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ABSTRACT

Climate assemblies and other forms of deliberative mini-publics have recently gained
prominence as a means to promote just climate transitions. In this article, we analyze a
citizens' jury process that addressed ways to curb greenhouse-gas emissions from car-based
mobility in the Uusimaa region of Finland. The four-day citizens’ jury produced a joint
statement on transport-policy measures to decrease the mileage of private cars, to promote
cycling and walking, to support public transport, and to promote carbon-free fuels. One of
the key discoveries for the jurors was that there are no easy fixes, like biofuels converters, to
cut down transport emissions. Consequently, the jurors endorsed vehicle electrification as a
future solution. They also came up with an innovative suggestion to make electric cars more
affordable to people. Overall, they adopted a more positive view toward measures to promote
fossil-free transport, suggesting that deliberation can increase support for environmental
initiatives. However, the deliberative process did not create wide acceptance of radical
climate-policy measures. The results highlight the importance of mini-public scope and design
for formulating an informed citizen judgment on complex and science-intensive climate-policy
questions. The Transport Jury's focus on a set of policy measures was sufficiently narrow to
produce meaningful recommendations. However, future climate-jury processes with a similar
objective would benefit from more time for face-to-face expert hearings than was available
for the transport jurors. A search for meta-consensus rather than consensus retained the
plurality of perspectives.
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Introduction Deliberative mini-publics (DMP) (Smith and
Setdld 2018) such as citizens juries and citizens’
Road transport accounts for one-fiftth of assemblies on climate change are a promising means

greenhouse-gas (GHG) emissions in Finland and
rapid and profound transitions are needed in the
transport sector to achieve the national goal of car-
bon neutrality by 2035 (The Ministry of Transport
and Communication 2020). The most effective pol-
icy mixes to curb carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions
from transport include economic measures that
increase the cost of driving such as carbon, fuel, or
road-use taxes (Koch et al. 2022). However, these
measures have distributional impacts and policymak-
ers are often wary of furthering unpopular initia-
tives, especially if short-term economic interests
compete with distant and intangible climate-change
impacts (see Niemeyer 2013). The pressing question,
then, is how to put into action ambitious transport
policies to reach the carbon-neutrality targets in an
effective, just, and socially acceptable manner.

to increase the legitimacy of climate policies and to
provide policymakers with a better sense of the
wider public mandate for climate action (Cherry
et al. 2021; Willis, Curato, and Smith 2022). DMP is
an umbrella term for participatory spaces that bring
together a representative group of ordinary citizens
to discuss and debate topical decision-making ques-
tions, to hear experts, and to provide informed rec-
ommendations to policymakers (Gronlund, Bachtiger,
and Setdld 2014). The term citizens™ jury refers to a
citizens’ forum with 20-40 participants who usually
meet for three or four days while citizens” assemblies
involve a larger group of people and meet over sev-
eral weekends (OECD 2020). High-profile national
citizens’ assemblies on climate change, called climate
assemblies, have been organized in recent years in
the UK (Elstub et al. 2021), Ireland (Devaney et al.
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2020), and France (Cherry et al. 2021; Giraudet
et al. 2022). DMPs on climate change are also
increasingly run at regional and local levels, espe-
cially in the UK (Cherry et al. 2021; Wells, Howarth,
and Brand-Correa 2021; Sandover, Moseley, and
Devine-Wright 2021; Ross et al. 2021) but also else-
where (Oross et al. 2021).

Drawing on deliberative theory, the proponents of
DMPs maintain that these forums have the capacity
to provide a balanced and reasoned judgment as
opposed to political decision-making processes,
which are often hampered by short-termism and
undue influence of strong interest groups (Dryzek,
Norgaard, and Schlosberg 2011). DMPs are regarded
as particularly suitable for shaping responses to envi-
ronmental challenges (Smith 2003; Niemeyer 2011).
According to Smith (2003, 66), deliberative forums
offer conducive environments “within which citizens
can reflect on knowledge about ecological systems
and the plurality of environmental values derived
from a variety of different perspectives” Deliberative
processes are also expected to develop a concern for
others and rule out purely self-interested reasons
(Benhabib 1996). As Hannah Pitkin (1981, 347)
writes, deliberation may make us aware of our more
remote and indirect connections with others, and
the long-range and large-scale significance of what
we are doing; hence, transforming “I want” into “I
am entitled to,” a claim that becomes negotiable by
public standards.

In this article, we analyze a case study of a citi-
zens jury that addressed ways to curb GHG emis-
sions from car-based mobility in the Uusimaa region
of Finland. The Citizens Jury on Uusimaa
Carbon-Neutral Transport (hereafter referred to as
“the Transport Jury”) took place in April 2022 and
was convened in collaboration with the Uusimaa
Regional Council (URC). We present the results
from the case study and discuss them in the light
of theory-based assumptions on environmental
deliberation (Aldred and Jacobs 2000; Dryzek,
Norgaard, and Schlosberg 2011; Smith 2021). More
specifically, we ask whether the jurors reflected on
their views on transport-policy measures designed
to reduce automobile-transport emissions and
whether they shifted their positions toward less
self-interested ones. We also evaluate the impacts of
the scope of the Transport Jury on the quality of
deliberation and outcomes of the process. Recent
research on citizens’ climate assemblies and juries
has highlighted the challenge of defining a feasible
agenda for the exceptionally complex question of
climate change (Elstub et al. 2021) and brought up
the relative merits of processes with a predefined
agenda (top-down) and processes in which the

jurors can set the agenda themselves (bottom up)
(Wells, Howarth, and Brand-Correa 2021). As
Cherry et al. (2021, 4) observe, “The former can
lead to policy-relevant proposals but restricts the
capacity for citizens to bring their own ideas to
the latter
citizen-led deliberation but can lead to generic or

bear; allows for more creative and
unworkable outcomes.”

Finally, we analyze the ways in which the
Transport Jury arrangements either supported or
prevented effective give-and-take of arguments and
formulation of a measured jury statement. The
minutiae of running citizens’ juries and assemblies,
often overlooked in DMP literature, is vitally import-
ant, as it determines the quality of the DMP out-
come. These forums are inevitably constrained by
time and budget, and therefore it is critical that the
design of the process enables effective and construc-
tive deliberation. We report the jurors feedback of
the process and outline recommendations for how
the design of future citizens' juries could be
improved.

Theoretical background

The traditional model of public policymaking is
based on interest group bargaining and aggregation
of individual preferences via electoral systems. An
alternative model is proposed by deliberative theo-
rists who maintain that legitimacy in complex dem-
ocratic should
unconstrained public deliberation, in which citizens
address one another with their public reasons
(Bohman 1996; Cohen 1996). The essence of delib-
erative democracy is explicated by Gutmann and
Thompson (1996, 43), “Through the give-and-take
of arguments, citizens and their accountable repre-
sentatives can learn from one another, come to rec-
ognize their individual and collective mistakes, and
develop new views and policies that are more widely
justifiable”

The conditions for genuine deliberation include
inclusiveness and equality: all voices are heard and
respected, and all participants have the right to put
issues on the agenda, propose solutions, and offer
reasons in support of or in criticism of proposals
(Cohen 1996). Gutmann and Thompson (1996) also
emphasize the importance of reciprocity, meaning
that participants in deliberative processes offer rea-
sons that can be accepted by others who are simi-
larly motivated to find reasons that can be accepted
by others. Mutually acceptable reasons differ from
mutually advantageous reasons as the latter are
self-interested claims, which can be accommodated
via bargaining and compromises. They also differ

societies result from free and



from universally justifiable altruistic reasons, which
refer to the general good or public interest. Therefore,
the concept of reciprocity accommodates the con-
cerns of different democracy theorists who empha-
size the legitimate interests of marginalized and
oppressed groups (Young 1996). According to Young
(1997), social norms that appear impartial are often
biased when group-based positional differences give
some people greater power, material and cultural
resources, and authoritative voice. The notion of rec-
iprocity does not assume impartiality; instead, it
requires that individuals making moral claims do
not simply refer to personal benefits (“I want”) but
to mutually recognized principles (“I am entitled to”
or “We ought to”) (Sagoff 1998).

Drawing on Jiirgen Habermas' notion of commu-
nicative rationality, some deliberative theorists main-
tain that ideal deliberation aims to arrive at a
(Cohen 1996).
However, several other deliberative theorists reject
the notion of consensus as an outcome of delibera-

rationally motivated consensus

tion for complex policy decisions in pluralistic soci-
eties (Benhabib 1996; Gutmann and Thompson
1996). Smith (2003) emphasizes that democratic
deliberation is best understood as being oriented
toward mutual understanding, which means that
parties to a conflict continue to reason together
despite their differences. Pluralism theorists like
Mouffe (1996) even argue that democratic pluralism
implies the permanence of conflict and antagonism
and attempts to seek a non-coercive consensus put
the whole democratic process at risk. Niemeyer and
Dryzek (2007) have attempted to reconcile the argu-
ments for pluralism and consensus by introducing
the notion of meta-consensus. Consensus implies an
agreement on ranking of values, or the veracity of
particular beliefs, as well as unanimity on what
should be done. Meta-consensus, in turn, means that
there is an agreement on relevant reasons or consid-
erations (involving both beliefs and values) that
ought to be taken into account in a certain
decision-making situation, and on the character of
the choices to be made.

Citizens’ juries and other DMPs are emergent
tools for putting the ideals of deliberative democracy
into practice. According to Goodin and Dryzek
(2006, 220), DMPs are deliberative designs involving
ordinary citizens in “groups small enough to be gen-
uinely deliberative, and representative enough to be
genuinely democratic” A citizens’ jury typically
involves around 30 ordinary members of the public,
selected to represent a cross-section of a defined
community.

Demographic representation is usually ensured
by random stratified sampling. The jury meets for
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three to four days to discuss an issue of public
concern, often with the assistance of an indepen-
dent facilitator to ensure that all voices are heard
and respected. The members of the jury have an
opportunity to hear and cross-examine expert wit-
nesses and call for additional information, and they
have space to discuss and debate the issues with
each other. Following a process of deliberation,
usually in a combination of small-group and ple-
nary sessions, the jurors reach conclusions and
make recommendations. These resolutions are com-
piled into a report to public authorities or policy-
makers who are committed to receive and respond
to the jury proposals (Smith and Wales 2000;
Aldred and Jacobs 2000).

The Uusimaa Transport Jury

The Transport Jury was conducted as part of a pro-
cess to prepare The URC Action Plan for minimiz-
ing carbon emissions from transport in the Uusimaa
region of Finland. Uusimaa is the countrys most
populous region with 1.7 million inhabitants and
comprises 26 municipalities. Some of these jurisdic-
tions are large cities, such as the city of Helsinki,
while others are small rural communities (see Figure
1). The URC is responsible for strategic regional and
land-use planning, as well as the articulation of
common regional needs, long-term development
goals and conditions for sustainable development.
The URC has
Roadmap with the aim to reach net zero CO, emis-
sions by the year 2030. Around 30% of the carbon
emissions in the region result from road transport,
and therefore it is paramount to find effective mea-
from passenger cars.
However, the propositions for doing so are also
widely unpopular as they restrict private motoring
and increase its costs. Therefore, the URC decided
to embark on a collaborative effort with the FACTOR
research project and to set up a citizens’ jury to con-
sider the feasibility of policy measures that were
listed in the Climate Roadmap Action Plan (Table
1).! The process and its remits were worked out in
collaboration with the URC and the researchers, and
the practical work of recruiting the jurors and run-
ning the jury process was carried out by the

adopted an ambitious Climate

sures to curb emissions

research team.

The jurors

The jurors were selected by posting an invitation let-
ter to 6,000 randomly selected residents in Uusimaa
who were older than 18 years of age. The random
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Figure 1. Uusimaa region and its municipalities.

Source: Wikimedia Commons (left map) and Uusimaa Regional Council (right map).

Table 1. The measures to reduce CO, emissions in road
transport in the Uusimaa region.

A. Measures to decrease the mileage of private cars

A1. Congestion charge to enter the city-center area of Helsinki

A2. Reduction of the number of parking spaces in cities

A3. Increasing the use of car-sharing

A4. Promoting the use of carpools

B. Measures to promote cycling and walking

B1. Support for all-year-round biking

B2. Increasing safe bicycle parking in transport hubs like railway
stations

B3. Improving pavements and bike lanes

C. Measures to support public transport

C1. Increasing the number of public transport lanes

C2. Supporting shared transportation in rural areas

C3. Increasing park-and-ride facilities

C4. Measures to speed up public transportation

D. Measures to promote carbon-free fuels

D1. Emissions trading for road transport

D2. Improving the charging infrastructure of electric cars

D2. Subsidies for purchasing electric cars

selection was ordered from Digital and Population
Data Services Agency. From a pool of 440 volunteers
who expressed an interest in participating, we picked
a stratified sample of 40 people using Monte Carlo
simulation. Seven people canceled their participation
at the last moment, and one person dropped out
after the first meeting, leaving 32 participants who
attended the whole Transport Jury process and
answered both the pre- and post-jury questionnaires.

We used stratification to ensure that the partici-
pants were representative of the Uusimaa population
with respect to key demographics, including gender,
age, regional distribution, and level of education
(Figure 2). Additional selection criteria in the Monte
Carlo simulation were prospective participants’ pre-
dominant mode of transport (car or other) and an
attitudinal variable (responses to the statement “The
use of low-carbon energy must be increased in
Finland regardless of the impacts on energy prices”)

(Figure 3). The same question was used in the
National Climate Barometer (2019), which allowed
us to assemble a citizens’ jury that represented rela-
tively well the average Finnish population’s perspec-
tive on climate-change mitigation.

The Transport Jury process

The Transport Jury met four times for five-hour ses-
sions during weekends in April 2022 and had an
additional two-hour online expert-hearing session.?
The participants were remunerated for their time
and travel costs were reimbursed for those partici-
pants coming from outside Helsinki. The whole pro-
cess was run by a professional facilitator. We designed
the process and served as small-group facilitators.
The jury process followed a standard procedure
(OECD 2020) in which the jurors were first intro-
duced to the process and the questions that were
posed to them; identified their knowledge needs;
heard experts on the open questions; deliberated on
the effectiveness and social impacts of the suggested
transport-policy measures; and finally prepared a
joint statement on feasible and just ways to imple-
ment the measures. After the first meeting, the
jurors received a four-page information document
on the effectiveness and potential impacts of the
proposed transport-policy measures. Additional writ-
ten material was provided by email after the second
meeting. The schedule of the jury process is pre-
sented in Appendix 1. The modes of working
included both facilitated small-group discussions
with 5-6 individuals as well as plenary sessions.
The joint statement was prepared using the
world-café format. Five groups first prepared a draft
statement on their designated topic (the themes



Figure 2. Demographic composition of the Transport Jury.
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Figure 3. Responses to the statement “The use of low-carbon energy should be increased in Finland regardless of the impacts
on energy prices” by the jurors and average Finnish citizens surveyed by the National Climate Barometer (2019).

labeled A-D in Table 1 as well as a theme
measures”) and then the groups circulated so that
each group had a chance to add their contribution
to each initial draft, facilitated by a research-team
member who stayed at the initial table. The groups
then returned to their “own” topic, considered all

“other

additions and suggestions, and edited the draft state-
ment for those parts that they saw fit. The edited
versions were printed out for the jurors to read
during a private reflective moment, and they were
discussed in a plenary session for final modifications

and approval. The statement was approved
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unanimously except for the questi on of congestion
charge. One juror suggested a vote on that measure.
The outcome of the vote (44% for and 44% against,
12% undecided) was reported in the statement.

The jurors presented the statement to the URC
representatives in person at the end of the last meet-
ing, followed by a brief commentary from the URC.
The researchers edited the statement lightly, at the
jurors’ request, to correct grammatical errors and
redundancies due to the hasty writing process. The
jurors had an opportunity to check the final version
before it was delivered to the URC and published in
the Transport Jury webpages. A press conference was
organized by the researchers and the URC a week
later, with a more detailed commentary from the
URC as well as the Ministry of the Environment.
The representative of the latter responded to the rec-
ommendations on national level policy measures
such as emissions trading for road transport and
electric car subsidies.

Materials and methods

The Transport Jury is a case study (Yin 2014), which
allows us to examine environmental deliberation and
its impacts on the participants’ beliefs and attitudes
in a real-life setting and to evaluate the effects of the
scope and design of the Transport Jury on the qual-
ity of deliberation. The role of the URC as a com-
missioning authority gave weight to the jury process
as opposed to studies that are purely research-driven
exercises (see, e.g., MacKenzie and Caluwaerts 2021;
Saarikoski and Mustajoki 2021).

The analysis is based on a mixed-method approach
combining pre- and post-treatment questionnaires
and qualitative data derived from participant obser-
well as small-group and plenary
session-discussion notes and the jury statement. The
statement is included in Appendix 2. We made notes
in our roles as assistants to the facilitator and served
as small-group discussion moderators.

We wanted to see whether deliberation created
support for low-carbon transport-policy measures,

vation as

and therefore, we surveyed the jurors attitudes
toward the proposed transport-policy measures
before and after deliberation in order to capture
potential attitude change. The survey questions cov-
ered all transport policy-measure categories (Table 1)
and the most controversial measures in each cate-
gory (see Figure 4). Some measures, like promoting
the use of carpools, were left out because we assumed
that the jurors opinions were quite positive about
them at the outset and we were ultimately interested
in seeing whether the jurors became more approving
also of the unpopular transport-policy measures.

The jurors additionally answered several
generic questions that measured their attitudes with
respect to Finland’s global responsibility and respon-
sibility for future generations (see Figure 4, Q10-11).
We were additionally interested in determining
whether  the process elicited
other-regarding values and created heightened aware-
ness of the moral obligations toward future genera-
tions or poorer nations with less economic capacity
to combat climate change. Three people did not
answer two questions on the flip side of a question-
naire (Figure 4, Q3, Q11). We analyzed the data of
the jurors’ views before and after the process statis-
tically with the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, using the
significance level p < .05.

Furthermore, we collected feedback from the par-
ticipants concerning their views about the delibera-
tive quality of the process and drew practical lessons
for the design of DMPs. More specifically, we wanted
to assess whether the process met the conditions for
genuine deliberation. Did the participants feel that
their views were heard and respected? Did they have

more

deliberative

enough time and information to formulate a rea-
soned opinion? Was the process deemed to be fair
and unbiased? The questions to the participants are
presented 5 and their answers to
open-ended questions are in Appendix 3.

The jurors signed a consent form detailing the
use of data from the Transport Jury. The Finnish
National Board on Research Integrity does not

in Figure

require an ethical review for this kind of research
design that does not pose a risk or harm to the par-
ticipants. The jury was conducted in Finnish and the
quotations that appear below have been translated
into English by the research team.

Results
Impact of the process

According to the end-of-the process questionnaire,
nearly all jurors reported having learned and gained
more knowledge about the measures to reduce trans-
port CO, emissions (Figure 5). A majority of them
felt that they changed their opinion on some issues
and nearly all agreed with the statement that the
jury discussions showed that views that diverge from
their own views can be justified. Learning also influ-
enced the participants’ positions on some questions.
For example, some jurors who initially felt that car-
bon emissions should be tackled elsewhere (“lets put
filters in the pipes in India”), assumed more respon-
sibility for actions at the regional level as they
learned that CO, emissions cannot be cleaned in a
similar way as sulfur-dioxide releases.
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Figure 4. Participants’ replies to questions on climate-policy measures before and after the Transport Jury. Note that only 29

answered Q3 and Q11 (on a flip-side of a question form).

One of the key discoveries for the jurors was the
limited potential of biofuels in emission reduction.
Biofuels were excluded from the initial list of mea-
sures put together by the URC and the research
team, but they were re-introduced by the jurors,
some of whom saw them as a relatively easy and
inexpensive way to curtail emissions: “You can

convert a normal car into a biofuel car with only a
few hundred euros, quick and simple” However,
after deliberation the jury concluded in the joint
statement that biofuels are a good option during a
transition period but not a long-term solution on a
large scale. This statement echoed the expert opin-
ions according to which biofuels were described as a
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Figure 5. Participants’ feedback on the Transport Jury process.

transition-period solution especially for heavy trans-
port, but the capacity of sustainable biofuel produc-
tion is not sufficient to make transport fossil-free.
The jurors also learned about the role of electric
cars in emission reduction. At the outset, several
participants doubted that electric cars would become

very common in Finland. This sentiment was

captured by one juror: “Low-income people simply
cannot afford €60,000 electric cars” The joint state-
ment at the end of the process conveys a more opti-
mistic view of the prospects of vehicle electrification.
According to the jury, it is regarded to be an essen-
tial step toward sustainable road transport and poli-
cymakers should steer the development toward this



mode. The opinion change was partly due to the
finding that the prices of electric cars have come
down in recent years, and that the lower operation
costs make electric cars cheaper than gasoline-powered
cars in the long run.

Furthermore, some jurors mentioned that they
came to see that electric cars are the only way to
maintain mobility and combat climate change at the
same time. This realization also prompted them to
put forward an innovative recommendation for fair
transition toward the electrification of transport: the
€2,000 state subsidy for purchasing a new electric car
should be targeted to more affordable vehicles with
a maximum purchase price of €35,000. At the
moment, the limit is €50,000, reflecting the situation
from a few years ago when electric cars were much
more expensive. However, the jurors pointed out that
people who buy expensive cars do not need any sub-
sidy. Instead, financial support can be a decisive fac-
tor for drivers making a choice between a €20,000
standard car and a €28,000 electric car, especially
where subsidies are more generous, for example,
€3,000.%

In addition to seeing the importance of different
socioeconomic positions, the jurors became attuned
to regional differences in the availability of public
transport. The participants living outside the Helsinki
metropolitan region narrated the difficulties of a
car-free lifestyle in rural municipalities where the
nearest grocery store or school is 10 or even 30kilo-
meters (km) away. These stories resonated among
the city-dwelling jurors, some of whom admitted
that they had previously not given much thought to

|n

Figure 6. The Transport Jury process (above) and an “idea
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the situation in rural areas with few or no public
transport connections. As one young person from
Helsinki stated, “You really dont need a car in
Helsinki, where the next tram comes in ten minutes.
But I guess it is different in Karkkila [an outlining
town approximately 70 km from Helsinki], where a
bus runs twice a day”

Overall, the jurors were more in agreement with
the need for and means of achieving low-carbon
transport after the deliberative process than before
it. Most notably, they came to regard passenger
car-emission control as more important with this
change of view indicated by a move from 38% agree-
ment to 75% agreement with the statement that
“emissions from passenger cars are considerable and
therefore private motoring should be reduced signifi-
cantly” (Figure 4, Q1l). The difference was statisti-
cally significant (p value .0006). Another statistically
significant change entailed the manifestation of more
positive views of the benefits from biking and walk-
ing (p value .0019) (Figure 4, Q3). The other differ-
ences were not statistically significant. The jurors
became a little more optimistic about the prospects
of public transport (Figure 4, Q2) and they adopted
a slightly more positive (or less negative) approach
toward several measures to reduce transport CO,
emissions, including congestion fees (Figure 4, Q4)
and parking fees and restrictions (Figure 4, Q5 and
Q6), car-sharing (Figure 4, Q7), and emissions trad-
ing (Figure 4, Q8 and Q9). The changes were small
but the trend from doubtful to more positive views
was nevertheless consistent. The opinions concerning
future generations (Figure 4, Q10) and Finland’s

Transport Jury process under the same constraints (below).
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global responsibility for climate-change mitigation
(Figure 4, QI1) remained relatively stable.

While the jurors became a little more approving
of economic instruments like congestion fees, a
majority of them saw economic support as more
effective than fee-based strategies in promoting
emission-free
(Figure 4, Q12). The preference for voluntary rather
than coercive instruments was also indicated in the
jury statement, which concludes that the latter
should only be used if there are no other options.
Furthermore, the jury statement emphasizes that
making public transport more effective is a prereq-
uisite for low-carbon transport solutions, as there

transport, also after deliberation

needs to be a genuine alternative to private cars. The
jury suggested several ways to make public transport
more appealing, including improved schedules and
shorter waiting times as well as direct connections
and cost-free park-and-ride areas.

The jurors’ feedback on the process

The jurors’ feedback on the process was generally
very positive (Figure 5 and Appendix 3). All partic-
ipants regarded the Transport Jury as a positive
experience and all except two undecided persons
reported being willing to participate in a citizens
jury again. All jurors felt that different perspectives
were represented in the jury and nearly all regarded
the scope as sufficiently clear. Most participants
believed that political decision-making should make
use of citizens’ juries and similar types of forums.
Importantly, all except one person saw that they
could influence the contents of the joint statement.
All jurors felt that the jury report reflects well their
own views, and nearly all indicated that the state-
ment gives a balanced idea of the discussions in the
jury. The jurors agreed more strongly with the latter
statement than the former, suggesting that they had
to make some compromises in the writing process.

The jurors reported that they had practiced the
deliberative virtues of reciprocity and mutual respect.
A majority of them did not find it difficult to listen
to people who disagreed with them, and a majority
recounted listening to the other participants atten-
tively even though they disagreed with them. The
participants also related that the other participants
were following good conduct of deliberation. All
jurors agreed with the statement that everyone lis-
tened to one another and respected contrasting
viewpoints. Two jurors felt that some people were
left out of the discussions and two jurors reported
that they had not participated actively in the discus-
sions. Furthermore, more than half of the jurors

thought that some participants dominated the

discussions too much. By contrast, only one person
indicated feeling pressure to accommodate other
participants’ views on issues on which s/he did not
have a clear opinion, and all jurors stated that the
other participants took their views into account
during the discussions. It seems that some silent
persons were less active but nevertheless felt suffi-
ciently engaged in the discussions.

The most important shortcoming of the Transport
Jury process was that there was too little time, espe-
cially at the end of the process when the jurors pre-
pared the statement. In the open-ended answers, the
time constraint was the most frequent complaint
(Appendix 3). As one person summarized it: “All
worked well, but we would have needed more time
for the last day when we finalized the report”
Around one third of the jurors felt that four days
was not sufficient for the jury, and most of them
would have been willing to attend a five-day citizens’
jury. Furthermore, some participants doubted the
objectivity of the facilitators, and especially the
experts. According to a critical comment by one
participant: “The group was clearly more objective
than the so-called experts” By contrast, all except
one person felt that the information they got was
useful and most jurors felt that it was balanced.

Discussion

In this section, we address the research questions
presented in the introduction. We discuss the
assumption that deliberative processes can contribute
to learning and reconsideration of interests and posi-
tions
other-regarding preferences. We also discuss the
ways in which the scope and agenda-setting of the
Transport Jury influenced the outcomes of the pro-
cess. In the last section, we discuss the realities of
running a deliberative process, reflect on the ways
the Transport Jury was organized, and make sugges-
tions for how it could have been improved.

and evoke environmental awareness and

The role of deliberation in learning, reflection,
and cultivating other-regarding values

The results support the assumption that deliberative
designs can create well-informed judgments and
attune citizens to the complexities of environmental
questions (Smith and Wales 2000; Smith 2003). The
jurors came to see that there are no easy fixes - for
instance, biofuels converters — to reach carbon neu-
trality and adopted a positive approach toward vehi-
cle electrification, despite initial
skepticism of the prospects of electric cars. They
also came up with an innovative idea to promote the

several jurors’



use of electric cars in a more effective and fair man-
ner by cutting subsidies from expensive electric
vehicles and targeting them to low price-range alter-
natives. In the press conference, a ministerial repre-
sentative acknowledged that the Act on subsidizing
the purchase of an electric car (1289/2021) indeed
needs revisiting, because electric vehicle prices have
dropped considerably during the last few years.

The results also align with previous studies show-
ing that deliberative processes can increase the
approval of environmental initiatives (Niemeyer
2011; Kulha et al. 2021; MacKenzie and Caluwaerts
2021; Giraudet et al. 2022; Saarikoski and Mustajoki
2021). In this case, the jurors became clearly more
supportive of the proposal to reduce the use of pri-
vate cars significantly and, on average, they adopted
a slightly more positive view on the measures to
limit private motoring, including negative economic
incentives like congestion fees. However, the jurors
nevertheless felt that positive instruments are more
effective than negative ones (despite contrary expert
views) and recommended that voluntary instruments
should take precedence
Consequently, the deliberative process increased the
legitimacy of low-carbon transport-policy measures,
to some extent, but it did not create wide support
for ambitious climate policy, unlike some delibera-
tive theorists have proposed is sometimes achievable
(Niemeyer 2013). Furthermore, the results do not
indicate a shift in jurors’ fundamental value posi-

over coercive ones.

tions concerning moral obligations toward future
generations or poorer nations. These questions
appraise people’s basic value orientations, which tend
to be more immutable than views of specific
transport-policy measures. This observation is in
line with previous studies suggesting that delibera-
tive processes can influence contextual values related
to preferences for particular objects or courses of
action - in our case, transport-policy measures —
but not transcendental values, which denote overar-
ching principles and normative beliefs (Kenter et al.
2015; Saarikoski and Mustajoki 2021).

The jurors brought up value-based concerns for
future generations and sense of global responsibility
and such issues were implicit in their acceptance of
the need to reduce private motoring to combat cli-
mate change. However, these ethical arguments did
not stand out very prominently in the jury discus-
sions. Instead, the consideration of social fairness
revolved mainly around the unequal opportunities
of urban and rural people to use public transport
and manage without private cars. The heightened
attention to the car-dependence of the rural popu-
lation, together with the increased understanding of
the need to cut down emissions, contributed to the
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shared conclusion that the answer lies in the electri-
fication of transport. It also led the jurors to con-
clude that the measures to restrict private cars are
conditional on the functioning of public transport:
they are acceptable in urban centers but less so in
rural areas. The strong focus on regional justice can
explain the difference between the Transport Jury
and a deliberation experiment in the United States
by MacKenzie and Caluwaerts (2021) showing that
participants became significantly more supportive of
carbon-tax policy that increased short- and
long-term costs of automobile fuels. Another reason
for the different results might be that the experi-
ment by MacKenzie and Caluwaerts (2021) was rel-
atively short (40-minute deliberation), and it was a
“cold” deliberative setting (Fung 2003) not meant to
influence government policy, while the Transport
Jury had time to look at the issue from different
angles and was asked to give serious consideration
to solutions that could be implemented at the
regional level. It was not “hot” in a sense that it
would have an impact on gasoline prices, but it was
not purely hypothetical as the URC has a role in
outlining strategic land-use and climate-policy goals
and measures to that end in the region.

Another prominent social justice theme was the
opportunity of low-income people to purchase elec-
tric cars. However, the jurors did not put much
emphasis on the most vulnerable groups who live
outside urban areas without a car and are dependent
on reliable public transport or safe pedestrian and
bicycle lanes. It seems that the participants moral
imagination did not go much beyond people who
are in a relatively comparable social position. A sim-
ilar tendency is observed in climate assemblies,
which have emphasized affordability, personal free-
dom, and convenience rather than fairness and
responsibility for disadvantaged groups (Cherry
et al. 2021).

The scope of deliberation

One key question regarding mini-publics is the scope
of deliberation, especially when addressing complex
and multifaceted climate-change issues (Elstub et al.
2021). The Transport Jury had a quite narrow focus
compared to recent Climate Assemblies, which have
tasked participants with no less than finding ways to
meet national climate-neutrality targets (see Cherry
et al. 2021). The advantage of the restricted agenda
in the current case was that the Transport Jury pro-
duced jointly approved policy recommendations
written by the jurors while the UK Climate Assembly
members voted on scenarios and policy recommen-
dations developed by experts (Cherry et al. 2021).
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The Transport Jury voted only on the question of a
congestion charge, on the initiative of one juror,
while the other differences were negotiated with sen-
tences illustrating the various sides on the debate.

Despite the relatively narrow scope, the jurors
expressed a desire for more time to learn about the
issues and formulate their opinions on them. With
hindsight we could have further narrowed down the
list of measures and left out at least a congestion
charge. It was a controversial proposal that got a lot
of attention from the jurors, but the outcome was
inconclusive because there was no specific plan for
the congestion-charge zones and the payments (it
was just a general idea brought up by the URC). A
congestion charge as such would be a very good sin-
gle topic for a jury in a situation when there is a
concrete proposal with explicit implementation
options. In a similar way, the question of emissions
trading probably deserved a citizens’ jury of its own.
Even though increasing the price of gasoline is one
of the most effective solutions to cut down
automobile-transport emissions (Koch et al. 2022), it
did not receive much attention from the jurors,
probably because the emission-trading mechanism is
quite complicated.* There are limits to the amount
of information that ordinary people can take in and
handle during a four-day process, and the jurors in
our case understandably chose to discuss those ques-
tions that were more familiar to them, like the rela-
tive merits of electric and other cars and the
challenges of public transport.

Wells, Howarth, and Brand-Correa (2021) and
Elstub et al. (2021) have reached similar conclusions
on the appropriate scope of citizens’ juries or assem-
blies of climate change. The former point out that in
situations in which a mini-public is being used to
directly inform policy-making, it may be more use-
ful to organize it around narrower topics so they can
be studied in depth and produce focused and prac-
tical outputs. The latter study found that the very
broad question (“How should the UK meet its target
of net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050?”) of
the UK Climate Assembly compromised the learning
of assembly members and endorsement of the rec-
ommendations as well as limited the extent of their
impact on Parliament and government.

Top-down or bottom-up?

The question of scope links with the question of the
participants’ opportunity to influence the mini-public
agenda. According to Boker and Elstub (2015), a
predefined agenda inhibits the potential of
mini-publics to contribute to the more critical and
emancipatory aspirations of deliberative democracy

(see also Hammond 2020). However, a bottom-up
process could remain policy-irrelevant if the topic
determined by the participants is not of interest to
policymakers (Elstub et al. 2021; Cherry et al. 2021).
The Transport Jury agenda was initially predefined
by the URC and specified the measures to be
addressed. However, the participants had some con-
trol over how they would approach their remit and
were invited to supplement the list of measures. This
is how biofuels, which were initially excluded by the
URC as a non-feasible solution, were re-introduced
to the agenda. The participants also brought up
non-technical ideas related to organizing everyday
life in less car-dependent ways. For instance, they
suggested that people could reduce the need for pri-
vate motoring if they used home-delivery services
for groceries, delivered by electric cars, and coordi-
nated the drop-offs so that a neighborhood would
receive its purchases on the same day.

An important bottom-up element was some par-
ticipants’ contribution to the evidence base of the
Transport Jury. One juror happened to have special
expertise on biofuels based on his former occupation
and s/he volunteered to share their expertise with
the group. Another juror had carried out a small
interview study with the assistance of a neighbor-
hood association on the practical problems with
public transport in one of the cities in the Helsinki
metropolitan region. The report was delivered to the
jurors as part of the background material and was
also included as an attachment to the jury’s report.

A bottom-up process of agenda-setting can also
be challenging. In our case, some of the issues that
the participants brought up were mostly irrelevant
from a climate perspective, for instance, the question
of whether the users of rented scooters should wear
helmets or not. More problematically, one partici-
pant would have liked to hear more about research
that contradicts the “hegemonic climate-change dis-
course” and brings up non-human-caused factors.
The challenge here for us as organizers of the citi-
zens jury would have been to find a scientifically
credible scholar who denies the role of anthropo-
genic emissions for climate change. Furthermore,
providing space for both positions would have given
the wrong impression that the mainstream and alter-
native interpretations deserve equal attention.

Lessons learned on the design of the Transport
Jury

The overall design of the Transport Jury worked
well, as indicated by the positive feedback by the
participants (Figure 5). They reported that their
voice was heard and respected, thought that they



could influence the outcome of the process, and the
deliberations and final report represented well their
own views. The facilitators had an important role in
supporting constructive dialogue, but the jurors also
took collective responsibility to make sure that the
tone of the discussion stayed friendly. In some
instances, the efforts to avoid confrontation led to
somewhat inconsequential recommendations, like
the proposal that voluntary instruments should take
precedence over coercive ones. To counter the
consensus-oriented group-process effect, the jurors
were encouraged to write down the divergent posi-
tions on debated issues. For example, on emissions
trading, the jury concluded, “On one hand, emis-
sions trading can lead to major emissions reduction
and create incentives for innovations. On the other
hand, the immediate costs to consumers can be
unreasonably high” This kind of conclusion can be
characterized as a meta-consensus (Niemeyer and
Dryzek 2007) on the relevant beliefs and values per-
taining to the decision-making situation: emissions
trading is effective, but it induces costs that need to
be reasonable. Importantly, the statement, which
documents the areas of disagreement, retains the
plurality of perspectives, including the more progres-
sive voices, emphasized by difference and plural
democracy theorists (Young 1996; Mouffe 1999).

The mix of small-group and plenary sessions in
varied composition supported an effective exchange
of arguments across a range of positions. In partic-
ular, the world-café format was effective by provid-
ing the participants with a space to write up the
recommendations in their own words. At that point,
the facilitators stepped aside and only observed the
discussions, and each group with a dedicated topic
selected a chair and a scribe. The use of large dis-
plays was very helpful, as the jurors could all see the
text in progress and suggest edits and additions.
They could also see the tracked changes by the other
groups and invite members of the other groups to
justify their suggested changes.

The most important shortcoming of the Transport
Jury design was inadequate time allocated for expert
hearings and writing up the recommendations. The
claim was not entirely unjustified, because the selec-
tion of the experts was influenced by the organizers’
familiarity with colleagues and other scientists work-
ing on transport emission-reduction measures. We
supplemented the expert hearings with written mate-
rial containing links - for example to podcasts by
the Automobile Club of Finland (an association for
private motoring) — but not all participants familiar-
ized themselves with the additional material.

Figure 6 illustrates the Transport Jury process
(the light grey boxes above) and summarizes the
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alterations that would have improved the process
(the dark grey boxes below). First, if we were to
organize it again, we would extend the sessions
from five to six hours with an added extra half
hour to the first and last session to allow partici-
pants to complete the questionnaires that were part
of the research project. Extending the length to
eight hours would have been too strenuous for some
participants, as indicated by the feedback (see also
Elstub et al. 2021). Furthermore, we needed to pro-
vide some travel time for those jurors who were
coming from the more remote parts of the region.
Also, narrowing the scope would have helped us to
better cope with the time constraints. Most of the
jurors indicated that they would be willing to par-
ticipate in a five-day jury but in practice it would
have meant that there would have been fewer vol-
unteers and hence more difficult to set up a repre-
sentative jury. Furthermore, the drop-out rate would
have likely been higher in a five-day jury.

Second, it would have been better to merge the
small-group discussions about the effectiveness of
the measures and their social impacts and to devote
the whole second day to face-to-face expert hear-
ings. We separated the topics, because we expected
that people would focus extensively on social impacts
at the expense of the efficacy of the measures.
However, this research-driven distinction escaped
the participants who discussed both aspects during
the first small-group discussion, making the second
day of small-group sessions a bit redundant. Ideally,
we would organize the expert hearings face-to-face.
In the Transport Jury, the in-person expert presenta-
tions on the third day of the jury stimulated much
more discussion than the online expert-hearing ses-
sion. One researcher gave a presentation via remote
access also on the third day, but the participants
interacted also with him/her actively, inspired by
each other’s questions and comments. In a revised
process, we would reserve a separate online-hearing
session for those questions that remain unanswered
on the second day. This would free the whole last
days for writing up the recommendations.

Third, we would provide the jurors with an
opportunity to identify the experts and not only the
questions posed to them. The practical challenge
with letting the jurors decide the experts is that it
is difficult to secure expert presentations on short
notice (see also Roberts et al. 2020). Therefore, we
would leave two weeks, and not one week, between
the first and second jury session. We would also
map out a large group of relevant experts (assuming
that the jurors are not familiar with the expertise in
the field) and ask the jurors whom they want
to hear.
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Fourth, we would follow the same practice as in
the Transport Jury and organize the third and fourth
sessions, during which the jurors wrote up the state-
ment, on consecutive days. The advantage of this
arrangement is that it sustains the momentum and
allows the jurors to be immersed in the writing pro-
gets
extended, the more difficult it is to secure the par-
ticipants’ ongoing attendance. However, we would
provide the jurors the whole third day for preparing
a draft statement and give them a printed copy at
the end of the session so that they would have time
to read through it carefully on their own time. The
last day would be allocated to discussing the state-
ment in plenary, allowing ample time to finalize the
statement and find wordings that all participants
could accept.

Finally, we would keep the presentation of the
results to the URC representatives at the end of the
fourth day. It was important that the jurors could
receive immediate feedback on their work from the
authority that had commissioned the jury. The
work was “officially” delivered to the URC in a
press conference a few weeks after the jury, but
only a few jurors could attend the occasion because
it was organized during the day in the middle of
the week.

cess. Furthermore, the more the process

Conclusions

The Transport Jury shows that DMP can result in
considered and well-balanced recommendations on
complex environmental policy problems. The jurors
developed an understanding of the challenges that
carbon-neutrality goals pose for road transport and
came to see that there are no easy fixes, like increas-
ing the use of biofuels. Furthermore, they devised an
innovative and feasible solution to make electric cars
more affordable. The Transport Jury also provided
helpful information for regional authorities about the
practical problems that people encounter when try-
ing to reduce car dependency. The success of several
emission-control measures, such as the increased use
of car-sharing, bicycling, and public transport, ulti-
mately depends on how people are willing to, and
capable of, altering their daily practices.

The results also sustain the assumption that delib-
processes can expand support for
climate-policy initiatives and increase the legitimacy
of hard choices (OECD 2020). The Transport Jurors
became more supportive of several transport-policy
measures that restrict private motoring or make it
more expensive. However, the experiences reported
here do not confirm the most optimistic assump-
tions according to which citizen deliberation creates

erative

support for radical climate policies (Niemeyer 2013;
Hammond 2020; Smith 2021). The deliberative pro-
cess did produce a greater understanding of others’
positions, but in this case, most attention was given
to people living in sparsely populated areas and hav-
ing difficulties coping with the low-carbon transport
measures. Global and ecological solidarity were
observed but they generated less discussion.

According to Niemeyer (2013), the basic ingredi-
ents for action on climate change are incipient in
average citizens whose latent environmental prefer-
ences are distorted by the myopic nature of public
debate. This supposition overlooks the fact that
“ordinary” people constitute a heterogeneous group
with diverse values, social positions, and political
views as well as affiliations with varying interest
groups and civil society organizations. However, lay
people seldom have the time and opportunity to
acquire an in-depth understanding of climate-policy
initiatives and their social and ecological impacts.
Therefore, the transformative potential of DMPs in a
climate-policy context lies mainly in the fact that
they create a space where people can take the time
to familiarize themselves with policy proposals and
their consequences and reflect on their initial
assumptions and attitudes.

The experiences from the Transport Jury demon-
strate the importance of mini-public design for
effective deliberation. Climate issues are highly
science-intensive and, therefore, it is vital that suffi-
cient time is reserved for participants to educate
themselves. The Transport Jurys focus on a set of
transport-policy measures was sufficiently narrow to
allow members to learn and to produce meaningful
recommendations. However, future climate-jury pro-
cesses with a similar scope would benefit from more
time for face-to-face expert hearings than was avail-
able in this case. Furthermore, it is advisable to
organize the timing of the jury sessions so that the
jurors can contribute to the selection of experts, or
at least to identify what they deem to be relevant
areas of expertise. The successful aspects in the
Transport Jury were the arrangements that allowed
the jurors to take charge of the statement-preparation
process and to write up their recommendations in
their own words, without interventions by the orga-
nizers. What is more, formulating the jury task to
seek a meta-consensus and not consensus retained a
critical edge and did not impose a false unanimity,
or majority view, on controversial questions that
need to be flagged for public debate.

Our study focused on the deliberative quality of
the Transport Jury process and the impact of delib-
eration on the participants themselves. We did not
examine how policymakers or the wider public



received the jury recommendations. However, the
rationale of climate juries and assemblies depends
on the actual use of their outputs. Further research
is therefore needed on the perspectives of policy-
makers on the use and usefulness of DMPs in sup-
porting and
transformations in general: What are the prospects
of DMPs in channeling citizens’” ideas and values to
public policy-making processes and generating soci-
etal debate on policy initiatives? How can DMPs be
integrated into the planning and policy processes in

climate  action sustainability

an effective manner?

Notes

1.  For details on the FACTOR project, see https://sites.
utu.fi/factor/en/citizen-panel/citizens-jury-on-carbo
n-neutral-road-traffic-in-uusimaa-region

2. 'The expert presentations focused on the following
topics: automobile and public transport in the
Uusimaa region (by a transport expert at the URC);
national transport-policy goals and their environ-
mental aspects (by an expert at the Finnish
Environment Institute); alternative fuels (gasoline,
biofuels, and electricity) in road transport (by a
transport expert at the University of Tampere); and
different questions related to bicycling and walking
(by an expert at the Finnish Environment Institute).

3. This was the price of the least expensive electric car
on the market in Finland at the time of the
Transport Jury process.

4. The emissions-trading scheme for road transport
would cover upstream CO, emissions, thus, regulat-
ing fuel suppliers rather than end-use consumers. It
would put an absolute cap on emissions, which
would decrease over time. The emissions-trading
scheme for road transport is planned to be in place
at the European Union level in 2027.
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Appendix 1: The transport citizens’ jury
program

Day 1, April 2 at 11:00-16:00

11:00 Welcome and the program of the day and introduc-
tion of the organizers

11:15 Citizens' jury method

11:25 The role of citizens jury in implementing the
Uusimaa Climate Roadmap

11:35 Filling in questionnaires

12:00 Lunch

12:40 “Cocktail party” (the participants introduce them-
selves to each other)

13:00 Introduction to the transport topic

13:15 Principles of deliberation

13:20 Facilitated small-group discussion on the effective-
ness of the measures

14:30 Coftee

14:45 Plenary discussion on the effectiveness of the measures
15:50 Next steps and the schedule of the online-expert
presentations, practical issues

16:00 End of the day

Online expert hearing session, April 6 at
17:00-19:00

Day 2, April 9 at 11:00-16:00

11:00 Welcome and introduction to the program of the day
11:05 Small-group discussion on the expert-hearing ses-
sion: What was new and possibly surprising, and were
there unanswered questions?

11:30 Plenary discussion

12:00 Lunch

12:40 Introduction to the justice theme

12:50 Small-group discussion on the social impacts and
fairness of the policy measures

14:00 Plenary discussion on the group results

14:45 Coffee break

15:00 Small-group session on the initial citizens’ jury rec-
ommendations

15:55 Next steps

16:00 End of the day

Day 3, April 23 at 11:00-16:00

11:00 Welcome and the program of the day

11:05 Open knowledge questions (e.g., biofuels, report of
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change)

12:00 Lunch

12:40 The structure of the report and world-café method
12:50 Reminder of the principles of deliberation

12:55 Working on the joint statement in six rotating
groups (world café): Each group prepares an initial state-
ment of their “own” topic

14:15 First round

14:45 Coffee break

14:25Second round

14:35 Third round

15:25 Fourth round

15:50 Next steps

16:00 End of the day
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Day 4, April 24 at 11:00-16:00

11:00 Welcome and the program of the day

11:05 Groups finalize their “own” statement based on the
round of feedback

12:10 Lunch

12:40 Joint discussion of the statement

15:10 Coffee break and group photograph

15:25 Uusimaa Regional Council representatives com-
ments on the statement

15:35 Final questionnaire

15:55 Thanks and information on the press release

16:00 End of the day

Appendix 2. Deliberating climate actions

The Transport Jury statement concerning transport emission re-
duction measures in Uusimaa region

Introduction

Uusimaa has a goal of carbon neutrality by the year
2030. In order to achieve the goal, emissions from trans-
port need to be reduced, since they form around one-third
of the regions total emissions. Helsinki-Uusimaa Regional
Council and researchers convened a deliberative mini-public
to examine emission reduction measures that are a part of
the implementation the Helsinki-Uusimaa Regional Climate
Roadmap. There were three main themes: lowering the
vehicle-kilometers created by passenger cars, promoting
walking, bicycling and public transportation, and support-
ing the transformation of transportation’s driving force.

The mini-public had 32 participants from Uusimaa re-
gion. The invitation was sent for 6000 randomly selected
persons from which around 400 volunteered. From the vol-
unteers, 40 persons were selected with stratified random
sampling so that the mini-public had attendees that differ
in age, profession, the selection of transportation and resi-
dency of Uusimaa regions municipalities. The mini-public
was organized during four days in April. The mini-public
deliberated different measures’ impact, social justice, and
preconditions and had experts performing. Below is the
mini-public’s statement divided into five themes.

Theme 1: lowering the vehicle-kilometers of passenger cars

The mini-public stated that the measures that target to
lower the vehicle-kilometers created by passenger cars should
foremost be based on incentives and that coercive means
should be the last resort. Measures should be equal, in other
words, they need to consider for example the differences in
geographical features and the target groups socioeconomic
statuses. Currently, the measures are fairly unequal. For ex-
ample, measures targeted to localities or sparsely populated
areas are nonefficient or create unreasonable disadvantages.

Decision-making needs to hold on to local thinking. In
population centers where it is possible to act immediately to
lower the vehicle-kilometers created by passenger cars, mea-
sures need to be taken. Not all areas need the same mea-
sures since localities and population centers have individual
needs. Reducing passenger car traffic requires functional
public transportation. It is important that the whole Uusimaa
region gets a functional cross traffic and feeder traffic.

This way the measures to improve public transporta-
tion are in every way desirable since they lower the
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vehicle-kilometer in an equal way. Municipal and govern-
mental finance for public transportation enables privately
unprofitable routes and transportation in other than just
financially profitable routes.

The mini-public also raised a question concerning the
need to lower the vehicle-kilometers creates by passenger
cars since it will become emission-free when electric cars
become more common. However, it must be noted that
the production of electric cars also creates emissions. This
topic relates also to the topic of subsidizing the purchase
of electric cars.

On one hand, the mini-public thought that all the
measures lower the vehicle-kilometers created by passen-
ger cars if they are implemented correctly: the implemen-
tation needs to be equitable, efficient, and just. In addi-
tion, the mini-public discussed lowering city centers
speed limit (30km/h).

Concerning congestion charges in the metropolitan area,
the deliberative mini-public emphasized (a) where would
the borders of the charge be and (b) to what would the
raised funds be used to. The borders of the congestion
charges impact significantly the mini-public’s views con-
cerning the issue, if the charges would create unacceptable
harm to those traveling to the metropolitan area.
Implementing the congestion charge system creates signif-
icant changes, which sets demands for urban planning
(e.g., park and ride infrastructure, public transportation).
Some participants supported a wide congestion charge area
when others thought that Ring III is unnecessarily large
area and thus congestion charges should be directed to
traffic that heads to Helsinki’s city center (the border could
for example be at Tullinpuomi). Some exercise of trade de-
mands driving and should thus be considered for example
to get discounts or solid and one-time charge, so that the
professional can enter the area without a charge. The
mini-public also presented that the charges should not
concern exercise of trade at all. Commuting done by pro-
fessionals whose job description does not require the use
of car, should not be considered viable for the discount.

Congestion charges have positive and negative qualities.
One advantage is that they can calm down the city center
and they encourage to use the public transportation.
Congestion charges would help to evolve the city center
more into a place of leisure instead of a place of passage.
This could even increase the number of customers in
stores, especially in the service sector.

The charges could also encourage people to take care
of multiple errands at the same time. However, congestion
charges have an unequal impact. One question that also
raised a discussion was the question if there will be
charging inside the congestion charge area or will the
charge be collected once from the person who enters the
area during a specific time of the day. And if the charge’s
amount will be the same for all or if socioeconomic status
will affect the amount?

In addition, it was stated that the congestion charges
should not apply to people who have a need for care (e.g.,
recurring trips to a hospital). It was suggested that for a
starting point, an experimental model would be executed
and then improved based on experiences. Stockholm’s
congestion charge system could be used as an example.

The question concerning the congestion charges did not
achieve unanimity within the mini-public and thus was
put into a vote. Fourteen participants supported congestion

charges and 14 were against. Four of the participants did
not make a clear statement concerning the topic.

Parking policy that encourages sustainable modes of
transport

Concerning commuter traffic, parking spots can be re-
duced if the further development of the implementation
of congestion charges’ infrastructure and public transport
will be carried out sufficiently enough.

Residents of cities also have cars that are rarely used
and thus they do not produce a lot of emissions. Therefore,
the limitation of resident parking or raising the costs of it
will not instantly reduce emissions. However, raised costs
can also lead to giving up of a car totally.

Reducing the amount of parking spots works as a pri-
mary policy instrument in urban areas, but it does not
apply to sparsely populated areas. In order for policy in-
struments encouraging sustainable modes of transport to
work, the amount of park and ride systems should be in-
creased, and it should be free. This is an excellent incen-
tive to use public transportation. Park and ride system is
functional solution especially with rail traffic.

Let’s increase car-sharing

Car-sharing usually indicates the services provided by
commercial actors. The system is the same as renting elec-
tric scooters. In addition, housing companies can get their
own car-sharing systems. There are new operations mod-
els such as platforms for private individuals who can car-
share (Airbnb of cars). The functionality and infrastruc-
ture needs of car-sharing could be mapped by the
government and private sector in shared public-private
partnerships. In addition, it could be appropriate to elec-
trify shared city bikes in localities.

Parking spots that are easily accessible and specifically
meant for these cars promote car-sharing. Renting a car
should be easier and they should be located nearer. In ad-
dition, companies can provide car-sharing system for their
personnel.

The mini-public thought that one challenge of noncom-
mercial car-sharing (e.g., housing companies’ cars) might
be in worse shape, if there has not been an agreement on
maintenance or insurance. Because of this, there was raised
a worry, if the use of car-sharing is realistic in real life.
However, some participants believed that car-sharing has a
future since they can be a realistic option for example for
young adults, students and other groups, who do not have
the possibility to buy a car. Car-sharing could be a func-
tional solution for example for student residential proper-
ties and for other cohabitation systems.

Car-sharing can have a future as a commercial action
in areas, where is big enough population density and uti-
lization rate such as in cities. There has been commercial
experiments and it would be benefitable to examine why
these have failed. The mini-public also raised a question if
car-sharing is in competition with taxis and if car-sharing
has a competitive ability especially in sparsely populated
areas/localities. The mini-public thought that noncommer-
cial car-sharing is the more realistic option in sparsely
populated areas.

Workplaces carry out actions to lower vehicle-kilometers
created by passenger cars

The increase and possibility of remote work, benefits
offered by the employer concerning public transportation,
car-sharing opportunities, and benefit bikes (including
electric bicycles) provided by employers are supportable



actions. However, it should be noted, that executing this
kind of model is not possible in all professions and thus
is potentially unequal. In addition, it should be noted, that
someone always pays for the benefits that the employer
offers.

Instead, parking that is subject to a charge and/or in-
creasing charges might create a negative backslash. One
identified challenge was that government would steer pri-
vate sector to raise their charges, which would benefit the
private sector at the expense of the consumer. In
addition, it is not thought that this action is a working
policy instrument since the employee has to get to work
anyway, which leads most likely to a situation, where em-
ployee has to pay the raised charge. On the other hand,
this action has been identified to be somewhat working
policy instrument.

In conclusion, it can be stated that the measures tar-
geted to lower vehicle-kilometers created by passenger
cars require that public transportation is equally offered to
different areas while at the same time taking into consid-
eration the differing needs of the areas. Alternative solu-
tions should be easily accessible regardless of the person’s
socioeconomic status. The movement of people needs to
be possible.

Theme 2: the challenges of transport fuels

The mini-public states that in the light of the current
evidence, the electrifying of passenger car traffic is essential
part of transforming passenger car traffic to more sustain-
able way of transportation. Political decision-making should
steer and encourage consumers to use electric cars if possi-
ble. However, the environmental impacts of the production
of the batteries and the sustainable production of electricity
must be noted. Also, one must consider the availability of
electricity in the future, the development of the electricity’s
prices and societal security of supply. In addition, there was
a worry raised concerning the possible need for more nu-
clear power because of the needs of electric cars. Some par-
ticipants did not think that this was a problem.

The precondition is that the electrification and biofuels
transition takes into consideration the geographical and
socioeconomic status. The transition has to be a realistic
alternative for all. Those who have a lower socioeconomic
status or live in sparsely populated areas should have lon-
ger time for the transition since they have practical lim-
itations such as the lack of charging infrastructure, un-
functional public transportation, or financial challenges.

Political decision-making should promote efficient use
of biofuels in road traffic, especially during the transition
phase of the vehicle fleet. Based on research, the
mini-public does not think that the use of biofuels in pas-
senger car traffic should be a permanent solution in large
scale. However, it is a partial solution since traffic cannot
electrify fully. Biofuels can be used in the long-term in
heavy traffic in which electrifying is hard to implement.

The building of biofuels’ production plants should be
encouraged. Finlands own biofuel production would also
improve Finland’s security of supply. Biofuels should be
produced from the byproducts of industry and agriculture
and forestry and from domestic waste. The mini-public
thinks that it is not appropriate to carry out new cultivat-
ed area to produce biofuels. It is important, that the im-
port and production of biofuels is based on a sustainable
basis. For example, the production of palm oil causes to
cut down a lot of rainforests.
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Financing should be targeted to the support and devel-
opment of material and battery technology. Investments to
the recycling of battery materials are important. The recy-
cling of batteries lessens the mining of new minerals and
thus lowers the burden on the environment. Finding alter-
native battery materials (e.g., from lignin) could lessen the
burden on the environment that is created by the produc-
tion of the batteries.

The mini-public thinks that it is hard to evaluate the
efficiency of road traffic’s emission trading. On one hand,
emission trading can lead to great emission reductions
and innovations, but on the other hand the immediate
impacts to consumer (increases in prices) can turn out to
be unreasonable large.

Increasing emission trading can turn out to be func-
tional with reasonable restrictions; equality, justice, and
possible traffic poverty needs to be considered. Traffic
poverty refers to a phenomenon, where a person does not
have an opportunity to move with reasonable effort, mod-
erate costs, and reasonable time to those places, where the
daily needs are satisfied. If emission trading is implement-
ed, it must be perceived that it does not create unreason-
able impacts to people with low income.

Advancing the charging infrastructure of electric cars is
vital, so that the electrifying of car fleet is possible.
Charging points should be broadly available in housing
companies, workplaces, and public spaces. At start, it
might be rational to limit the state’s responsibility to en-
hance charging infrastructure based on the efficiency, for
example, focus could be on the routes that are the most
in use.

Financial support that eases the acquisition of electric
cars should be bettered and targeted to more inexpensive
electric cars (€15,000-35,000). The acquisition of electric
car with inexpensive and supported leasing payment sys-
tem could be possible. For example, during spring 2022
there was a week-long campaign, where Peugeot e-2008
electric cars were available with leasing price of 249 €/
month. If the price is supported by public economy, the
price would be even lower for the consumer. During the
transition phase, there should be different kinds of finan-
cial conversion support, so that vehicle fleet could be
transformed to be biofuel-fired.

The scrapping premium system should be continued.
There is a need for communications about scrapping pre-
mium system and about how it is possible to get financial
support from the state in order to transform internal
combustion engine car to gas- or ethanol-fired car. The
mini-public also made a suggestion concerning tax reliefs
for biofuels and especially for biodiesel.

Theme 3: promoting public transportation

It is very supportable to develop public transportation
in Uusimaa region, both in rural and urban areas, since
low-carbon transportation solutions require public trans-
portation that is significantly more functional than cur-
rently. Currently, the coverage of transportation differs
greatly depending on the parts of the regions and it is not
realistic alternative for private car use outside Helsinki be-
cause of, for example, routes and schedules.

For public transportation to work, it should be easy to
use and comfortable. Schedules should be made function-
al in the whole Uusimaa region and they should be
streamlined so that the waiting times can be minimized.
In addition, adding shifts would make changes quicker. It
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would also be important to coordinate different public
means of transport’s schedules. Currently, changes make
trips challenging. There should be more direct lines.
Traveling time should not become unreasonable, but peo-
ple should also understand, that climate-friendly transpor-
tation can be slower. During rush hour, regional traffic’s
express buses could be taken into use, it could for exam-
ple quicken commuting. In addition, it is important that
public transportation’s trunk lines are secured especially in
commuting. Something that could also be considered is
opening again closed stations such as Nuppulinna. The
mini-public highlighted also for example continuing the
train service from Kerava to Sipoo and the one-hour train
to Turku. Connections should be made more functional to
smaller regions. It was suggested that society should sup-
port public transportation through ticket prices. However,
it is worth to consider, how profitable public transporta-
tion is in sparsely populated area.

Decision-making should utilize research from other
countries when planning public transport street. Public
transport streets can be a functional way to decrease traf-
fic, but in practice this is limited to bigger cities’ centers.

Public transportation’s departures can be supported by,
for example, invitation-based transportation. It is challeng-
ing to execute market-based public transportation in
sparsely populated area, but as a service that gets public
support it has potential.

The fluency of services could be improved by informa-
tion technology solutions. Village ride service needs to be
developed and supported. Village rides require that drivers
and cars have other runs, for example, driving schoolchil-
dren and other publicly and financially supported trans-
ports. The mini-public also suggested connecting the vol-
untary sector to the activity.

The mini-public endorses supporting park and ride
possibilities and them being free. Park and ride should be
free especially in sparsely populated areas. On the other
hand, payment for park and ride could work as a ticket
in areas where it is not free. There should be charging
infrastructure near to the park and ride.

In cities, traffic arrangements such as traffic light ben-
efits, trunk lines, and public transportation lanes that
quicken public transportation are seen as important ac-
tions. Quickening the regional traffic is also an important
action because it makes public transportation tempting for
new people. Electrifying public transportation is also a
supportable action.

Theme 4: promoting walking and bicycling

The mini-public states that it is extremely supportable
to promote walking and biking. Its framework needs to be
in good shape so that the possibility to choose is real.
There are no negative impacts, but maintenance requires
resources. Positive impacts are, for example, incidental ex-
ercise, economy and reducing the usage of cars. However,
questions were raised concerning the issue, how can we
take into consideration those people who are not able to
move around by walking or cycling.

Walking and cycling can be promoted by the following
actions:

There needs to be safe and guarded places to store bi-
cycles near railway stations (e.g., Triplas bicycle park
room). There needs to be maintenance points near to
these, such as pumping and quick maintenance services.
These exist already in numerous subway stations next to

bicycle parks when going east from Ruoholahti. Bicycle
spots need to be added to trains, so that bicycle-train op-
tion is possible.

The all-year maintenance of walk and bicycle lanes
needs to be secured. The mini-public wondered if Oulu’s
model of winter maintenance could work also in Helsinki
(e.g., bicycle center). In practice, it can be challenging to
upkeep bicycle conditions all-year (cf., Amsterdam and
other similar cities, where weather conditions are more
favorable). In winter, the upkeep of bicycle lanes might be
challenging, since maintaining all-year infra might not be
profitable.

New and good walk and bicycle routes need to be in-
creased where possible. Security needs to be increased by,
for example, widening hard shoulders in sparsely populat-
ed areas. In ideal situation, existing lanes need to have
cycle lane to increase their usability’s attractiveness.

The surrounding of schools needs to be made as
car-free as possible to promote childrens independent
traveling by cycling and walking. In that case, trips to
school made with parents by car decrease. Separating cy-
clists from walkers to their own lanes increases security.
Security is also enhanced by increasing traffic education
for example through schools traffic education so that traf-
fic regulations are known by all walkers and cyclists. In
addition, it is important to actively communicate traffic
etiquette to all people using traffic. Widening the use of
city bikes got support and it was also suggested that there
would be electrically assisted city bikes. Some attendees
suggested that city bikes could even be free. Not all at-
tendees shared the same views concerning city bikes.
During the discussions, the speed limits to bicycles in
densely populated areas and licenses for cyclists or possi-
ble surveillance were also brought up. Also, breathalyzers
for cyclists were suggested as well as license plates for cy-
clists that could also possibly prevent thefts. Attendees
disagreed on breathalyzers, licenses, and other suggestions
that make cycling more difficult since it was thought that
extra cost factors, surveillance, maintenance, etc. negative
actions would most likely decrease cycling.

Concerning city bikes and electric scooters, it was stat-
ed that breathalyzers could be useful although technically
challenging solution.

It is possible to ride long rides with electrically assisted
bikes. Electric bicycles are also a lighter way for example
for elderly people to cycle. The mini-public contemplated
that the processing of bicycle thefts need to be advanced.
The traceability of bikes needs to be enhanced. Though
the availability of electric bikes is currently poor.

Theme 5: other actions

In addition to the suggested actions, the mini-public
discussed other possible ways and innovations that are di-
rected to urban and construction planning and services,
actions that make daily life easier and other comprehen-
sive actions.

Urban and construction planning and services: Land use
planning needs to take into consideration securing smaller
areas’ adequate supply of services in order to reduce lon-
ger travel needs. With the use of renewable energy sourc-
es, especially solar and wind power, it is possible to gen-
erate electricity more self-sufficiently even in urban areas.
Building regulations could be changed so that it motivates
to invest in wind and solar power already in the phase of
construction. This change could support the electrifying of



vehicle fleet. In addition, electricity will not presumably be
the only energy source for cars in future.

Geothermal heat and uptake of waste heat as a heating
solution for residential buildings saves energy for the
needs of transportation. It should be invested in these
during the construction and renovation.

Carbon sinks such as preserving cities’ green belts is
important in order to reduce net emissions.

Solutions that make everyday life easier: Hobby and ex-
ercise possibilities should be concentrated to shorter dis-
tances, for example, connected to schools after the school
day. This would reduce the need to drive kids to school
with car after the workday. Municipalities should support
action that reduces the need to travel and eases families’
use of time by offering free slots for hobbies in schools
and in other suitable spaces and support carpooling to
hobbies.

Transport services could be used to reduce vehicle ki-
lometers with, for example, home delivery of purchases
and services. Transportation’s vehicle kilometer can also be
reduced by increasing so called route day thinking where
transportation day and the availability of services is known
beforehand. In this case, for example, a whole neighbor-
hood could get their purchases home delivered on the
same day.

Carpooling should be supported by leaving it outside
of tax consequences when the activity is not professional.

The mini-public also raised up the topic of the use of
digitalization and platform economy in order to promote
smart mobility and reduce the need for transportation.

Appendix 3. Participants answers to the
open-ended questions

Answers to the open-ended questions in the post-process question-
naire

1. The jurors’ informal feedback on the process Really
well-organized jury experience! The end of the
process was rushed so perhaps 5 days would have
been a better schedule to address the topics.

» Nice experience?

o We needed to haste during the last day, overall a
meaningful experience.

o A little too much Likert scale! Otherwise a very
interesting experience.

o It worked well in my opinion. Of course, time is
always needed more.

o  Feeling of haste especially toward the end! The
things could have been looked at more thoroughly.

o It worked.

o A little too much guidance toward accepting the
original list of measures. More attention could
have been given to look for new ideas.

«  Very positive experience! Well organized and atten-
tive organizers. Nice setting and meals. Thanks!

o Well organized in every way. At the end there was
haste.

o The group was clearly more objective than the
so-called experts.

o The jury ran a little bit out of steam during the
last day. As a consequence, the first themes were

w

SUSTAINABILITY: SCIENCE, PRACTICE AND POLICY e 21

addressed “foolishly” in detail and the last few
ones were just run through. Timing and its
planning!

An interesting way of working. It felt that toward
the end the process was rushed so the haste per-
haps took the strength to carry out the last day
and the last hours.

The day could have been an hour longer so there
would have been more time for discussion.

All worked well, but we would have needed more
time for the last day when we finalized the report.

The jurors’ replies to the question: “If you
answered ‘disagree’ to the previous statement [The
information I got was balanced], which topics or
perspectives were emphasized too much and
which ones did not get enough attention?” It
would have been interesting to hear also research
that conflicts with current hegemonic climate
change discussion. For example, are there any
other factors than humans, like the solar cycles/
the distance of the sun, etc.

The things were presented from electric car per-
spective. The presentations of the transition period
solutions were thin.

The jurors’ replies to the question: “If you answered
‘agree’ to the previous statement [My opinion
changed on some questions during the Transport
Jury, on which question did your opinion changed
or became more precise?” One got new
perspectives

Biofuels, public transport outside Helsinki, private
motoring

I understand better how socio-economic position
influences climate action

On the equal distribution of impacts of emission
trading

Difficult to specify, a holistic change

Mild understanding toward congestion fees

The role of the functionality of public transport in
reaching carbon neutrality

Almost everything

Became more specific on biofuels

Biofuels

I got valuable information on electric cars and
biofuels, which changed my views to some extent
The effectiveness of different solutions in the
Uusimaa region

Congestion fee

The jurors’ replies to the question: “If you answered
‘agree’ to the previous statement [My knowledge
on traffic emission control measures increased
during the jury, on which question did your opin-
ion changed or became more precise?”

IPCC report and the extent of the challenges were
new knowledge to me.

As a whole, my understanding of the share of traf-
fic and the opportunities to influence it because
clearer.

The concrete amounts

Especially motoring

My knowledge became more precise on several
issues
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10.

11.

The whole concept was new. Still a lot to learn...
The weak potential of hydrogen as fuel in private
transport

Questions related to electric cars and biofuels
Global vs. Finland vs. Uusimaa role in the share of
emissions; development and meaning

I got more precise information, e.g., on the chal-
lenges of electric cars. I heard that several used

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.

gasoline in their hybrid cars because there are not
enough charging places.

I guess all topics under discussion

The large climate-emission impact of electric
motoring compared for example biofuels
Low-carbon emission vehicles

My knowledge was deepened

On several questions
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