supported by taxpayers' 

money and additionally the follow-up costs caused by mining were paid by them too. Some respondents 

regard the work as underpaid, which is important when trying to create a positive image for mining and 

employment in a region. If people feel that their region will prosper and benefit from mining, it will be 

easier to conduct mining activities.  

In general, the potential damages to the environment and concerns for the environment around a 

mining site remains the key issue. In this sense, follow-up costs may play an important role. 

 

Mining and economy 

The German participants were asked on a scale from 1-5 how much or little they agree with the 

ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦέ  

 

Figure 23: Germany vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ фΥ ¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΥ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦά όbҐмлмрύ 
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15% fully agreed with this statement, 42% partly agreed with this statement, 18% said that they neither 

agreed nor disagreed with the statement as such, while 11% partly disagreed and 9% fully disagreed. 

4% stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement. 

 

Mining and own resources 

Lƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ DŜrmany is important 

ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ 

άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜέΦ  

Here 23% were fully in favour of the statŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ 

ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ оо҈ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ но҈ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ƴƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ с҈ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛƴ 

DŜǊƳŀƴȅΣ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦέ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŀƭƛŘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ р҈ Ŧǳƭƭȅ 

agreed with this statement. 10% stated that they did not know what to answer considering the 

statements. 

With a combined 56% of the participants agreeing (23% fully, 33% less strongly) with the statement 

there is a definite trend towards people believing mining in Germany is important for providing 

DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ This is in line with results from Nippa (2014) too. Data showed that 

75% of people see a necessity of mining in Germany. As 23% were neither for or against either of the 

statements and 5% claimed to have no answer to the question, only 11% were on the negative scale, 

thinking άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛƴ DŜǊƳany and raw materials should be exported from somewhere 

ŜƭǎŜέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ όƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜύΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ 

a majority sees it as relevant for the national economy in providing resources. 
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Figure 24: Germany Question 10: Mining in Germany - Please indicate which statement you agree 
most. (N=1015) 

 

Mining and Employment in a Community 

Considering the perception of the correlation between mining and employment in a community the 

German participants were given two statements, one in favour of the idea that mining creates many 

jobs locally, leading to the whole community benefitting from this, one stating that άaƛƴƛƴƎ employs 

only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a community ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ŀ ƳƛƴŜ ƛǎ ǎƳŀƭƭΦέ 

People then could indicate on a scale with those two poles on the far ends, how much they agree with 

each of the statements.  

In Germany 32% (2) of the participŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ άMining creates many jobs locally, and 

ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎέΦ !ƭǎƻ он҈ όмύ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ statement but 

indicated that they rather agreed with the positive effect on employment through mining activities. 16% 

όлύ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ ф҈ όмύ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅǎ 

ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŦŜǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ŀ ƳƛƴŜ ƛǎ ǎƳŀƭƭΦέ 

And 7% (2) fully agreed with the negative statement. с҈ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

question. 

With as much as a combined 64% the participants believed that mining was able to create employment, 

which is the majority of the people asked. Only 16% disagreed with the idea that mining creates 

employment. The public perception thus is that mining is very likely to create employment. This could 

eventually be one of the benefits that should be communicated when planning mining activities. 
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Figure 25: Germany Question 11: Mining and employment in a community ς Please indicate which 
statement you agree most (N=1015) 

 

Infrastructure and Facilities in a Community 

In order to find out what the perception of the German people in terms of the effects of mining on the 

infrastructure and facilities in a community were, participants had been given two statements, one 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƴŜǿ 

infrastructurŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέύ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ 

ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέύΦ .ƻǘƘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻƭŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ н-0-2, 

and the participants could select whether they fully agreed (2), partly agreed (1), neither agreed nor 

ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ όлύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŀǊƪ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

which 9% of the participants marked as their answer. 
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Figure 26: Germany Question 12: Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which statement you 
agree most. (N=1015)  

In Germany 18% fully agreed with the positive statement that mining indeed creates new infrastructure 

and facilities locally, 29% thought this statement was partly correct. 21% did not tend to either the 

positive or the negative statement. 12% of the German participants thought the negative statement 

was partly correct and only 11% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much to the local facilities 

and infrastructure of a community. 

Overall, the research can draw from this, that also here the positive attitudes of the German participants 

towards the possible benefits considering infrastructure and facilities dominate. Later the researchers 

will be able to use this aspect in the dissemination as one of the key benefits attached to mining 

activities.  

 

Environment 

Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible difficulties of mining with stakeholder 

engagement. Thus, it is important to understand the general public perception of environmental 

dangers caused by mining activities. 

Lƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ с҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ 

ƳƛƴƻǊ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ ǿŜƭƭΦέ ф҈ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ ол҈ ŀƎǊŜŜd fully with the 

ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘǳƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέ, 

while a total of 28% of the participants partly agreed with this statement. Only 8% decided to mark άL 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 
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Figure 27: Germany Question 13: Mining and environment - Please indicate which statement you 
agree most. (N=1015) 

Environment is actually one of the factors that received the lowest rate of positive attitude amongst the 

participants. Here is where the most work will have to be done. 58% of the participants agreed (fully or 

ǇŀǊǘƭȅύ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘǳƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ 

ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƭŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ low negative responses towards other 

topics. Further research could include looking deeper into the environmental threat frame, in order to 

ƘŜƭǇ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŦŜŀǊǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ 

 

Acceptance of mining in a community 

In order to determine the pre-existing notion of the German public considering how socially accepted 

mining activities in general are said to be, the participants were given two statements, one stating that 

mining is indeed well accepted by local communities and another one stating that mining causes a lot 

of controversies in mining community. They also had the option to say that they did not know the 

answer, which 27% did. 

This figure is possibly as high considering that the majority of people stated that they are not living in a 

community affected by mining. !ǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άMining is well accepted by most local 

communities ς only 10% agreed fully, a total of 18% partly agreed. 

Indecisiveness was indicated by deciding for the middle between the 2 statements by 21% of the 

participants. 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 51 / 117 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ мр҈ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ 

ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǾŜǊǎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘέ ŀƴŘ мл҈ Ŧǳƭƭy agreed with the negative 

statement.  

As the positive and the negative here is equally balanced with a large portion of participants indicating 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǊ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ όнт҈ύΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ όнм҈ύΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ 

see a clear trend. However, there are altogether 25% of participants who agreed with the negative 

statement. These 25% could become a problem when they feel they are not taken into account during 

the planning stage. As a result, it should be incorporated in the planning stage to find out whether some 

members of the public fear tensions in their community, created by mining and this concern should be 

treated carefully as it has potential for friction between the industry and the members of a community. 

 

Figure 28: Germany Question 14: Mining and social acceptance - Please indicate which statement 
you agree most (N=1015). 

 

Answers to the open question concerning the acceptance of mining in a community 

Above, respondents answered the question if they think mining is accepted in a community, or it causes 

too many controversies, they could comment their answer if the wanted with the following request 

άtƭŜŀǎŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΧέΦ 

The respondents mentioned negative impacts such as άŀƛǊ ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέΣ άnoiseέ, άpossible subsidence of 

the groundέΣ άdamages or cracks in buildings and infrastructureέ. Furthermore, έrelocationέ is an 

important issue which is recognised when in the past entire communities had to give way to mining. 
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The creation of jobs seems to be a significant issue that creates acceptance for the mining industry. For 

some, entire regions, such as the German Ruhr area, used to depend on mining. They occasionally think 

that working in mining is the only possible employment strategy there. The interviewees also like to 

stress that mining brings prosperity to the municipalities, for instance, through tax revenues.  

In summary, it can be stated that there is one negative and one positive area in the justification. The 

negative area includes the environment impacts with a possible damage through mining activities in 

communities. The benefits of mining are the economic impacts with higher economic prosperity, 

increasing or maintaining jobs in the community or tax revenues. 

 

3.3 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

General attitude towards mineral exploration 

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was 

regarded as an important need in the public view. 

The open question ά²Ƙŀǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƘŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ά9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέΚέ associates 

feelings and attitudes of people when they think of άǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦƻǊ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭέ spontaneously. The 

answers can be split in different groups, dealing with άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ƻŦ 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άdamage of environmentέ and some additional comments of various topics.  

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ƻŦ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέ the respondents primarily name as raw materials άcoalέΣ άƭƛƎƴƛǘŜέΣ 

άƎŀǎέΣ άoilέΣ άǎŀƭǘέΣ άƻǊŜέ ƻǊ άƳŜǘŀƭǎέ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ сΦ {ƻƳŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅ ƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǎ gold, silver, uranium, 

mica, quartz or copper. Additionally, they count άwoodέ, άstoneέΣ άǎǳƴέΣ άǿƛƴŘέ or water as a resource, 

which implicit a renewable energy aspect to the question.  

Besides the keywords for raw materials, ǘƘŜ άdrilling ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜέ plays a major role. The answers covered 

άŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎέΣ άŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέΣ άǘŜǎǘ ŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎέΣ άǿŜƭƭǎέΣ άǇƛǘέΣ άŦǊŀŎƪƛƴƎέ. 9ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŦǊŀŎƪƛƴƎέ 

shows that many peoǇƭŜ Ǝƻ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ άŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎέ area and ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ άŘƛƎƎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻƻΦ 

Similar to question 6, the respondents answered many times impacts on ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ άŀǎ άŘŀƳŀƎŜέΣ 

άƘŀǊƳŦǳƭƴŜǎǎέΣ άŘŜǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέΣ άŘŜƎǊŀŘŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻǊ άŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέΦ ¢ƘŜȅ regard exploration as the 

destruction of the environment or of the nature and their covered solution ŀǎ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ άƘŀǊƳƻƴȅ 

ǿƛǘƘ ƴŀǘǳǊŜέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ άǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΦ  

However, people seem generally well aware of the importance of the exploration of raw materials. They 

realize that they depend on raw materials, and without them, no economy would be able to function. 

Frequently, the exploitation of other, possibly poorer countries plays a role. The words "unsafe 

countries of origin" should also be mentioned in this context. Some people seem to be very worried 

about this topic, and then like to give longer answers.  
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What is striking about this question is that some participants cannot think of anything when asked about 

it. Perhaps some of the participants have problems to understand the term "exploration" correctly and 

thus can´t think of anything, perhaps the process of exploration is not in their knowledge. 

To summarize, coal is often associated with the word "exploration". Wells are also mentioned. Negative 

points are all mentioned the group άdamage of the environmentέ that people fear. However, probably 

most of the participants are aware that Germany and its economy need the mining industry producing 

raw materials. The findings are again aligned with results of the German study from Nippa (2014). 

 

Exploration of raw material 

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was 

regarded as an important need in the eyes of the general public. The study from Nippa (2014) also 

covered this research question for the German population.  

The participants were again given two statements ς ƻƴŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻƴŜ όά9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ƛǎ 

important, and we need to search for new mining ǎƛǘŜǎέύ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƻƴŜ όά9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ǌŀǿ 

materials is not important, ŀƴŘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƴŜǿ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎΦέύ IŜǊŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ 

mark whether they fully agree with each statement (2), partly (1), agree with neither (0) or whether 

they did not know the answer. 

In Germany 15% fully agreed with the positive statement, 29% partly agreed with the positive statement 

considering the need for more mining activity. 25% were neither for one nor against another of the two 

statements. 

As for the negative responses, a total of 12% agreed partly with the critical statement and 9% fully 

agreed with the negative statement. 9% stated not to know the answer to the question asked. 

The results to this question are similar to the ones from Q10 (Mining in Germany). It suggests that 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀǊŜ ƻǇǘƛƳƛǎǘƛŎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƛƴƪ 

there may be regions of potential in Germany that have not yet been explored. This is very positive for 

the mining industry, however the 21% of critical attitudes towards that idea have to be taken into careful 

consideration when proceeding to establish new mining sites in a community. Negative emotions can 

have a tendency to mobilize more people and thus form a stronger opposition which can easily become 

very determined and hard to convince of the positive effects of mining activities. 
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Figure 29: Germany Question 16: Exploration in Germany - Please indicate which statement you 
agree most (N=1015). 

 

Exploration with drones 

Lƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

asked whether encountering a drone flying with measuring equipment on a walk outside their house or 

in the countryside would bother or worry them in any way. 

The German participants had the options of agreeing fully (2) or partly (1) with the positive statement 

that they would not be bothered by drones, of agreeing fully (2) or partly (1) with the negative statement 

that this indeed would concern them. They could also state that neither would be the case or that they 

did not know the answer. 

24% of the German participants thus said that they would remain entirely unaffected (fully agreeing 

with the positive statement that they would not be bothered by it), 20% partly agreed with this 

statement.  

18% agreed with neither of the statements and 8% claimed to not know the answer. 

As for the negative statement a total of 15% said that this indeed would be a problem for them and they 

would feel bothered by a drone flying in their visual periphery, while 16% said this could potentially be 

a problem for them and that they are very likely to be bothered by a drone in their proximity. 
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Figure 30: Germany Question 17: Drones in action (N=1015) 

Here again one can see a slightly more technology-accepting attitude, however 24% are not high enough 

a percentage to think that there is no need for further steps to be taken in order to convince the 

communities. The numbers clearly show that over 30% of the participants are still critical towards this 

technology and any form of trying to increase the acceptance of such technologies within a community 

should be undertaken in order to ensure support locally. 

 

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with drones 

At the end of this question above, participants could give a brief explanation. In contrast to the results 

of the closed question above, people raise a lot of concerns and do feel affected by drones while they 

are on a walk. This is in line with studies from Christen et al. (2018) and Thompson and Braken-Roche 

(2015). Public sees drones very critical. Reason are that the drones were more often used in military 

action compare for humanitarian use. 

Many respondents answered that drones would violate their privacy, when a drone crosses their private 

ground, taking photos or videos. They do not want to have pictures taken of them, especially not when 

they hŀǾŜƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ŘǊƻƴŜ ŦƭȅƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴƻƛǎŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƭǎƻ Ǉƭŀȅǎ ŀ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ 

the negative responses. Additionally, ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ άǎŎŀǊȅέ ŀƴŘ άŀƴȄƛŜǘȅέ, άŦŜŀǊέΣ άŀƭƛŜƴέ are frequently 

mentioned, which shows that drones can cause very negative feelings and they find a flying drone 

threatening. Drone flights over private property will likely not be tolerated and the public have no 
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acceptance when drones intrude into the privacy of others without being asked, or - to a lesser extent 

- as troublemakers in recreational areas (compare Christen et al. 2017). 

On the positive side, people see the benefits that such a way of mineral exploration brings. The other 

group of respondents would probably only wonder if they see the drone flying around, but would not 

associate it with a possible threat. Some recognize the benefit of not having to drill and thus less damage 

to the environment. They believe that the search for raw materials is important for an industrial nation 

like Germany. It is also interesting how technophobia is visible in some of the reǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΦ 

In general, people want to be informed when a drone is being operated and don´t tolerate it when it is 

flying over their private ground without permission. There is also a group of people who are very 

interested in this technology and believe ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ άǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƭƛǾŜ ǘƻŘŀȅέ and of future of ecological 

technology. They want to know more about it and also see how pioneering such research flights are. 

 

Exploration with helicopters 

When asked about helicopters with equipment conducting test flights, the participants were with 28% 

fully accepting this technology, 24% were still positive towards this, however slightly less (1). 18% were 

neither for nor against either of the statements, ǿƘƛƭŜ с҈ ŎƘƻǎŜ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 

Only 11% were opposed to the idea of helicopters flying in their proximity, while 12% were critical 

towards it, but did not entirely dismiss the idea of having helicopters flying in their proximity conducting 

research by using equipment. 

 

 

Figure 31: Germany Question 18: Helicopter with sensors ς (N=1015) 
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With a total of 23% of the participants being critical towards this technology the recommendations for 

helicopters are very similar to the ones for drones. It is interesting that helicopters, which are known to 

be noisy are regarded less problematic than drones. This may be the case, as people either think 

helicopters a more tested and trustworthy technology as opposed to the relatively new drone 

technology, it may also be the case because drones are relatively small and could be seen as a threat to 

domestic privacy more than helicopters.  

Maybe people also assume that helicopters are flown by professionally trained pilots whereas they trust 

the skills and training of a drone operator less strongly. In either case a show-and-tell with members of 

local communities could help to minimize fear of such technologies. Workshops where the public would 

be allowed to haptically experience the different technologies could help decreasing the opposition in 

a community where mining activities ς and exploration as a preparatory step are planned. 

 

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with helicopters 

Again, people were asked to give an explanation concerning helicopters flying by with a sensor, which 

was linked with the previous question. Concerning the open question at the end of this, people think 

very differently about the helicopter with sensors than about equipped drones.  

Generally, people see a helicopter flight with sensors beneath it positive. Helicopters are part of 

everyday life for many people and used the rescue teams, the police or leisure activities in Germany. 

Compared to the approval for drones, the helicopter is perceived as much more familiar by humans and 

thus less problematic.  

The topic of "information of the population" plays a crucial role. People expect of being informed about 

the research and it necessity, then they are able to accept or tolerate probably the flights more likely. 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎŜŜ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭƛŎƻǇǘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ  

Some of the respondents are talking about a fear of the helicopter crashing or losing equipment while 

flying. It is notable that in contrast to the answers with the drone topic, not so many put up arguments 

ƭƛƪŜ άƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŎŀƳŜǊŀέ ƻǊ άǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŀǊŜǎ ƳŜέ. As with the drone, some are interested in the 

technology. They believe it is a good idea to use sensors in order to detect raw materials.  

The argument "noise" is dominating on the negative side and is frequently mentioned ŀǎ άǘƻƻ ƭƻŀŘέ. 

People see it as a nuisance. Furthermore, CO2 emissions also play a role in this context, caused by the 

helicopter flights. Otherwise, however, there are no conspicuously mentioned negative points.  

In summary, the helicopter is rated positively evaluated than the drones. A clear advantage of the 

helicopter is that it is a well-established flying device and people are used to seeing such a flight vessel. 

It is a technology that has been known to the public for ages as opposed to drones, and the public trusts 

this technology slightly more than the drone. But the noise factor, however, plays a decisive role for it 



 

 

INFACT DELIVERABLE 2.4 

 

 

INF_DIA_D_2.4_Survey_Public.docx        Page 58 / 117 

being perceived negatively. Also, the duration of the flights could cause negative tensions in local 

communities.  

 

3.4 !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

Mining company and responsibility 

In order to ensure that people accept mining activities in their communities it is important for them to 

believe that the agents involved handle the affairs in a responsible manner. This question asked 

participants whether they trusted that the mining industry in their country was handling matters either 

in a fair and responsible manner or whether they did not trust the mining industry to do so. They could 

fully agree (2), partly (1), not agree to either statement (0) and state that they did not know the answer. 

 

Figure 32: Germany Question 19: Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1015) 

20% were fully positive towards the way the mining industry acts, 25% were partly positive considering 

their trust in the mining industry.19% neither trusted nor distrusted the way the mining industry in their 

countries acts. 

Complete mistrust was indicated by 17% of the participants, less strong mistrust was indicated by as 

much as 14% of participants. 

The trust ratings for the mining industry correlate pretty accurately with general trust levels towards 

the industry in general (see section 14 of the combined analysis of all three countries). Thus, the mining 

ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƴŜŜŘ ƴƻǘ ǿƻǊǊȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ DŜǊƳŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘǊǳǎǘ 

levels for the industry. 
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Public Authorities and handling of mining 

Question 20 asked for the trust of the participants in public authorities by giving them the Statement 

άtǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ƘŀƴŘƭŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻƴ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭΦέ !ƴŘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

approval of this statement by marking either Fully agree, partly agree, neither, partly disagree or fully 

disagree. They could also state that they did not have an opinion, which 14% of the participants did. 

Of the German participants only 6% stated that they fully agreed with this statement, 24% partly agreed. 

Neither was indicated by 26% of the participants. 17% stated that they partly disagreed with the given 

statement and 14% answered that they fully disagreed with the statement in question.  

As for the relatively negatƛǾŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƛǎǎǳŜǎέ ƳƛƎƘǘ 

have influenced the answers negatively, as people before were not aware that there even was an 

άƛǎǎǳŜέΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ question, they might not have an actual event in mind, they might just feel 

ǘƘŀǘ άƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǿŜƭƭέΦ IŜǊŜ 

a follow up analysis could have helped. Or a nearer specification by asking the participants to actually 

name an event of which they thought it had been handled in an irresponsible fashion. 

 

Figure 33Υ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ нлΥ Iƻǿ ŦŀǊ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΥ αtǳōƭƛŎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ 

ƛƴ CƛƴƭŀƴŘ ƘŀƴŘƭŜ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻƴ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭΦέ όbҐмлмрύ 

 

Last question and additional comments from the German respondents 

In order to get all open points, concerns, positive and negative argument, not mentioned before, the 

ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ άIs there anything you would like to add or comment on, concerning 

thŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƻŦ ΨaƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 9ȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƛƻƴέΚ 
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Analysing this very last section, two lines of argumentation become visible. Firstly, respondents clearly 

see the need for mining and the search for new resources, and to produce it in the own country. Some 

of the respondents considered mining in Germany as absolutely necessary. Participants are aware that 

the mining industry represents an important economic sector in Germany, which potentially has the 

power to create jobs. Another argument is that people generally think of their country as dependant on 

raw materials from other countries, and they fear losing independence. It looks that the acceptance for 

mining is given. 

Secondly, the answers manifest the huge responsibility of the mining industry in terms of protection of 

environment and nature, impact on the local community and the need for renaturation after the 

closure. People fear that the effects on nature are huge, and it is the mining industry task to solve this 

issue. 

 

3.5 /ƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DŜǊƳŀƴ ǇŀǊǘ 

Similar to the results in Finland and Spain, the German population is positive about mining activities 

when it comes to the overall importance of this sector for the national economy, the chances to create 

or maintain jobs, and the advantages mining could have for own resources in the own country. Especially 

the last two aspect seems important: Firstly, mining creates new jobs and the economy and 

infrastructure of the community proper indicate around 65% of the respondents. If the local community 

is part of local economy and benefit, negative impact could rather faded-out or ranked lower in priorities 

than communities with no local benefit.  

Secondly, providing the own industry resources and avoid an import of raw material from other 

countries support more than 50% of the respondents. It seems the aspect of sustainability come into 

their mind, where the production of local resources is important and more sustainable as to import raw 

material from other countries. 

Lowest rates of opinion receive mining when asking people about the impact on the environment and 

a conflict between economic interest and environmental welfare exist. Here, it must be taken into 

consideration that a stable part of the Germans of around 20% oppose and neglect in general mining 

activity. The majority thinks there are huge impacts to the environment, flora and fauna around a mining 

ǎƛǘŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎŀƴΩǘ be handled well (58% of the respondents). Indeed, nearly half of the respondents (45%) 

answer that the mining industry act in a fair and responsible manner, but nearly one third think the 

opposite. 

There is an alarming signal that the image of mining industry is still very negative, and the issues of 

environmental impacts can dominate the whole debate of mining activity in a region. Here a more 
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sustainable policy of mining industry is important which plans the revitalization of the area in tight 

cooperation with affected community at the beginning of a project. 

 

Important results for the INFACT project are the attitude towards drones and helicopters as a tool of 

exploration. Overall, people do not feel bothered by helicopters and drones flying by, but often concerns 

are being raised by the noise a helicopter cause, and the observation over private ground via camera 

attached to a drone. A few answers indicate that the research being done with helicopter, which is well 

established and known by locals, is perceived better than drones. Perhaps the technique άƳƛƴŜǊŀƭ 

exploration by dronesέ is still too much unknown and seems a bit scary for citizen. Here an information 

campaign - as planned part of the project INFACT how the new technology is used - will be helpful. 

 

4 wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴ {Ǉŀƛƴ 

4.1 5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 

 

Gender 

The Spanish sample consisted of 50% female (n= 502) and 50% male (n= 521) participants. The base 

was 1023 participants. 

 

Figure 34: Spain Question 1 Gender of the participants (N= 1015) 
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Age 

In terms of the age of the participants the Spanish survey was conducted with around 17% young adults 

(18-29, n=175), 21% of middle-aged adults (30-39, n=216), 20% of older adults (40-49, n=204), 16% of 

old adults (50-59, n=163), 15% of senior adults (60-69, n=157), 11% of the oldest age group (70-85, 

n=107). This means that the ages of the participants were very balanced, with a slight surplus in the 

older adult age group (40-49). 

 

Figure 35: Spain Question 2: Age of the participants (N=1015) 

 

Urbanity 

Concerning the population sizes of the communities of the Spanish participants, the largest proportion 

of participants came from the biggest Spanish cities with 500.000 or more inhabitants, representing the 

25% of the participants. The second biggest group of participants (20%) lives in suburban cities with 

10.000-49.999 inhabitants. 

Meanwhile, 12% of the survey participants live in cities with a population ranging from 200.000 to 

499.999 inhabitants, 11% came from cities as big as 100.000-199.999 inhabitants and 12% of the people 

interviewed were from cities ranging between 50.000-99.999 inhabitants.  Only 6% of participants were 

from towns with a population ranging from 5.000-9.999 inhabitants and 8% from communities as big as 

1.000-4.999 inhabitants. Finally, just 2% of the people live in towns with 500-999 inhabitants and 3% of 

the participants are from towns with less than 500 inhabitants. It can be stated for Spain that the 

population groups of people interviewed were rather varied, not as the other two reference countries: 
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the largest group (25%) was from the biggest Spanish cities. However, the suburban sized communities 

of 10.000 to 49.999 inhabitants still ranged as the second largest group. 

 

Figure 36 Spain vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ пΥ άL ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǿƴ ƻǊ Ŏƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘΧέ όbҐмлноύ 

Considering that in Spain, medium-large sized cities are considered to be those with at least 50.000 

inhabitants, the example above situates most people responding to the survey in larger cities and 

ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ the next question (q5) as 

most people who answered said that they are not affected by mining activities. 

 

Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities 

In Spain 71% of the participants answered that their place of residence was not affected by mining 

activities (the largest proportion among the three reference countries). 11% were not sure whether that 

is the case or not and 18% of the participants claimed that their place of residence is affected by mining 

activities. 

This could result in a common shared view in the questions, because they belong to a similar context 

where the relations to mining are probably different from people living in mining regions. 

According to this idea, the next hypothesis is considered: mining perception could be related to the 

place where the people live in, this is, between people from big cities and people from rural areas. These 

two variables could be found in the question q4 and, mostly, in question q5 (perception of living in an 

area influenced by mining activities). The fact that most participants live in big cities or areas not 

influenced by mining may risk the consistency of the sample. 
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Figure 37: Spain vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ р άaȅ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ όbҐмлноύ 

 

Considering it can be stated: 

- People in big cities do not experience mining activities directly, so they get information on mining 

through indirect channels like mass and social media (these being: TV, radio, Internet, and social 

networking sites, i.e. Facebook and web blogs). 

- The dominant ideas on these channels regarding mining are those coming from high profile people 

with the power to communicate their ideas (e.g. politicians or green movements). 

- -One popular idea, seen and read about by people today, is that mining is good for the economy 

and creates employment (shared by politicians and power groups) while the other main idea and 

belief is that mining damages the ecosystem and contributes to pollution (green movement). 

- The environmental movement is considered a post-industrial philosophy, linked to developed, post-

industrial and complex societies, which are represented by big cities or a cosmopolitan context 

rather than small cities or a rural context. It is associated with certain groups of people: civil 

servants, scholars, union workers, etc., both associated or not. 

- People in small cities can experience mining activities directly (mostly when they live in a mining 

region), so their opinion will be formed on what their own direct exposure. 

- The environmental movement can be present as what is called the neo-rural movement, 

characterised by urban style people who move to rural areas in search of an alternative way of life. 
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4.2 !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  

ά/ƻŀƭέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎΣ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊing 

ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘΦ ά²ƻǊƪέΣ άƳƛƴŜǊŀƭǎέ ŀƴŘ άƘŀǊŘέ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

image people have of mining activity, associating it with the extraction of coal. This people´s image of a 

mine is one of a dark place from where men come out with faces covered with black soot, stained and 

sweaty, after a long, hard day at work extracting coal. 

Analysing ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ άǿƻǊƪέ ǿƘŜƴ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛŘŜŀǎ όǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǉтύΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 

offered no more information. It seems thŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǿƘȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘΦ .ǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ άǿƻǊƪέ 

is related to negative ideas (question q8), respondents offer more information, associating it with ideas 

ƭƛƪŜ άƘŀǊŘ ǿƻǊƪέΣ άōŀŘƭȅ ǇŀƛŘέΣ άŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎέ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜƴ άŎƘƛƭŘ ƭŀōƻǳǊέΦ 

General literature concerning the issue of mining image shows that we could have found more ideas 

referring conflict or opposition among the answers, beyond references to work or hard work, i.e. 

Although no studies have been carried in Spain on mining perception , at a global scale literature reflects 

a rising number and prominence of cases of mining-related conflicts with open expressions of resistance 

(Conde, Le Billon. 2017). More research remains needed, for this rise in conflict seems to combine both 

an increase in the number of mining projects between 2005 and 2012, and possibly in the frequency of 

opposition to mining by affected communities. In this literature, distrust emerges as one of the main 

factors that generate a negative perception and opposition to mining (Conde, Le Billon, 2017), but no 

references to trust in negative or positive way has been found in the answers. This draws the attention 

that responses to this question don´t offer an scenario of opposition, as expected, but direct description 

of isolated negative aspects. 

 

Perceived positive aspects from mining 

Lƴ ǘƻǘŀƭΣ άǿƻǊƪέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛŘŜŀ όмн҈ύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άǿŜŀƭǘƘέ όоΣу҈ύ ŀƴŘ άƴƻƴŜέ όнΣп҈ύΦ 

CŜƳŀƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƘƻǎŜ άǿƻǊƪέΣ άƴƻƴŜέΣ άǿŜŀƭǘƘέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ 

concepts ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ aŀƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƘƻǎŜ άǿƻǊƪέΣ άǿŜŀƭǘƘέ ŀƴŘ άŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άƴƻƴŜέΦ 

Both used the same set of ideas to describe the positive features of mining sector. 

Considering quotes related to mining work, participants perceived that working on mines is something 

hard and dangerous. At the same time, it is described as good as it is gainful employment but the job 

itself has also got some negative aspects, such as, tough conditions, low salaries, safety risks and 

dangers. A wealth increase for the area is also perceived. However, some people even associated mining 
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with employing children. When looking into what main benefits are perceived regarding raw materials, 

participants believed coal, gold and silver are the main minerals extracted from mines, giving a 

traditional image to this sector. 

 

Perceived negative aspects from mining 

/ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎΣ άǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƛŘŜŀ όт҈ύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ 

άŘŀƴƎŜǊέ όсΣо҈ύ άŘƛǎŜŀǎŜέ όр҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ άǿƻǊƪέ όпΣто҈ύΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŘƛŦŦŜrences between the ideas 

ƻŦ ƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ ²ƻƳŜƴ ǾŀƭǳŜŘΣ άǿƻǊƪέ ŀƴŘ άǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜΦ 

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƳŜƴ ŎƘƻǎŜ άǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άǿƻǊƪέ ŀƴŘ άŘŀƴƎŜǊέΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ 

differences when discussing the negative traits and concepts than in positive ones regarding mining. 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ έǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέΣ ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 

ǿƛǘƘ άǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΣ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻns. Surprisingly, 

ǿƘŜƴ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ 

άǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǾŀǊƛŜŘΣ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΦ ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŘŜǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴέΣ άƴŀǘǳǊŜέ ŀƴŘ άŘƛǊǘέ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ 

In general, it can be said that, in Spain, mining is seen as an activity that causes pollution, has 

environmental impacts and exploits the natural resources. But people tend to accept mining as it 

generates jobs within the local communities. 

 

Mining and economy 

The participants were asked on a scale from 1 to 5 how much or little do they agree with the statement 

άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦέ  

In Spain 12% of participants fully agreed with this statement, 27% partly agreed, 38% said that they 

neither agreed nor disagreed, while 14% partly disagreed and 5% fully disagreed. 4% of the participants 

stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement. 

In this question, the difficulties for some people to have a clear idea on how relevant an industry (or 

anything else) is to a country, must be considered. Asking people to know how important a main industry 

or sector is at a national level, and to judge its level of importance is useless if they do not have at least 

a minimum knowledge of the topic. In the end, it may lead to evaluations of what people say when they 

do not have the necessary information on an issue and participate based on feelings or emotions. It is 

especially relevant when that issue could be important at a national level. 
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Figure 38: Spain vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ фΥ ¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΥ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦά όbҐмлноύ 

Analysing the survey, most participants stuck to the question and a high percentage of them did not 

position themselves. At the same time, more participants stated that mining is important for Spain. But 

to what extent do people have information about the contribution of mining to Spain? Could their 

opinion be measured by the information they received through mass media? When people are asked 

to evaluate how important a popular activity is to Spain (mining in this analysis), they first perceive the 

relation between Spain and mining has to exist, and then they will probably perceived a positive relation 

(39%). 

In general, there is a need of research in this field. Mining is a very important activity for economic and 

social development, but traditionally research has focused on its technical and operative aspects, 

instead of studying the image transmitted to the rest of society (Ruiz-Martin, 2014). This has originated 

diverse problems, fundamentally due to the information which the population receives via the mass 

media and which sometimes creates a climate of  opposition to the development of this extraction 

activity (Ruiz-Martin, 2014). 

 

Mining and own resources 

Lƴ {Ǉŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ǘƘƛƴƪ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ {Ǉŀƛƴ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ 

ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ 

happen in Spain and raw materials should be exported ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƭǎŜέΦ  
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ол҈ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ {Ǉŀƛƴ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 

ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ оо҈ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƴŘ му҈ ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

the one nor the other statements. At the same time, 6% of the participants rather thought the 

ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƛƴ {ǇŀƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǿ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέ ǘƻ ōŜ ǾŀƭƛŘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ п҈ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ expressed that 

they did not know what to answer considering the statements. 

 

Figure 39: Spain Question 10: Mining in Spain - Please indicate which statement you agree most. 
(N=1023) 

When examining the interpretation of this question, the fact that the two statements could be asking 

about different concepts, and not about positive and negative factors should be taken into 

consideration. The two topics covered might be: 

- Whether an activity is important for a country (mining) and for what reason (to get raw materials) 

- Whether an activity should not happen in a country (mining), not indicating the reason, but the 

repercussions (importing materials) 

In general, it should be expected that people will support the idea of the importance of mining for 

providing a country with raw materials, as it is positive for the country. 

No studies have been found in Spain evaluating perception of mining and the resources provided to the 

country. Those who deal with the topic, just assess how in general people perceive and valuate the 

goods and services provided by ecosystems affected by mining, as that on Mar Menor Lagoon (Velasco 

et al. 2017) where the population is well aware of these services. 
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Mining and Employment in a Community 

Considering the perception of the correlation between mining and employment in a community, the 

Spanish participants were given two statements, one in favour of the idea that mining creates many 

jobs locally, leading to the whole community benefitting from this, and the other stating that mining 

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

small. 

Participants then could indicate on a scale with those two poles on the far ends, how much they agreed 

with each of the statements.  

Lƴ {ǇŀƛƴΣ оо҈ όнύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ Ƴŀƴȅ Ƨƻōǎ ƭƻŎŀƭƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ǿƘƻƭŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎέΦ !ƭǎƻ он҈ όмύ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ 

that they rather agreed with the positive effect on employment through mining activities. 13% (0) 

ƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƻƴŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ ф҈ όмύ ǿŜǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ άaƛƴƛƴƎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅǎ 

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

!ƴŘ с҈ όнύ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇŀƴƛǎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 

ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ 

 

Figure 40: Spain Question 11: Mining and employment in a community ς Please indicate which 
statement you agree most (N=1023) 

¢ƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ άƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ Ƴŀƴȅ Ƨƻōǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅάΣ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

considered the participants may be living in a place where mining happens, so they know the effects it 

has on employment, or if they don't live in a place where mining happens, and then have an opinion 

based on the information they may be exposed or have access to through mass and social media.  
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Usually there is the dominant discourse or prevailing opinion that there is a direct relation between big 

industries or big companies and the creation of jobs. High profile bodies who have power, such as 

businessmen, politicians and the media, play the same role here and have the same thing to say. So, it 

should be expected that the majority of people in big cities will share the idea that mining (being a big 

industry or company) creates jobs.  

Considering the data from the graph above, people in Spain perceive that mining relates positively to 

local employment, even when most of them live in an area not influenced by mining. The most feasible 

explanation to this is that traditional idea that links mining and local communities and employments is 

strongly present. 

In Spain, despite this general perception, the reality points to another direction and changes in the 

relation between mining and employment have weakened, at least in the Coal industry. In the last 

fifteen years, the coal industry in Spain has been under pressure from political decisions that have forced 

the dismantling of the industry, a labour reconversion of mining areas, and the conversion of coal-fired 

power plants into combined-cycle gas power plants (Zafrilla, 2014). The policies implemented have 

focused on providing benefits and subsidies, not achieving a real reconversion in terms of labour in 

mining areas. Protests from the industry have been constant in recent years. These industries have been 

under pressure by politicians and have suffered from various regulations with dissimilar results. The so-

called Coal Decree wŀǎ ōƻǊƴ ŀǎ ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ άƎƻƭŘŜƴ ǊŜǘƛǊŜƳŜƴǘέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 

employment in mining areas but faced undesirable socioeconomic and environmental consequences 

(Zafrilla, 2014). This is one of the scarce academic researches that can be found delving into the topic 

and showing how the perception of mining as a provider of employment in communities may lack of 

consistency in some cases. 

 

Infrastructure and Facilities in a Community 

In order to find out what the perception of the Spanish people in terms of the effects of mining on the 

infrastructure and facilities in a community were, participants had been given two statements, one 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ƴŜǿ 

infrasǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέύ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ όάaƛƴƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƳǳŎƘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ 

ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎέύΦ .ƻǘƘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻƭŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ н-0-2, 

and the participants could select whether they fully agreed (2), partly agreed (1), neither agreed nor 

ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ όлύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŀǊƪ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

which 9% of the participants marked as their answer. 

In Spain 26% of the participants fully agreed with the positive statement that mining indeed creates 

new infrastructure and facilities locally, 32% thought this statement was partly correct. 17% did not 
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tend to either the positive or the negative statement. 9% of the Spanish participants thought the 

negative statement was partly correct and only 6% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much 

to the local facilities and infrastructure of a community. 

Overall it can be stated that also here the positive attitudes of the Spanish participants towards the 

possible benefits considering infrastructure and facilities dominate.  

Again it should be remarked that no academic literature in Spain was found, so it is not possible to 

support further interpretations. 

 

 

Figure 41: Spain Question 12: Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which statement you 
agree most. (N=1023) 

In this question the same situation mentioned as before was faced, where the statements are not 

opposed ideas on one issue. Besides, the meaning of those concepts (infrastructures and facilities) may 

not be shared by everyone and could be hard to understand for some of the participants, as they are 

concepts mostly used in a professional context, but not in everyday language.  

Given the context, people would tenŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ 

because to support the contrary, you may need to have reasons to say so, so it is normal to approximate 

to the less complicated, positive, option. 

It is expected that people will support the idea that mining has many positive results (including 

infrastructure and facilities). By default, a big business would create these positive results, which are 

present in hegemonic discourse. 
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Although studies analysing the perception of people on how mining activity may promote 

infrastructures in the areas are scarce,  there is a recent study carried out in Spain, where people were 

asked about main infrastructures and the mining operations (Ruiz Martin, 2014). The study carried a 

personal survey in the streets of the mining towns of Belmez and Peñarroya Pueblonuevo (Andalusia), 

for the purpose of getting to know the opinion of the people who work or reside near the mining activity 

on the impact of mining in five factors, and how this could be lead to the construct of the mining image: 

(1) social impact, (2) environmental impact, (3) government and communication treatment, (4) 

employment and housing impact, and (5) infrastructures and industry impact. People were asked about 

infrastructure related to employment, that is, the housing activity (since workers need a minimum 

quality of life); and the infrastructures required by the mining industry, like land for the placement of 

operational infrastructures, roads, airports, pipelines, storage facilities and a multitude of other project 

ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ άƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ŀƴŘ άŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ƘŀŘ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ όǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀōƻǾŜ лΦс ƻǳǘ ƻŦ мύΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ άǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέ 

ŀƴŘ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ obtained the highest scores (RuizRuiz Martin, 2014). 

 

Environment 

Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible difficulties of mining with stakeholder 

engagement. Thus it is important to understand the general public perception of environmental dangers 

caused by mining activities. 

Lƴ {Ǉŀƛƴ ф҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƳƛƴƻǊ 

ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ ǿŜƭƭΦέ мт҈ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ нр҈ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ 

ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘǳƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀ 

ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ мт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ мм҈ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿέ ŀǎ 

their answer. 
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Figure 42: Spain Question 13: Mining and environment - Please indicate which statement you 
agree most (N=1023). 

Considering what has already been stated, and the higher representation of the negative view on mining 

(26% have a positive view, while 42% have a negative view), the idea that people may have an opinion 

on mining and its effects on environment through channels already mentioned (mass and social media) 

is being supported. It is also probable that in most situations, when mass media speaks about mining 

and its effects on the environment, it is when something negative has happened or when opposition 

groups such as Ecology Movement protest or try to intervene in some area. Most of the information 

gathered in this question is to demonstrate the perception of mining is only showing the dark side of 

this activity. It is also probable that those with a positive outlook or evidence don't have the power or 

the means to reveal it to create the necessary awareness. 

Few researches have been carried out in Spain regarding this topic. The above mentioned study in Mar 

Menor (Velasco, 2017) assessed the natural goods and services provided by the Mar Menor Coastal 

Lagoon, as well as the environmental risks it is exposed to. This ecosystem is affected by the mining 

activities held in the nearby mountains of Campo de Cartagena. Although the mining activities ceased 

many years ago, the watercourses that flow into the lagoon have deposited and still deposit heavy 

metals. The results showed that people highly evaluate the services, and a high percentage of people 

had perception of the principal environmental risks and impacts. Moreover, of all the respondents, 

60.75% would be willing to accept the establishment of an annual fee to ensure conservation and a 

sustainable ecosystem use (Velasco, 2017). In these cases, when negative effects of mining occur, Vintro 

(2012) suggests that in order to improve the reputation of mining, these should be immediately 

remediated. 


























































