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Preface 
In the past few years mining, mineral politics and controversies related to mining and mineral 
politics in Sweden have gained nationwide media coverage and attention. Even though conflicts 
related to mining have a long history in Sweden, the recent conflicts seem as intense as ever, and 
there appears to be no solutions in sight. Just a quick look at these controversies shows a 
considerable underlying complexity, and implies a connection to social and cultural assumptions 
and processes. With this in mind, there is little surprise that a national research field of mining 
studies is beginning to form. This working paper is an attempt to contribute to this field. It is an 
outcome of the research project “The transformation of Swedish mining politics - Actors, possible 
worlds and controversies” at the department of Thematic Studies – Technology and Social 
Change, Linköping University, led by professor Jonas Anshelm.  

This research project aims to investigate the cultural and ideological underpinnings of the 
current controversies as well as their historical background, and also to provide knowledge of 
problems on a more general level, especially considering the politics of sustainable 
development. In the project, the political development of the Swedish mineral strategy from 
2013 and the resistance movement towards it, locally and nationally, will be studied. Conflicts 
related to mining will be investigated, with a focus on ideological motivations and framings by 
the involved actors, as well as meaning making when it comes to central concepts such as the 
land, ownership, the environment, the good life etc.   

The research questions in the project are the following:  
 

- What ideological underpinnings can be found for the new mining politics and for the 
resistance to it? 

- What perspectives on ownership, rights to natural resources and the role of the state in 
distributing these, are crystallized in the mining politics and in the conflicts? 

- What views of nature and society can be discerned in the conflict? 
- What different economic valuations of natural resources, the environment, job 

opportunities etcetera are constituted in the conflict? 
 
Naturally, these questions are impossible to answer in just one analysis. It requires analysis on 
different levels and on different arenas. This working paper focuses on one of the relevant 
arenas, the Swedish parliament. The working paper is a reworked version of the author’s 
master’s thesis in political science.   



  

Abstract 
As the mineral politics are filled with complex questions and connected to key challenges of our 
time, this paper sets out to analyze the worldviews and conceptualizations, or discourses, 
inherent in the Swedish plenary debate on mineral politics. The research approach is thus 
constructivist. The paper takes the year 1990 as its starting point as the Swedish mineral politics 
underwent radical changes during the early 1990s. The discourse analysis is inspired by John 
Dryzek, Norman Fairclough and Michel Foucault, and it is argued that certain ways to 
conceptualize political areas opens up and closes possibilities thus making it integral to study 
discourses.  

One dominant discourse and one counter discourse is identified in the analysis, as well as a 
number of sub-discourses. A number of key themes are identified as central to the debate 
throughout the studied period, and these themes are granted different meanings within the 
framework of the different discourses. The main result of the paper is the conclusion that there 
are two overarching ways to conceptualize the mineral politics over time, epitomized by the 
dominant discourse and the counter discourse, with some variations summed up by the sub-
discourses. One conceptualization is permeated by a technocratic and progress-oriented 
storyline, while the other conceptualization accentuates the ideological aspects of the mineral 
politics and stipulates the need to choose a political path. The results are connected to 
contemporary social theory continuously throughout the text, especially Ulrich Beck’s theories 
are used.  

It is argued that even though the dominant framing accentuates that mining is essentially in 
everyone’s interest, it is clear that the Swedish mineral politics have favored certain goals and 
interests above others for a long time.  

 
Keywords: Mineral politics, mining politics, discourse analysis, plenary debate, social theory. 

 

 

 

 

  



  

Sammanfattning 

Eftersom mineralpolitiken är fylld till bredden med komplexa frågor som knyter an till vår tids 
nyckelutmaningar, söker det här arbetsnotatet analysera de inneboende världsbilderna och 
konceptualiseringarna, eller diskurserna, i den svenska riksdagsdebatten om mineralpolitiken. 
Således är den övergripande forskningsansatsen konstruktivistisk. År 1990 används som 
startpunkt för analysen, eftersom den svenska mineralpolitiken erfor radikala förändringar 
under början av 1990-talet. Diskursanalysen är inspirerad av John Dryzek, Norman Fairclough 
och Michel Foucault, och det argumenteras för att specifika sätt att fundamentalt begripliggöra 
politiska områden öppnar upp och stänger möjligheter. Detta innebär att det är centralt att 
studera diskurser.  

En dominant diskurs och en motdiskurs identifieras i analysen, såväl som ett antal sub-
diskurser. Ett antal centrala teman identifieras som genomgående viktiga under den studerade 
perioden, och dessa teman fylls med olika meningsinnehåll inifrån de olika diskurserna. 
Arbetsnotatets huvudsakliga resultat är slutsatsen att det finns två övergripande sätt att 
konceptualisera mineralpolitiken över tid, vilka symboliseras i den dominanta diskursen och 
motdiskursen, med några variationer som belyses av sub-diskursernas närvaro. Den ena 
konceptualiseringen genomsyras av en teknokratisk och framstegsbetonad berättelse, medan 
den andra konceptualiseringen understryker mineralpolitikens ideologiska dimensioner och 
stipulerar ett behov av att göra politiska vägval. Resultaten i texten knyts genomgående an till 
kontemporära samhällsteoretiska resonemang, i synnerhet Ulrich Becks teorier används.  

Det hävdas att trots den dominanta inramningens trägna betoning av gruvnäring som något som 
ligger i allas intresse, är det uppenbart att den svenska mineralpolitiken har gynnat vissa 
specifika mål och intressen över andra under väldigt lång tid.  

 
Nyckelord: Mineralpolitik, gruvpolitik, diskursanalys, riksdagsdebatt, samhällsteori. 

 

 

 

 

  



  

List of abbreviations 
The following abbreviations will be used when referencing specific addresses by members of 
parliament. They correspond to respective political party’s name. For the sake of clarity, the 
generally used Swedish abbreviations will be used.  

(M) = The Moderate Party 

(FP) = The People’s party 

(C) = The Centre Party 

(KD) = The Christian Democrats  

(KDS) = The Christian Democrats’ previous party name, before it was changed in the mid-1990s 

(V) = The Left Party 

(SD) = The Sweden Democrats 

(S) = The Social Democrats 

(MP) = The Green Party 

(NYD) = New Democracy  
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1. Introduction 
The history of Sweden and the development of Sweden into an industrial nation is very much about our 

ore resources. /…/ It is the business that have also led to the welfare state of today, which we are so happy 
and proud of. /…/ There is a proudness of the history, the work that has been carried out by generations 

of people and the development this work has brought. The development creates jobs and tax revenues 
that is so desperately needed in the regions. 

This quote is taken from a recent plenary debate on mineral politics, and belongs to Kent 
Persson of the Left party.1 In the history of Sweden, this is the generally recognized way of 
describing the social changes that the country has undergone during its transformation to 
industrial state. It is the history of progress, extraction and refinement of natural resources, and 
the history of a successful journey. It is also, as Persson’s quote illustrates, the history of 
successful mineral politics.  

But, as the disputes that have followed the mining industry in Sweden for a long time 
underscore, the history is not only a story of success and progress. It is also a history marked by 
controversies, conflicts and challenges, which is reflected when examining more of Kent 
Persson’s address:  

All of this shows the opportunities our minerals give us – if it was not for the fact that there is another side 
of the coin, which we do not often speak about. Let us flip the coin and see the negative consequences the 
mineral handling can entail. We can note that there are opposing interests in the mining industry. It is not 
only a question of the economic interests, which are often conflicting with the environmental protection 

interests, the environment, the population and not least the indigenous population – our Sami – in 
different areas. We have also seen that an increase in prospecting activity in Sweden have led to increased 

opposition among the population. This opposition is many times entitled.2 

This ambivalence that Kent Persson expresses highlights tensions inherent within the mineral 
politics, as they are currently configured. Perhaps it also illuminates a larger ambivalence in the 
political history of Sweden as well.3 It is clear however that the Swedish mineral politics are 
fraught with contradictions and challenges, making it relevant to examine from a societal 
perspective as well as from a political science horizon. It is also clear that the Swedish mineral 
politics has undergone several drastic changes during the past 25 years, with the radical 
reduction on the tax levied on mineral extraction profits in the early 1990s (from 50 % to 0,05 
%) and the mineral strategy from 2013 the standout examples. The publication of the mineral 
strategy concurred with then-prime minister Fredrik Reinfeldt comparing the Swedish ore 
resources to Norway’s oil resources, calling for radically increased investment in the mining 
industry.  

The Swedish mineral politics entail much more than the extraction of minerals and business 
policy, which can be interesting in its own right. They are intimately connected to larger conflict 
patterns as well as large-scale processes in several ways. It is about local values and indigenous 
cultures clashing with the logic of industrial modernity and globalization.4 It is about processes 

                                                           
1 Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:86. Address 188, Kent Persson (V). 
2 Ibid.  
3 See e.g. Anshelm, Jonas. Socialdemokraterna och miljöfrågan: en studie av framstegstankens paradoxer. B. Östlings 
bokförl. Symposion, Stockholm, 1995; Naum, Magdalena & Nordin, Jonas M. (eds.). Scandinavian colonialism and the 
rise of modernity: small time agents in a global arena. Springer, New York, 2013.  
4 C.f Holton, Robert. Globalization. In Modern social theory: an introduction, Harrington, Austin (ed.), 304-308. Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 2005; Ellemor, Heidi. White skin, black heart? The politics of belonging and Native Title in 
Australia. Social & Cultural Geography. Vol. 4, No. 2, (2003): 233-252. DOI: 10.1080/1464936032000079943; 
Vandekerckhove, Nel. ”We are sons of this soil” The Endless Battle over Indigenous Homelands in Assam, India. 
Critical Asian Studies. Vol. 41:4 (2009): 523-548. DOI: 10.1080/14672710903328013.  
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of globalization, and the relation between economy and politics.5 It is about different values, 
conflicts of interest, opposing national interests, the right to natural resources, and ideology. The 
mineral politics, connected to local pockets of resistance as they are, are also about the shaping 
of politics outside the official political arenas.6 This could very well have effects on the official 
political arenas, and how politics are constructed there. The mineral politics are also intimately 
connected to a large-scale systems logic that have a huge impact on people’s daily lives all over 
the world, as well as on the course of global politics. The logic referred to is the global economic 
system, i.e. how humanity as a collective organizes the economy. Drawing on the insights from 
e.g. human ecology, it can also be stated that the global economy is a vital ingredient in the socio-
ecological system. That is, the global economy is interconnected to the biophysical earth 
systems, and the way the economy is organized has an enormous impact on the earth system.7  

Thus, the Swedish mineral politics are connected to several key challenges of our time, not least 
politically, making it very relevant to study. This also makes a compelling case for a study that 
analyze how the political challenges are conceptualized over time. There have also been several 
instances where the mineral politics have been fiercely debated in the public debate during the 
past 25 years, and Sweden has received sharp criticism from the UN Committee on the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination on the treatment of Sami in mining matters on several 
occasions.8 Some scientists have called the times we live in “liquid”,9 “runaway world”,10 or 
“ambivalent”,11 as a result of globalization processes and other factors. Processes of 
globalization has also seen several conventional accounts of politics questioned, such as the 
capacity of the nation state and its status as the principal unit of political organization.12  

Even though the world stands in the midst of these changes, it is clear that the prime institution 
for handling the Swedish mineral politics is the Swedish political system, with the Swedish 
parliament as the primary arena for political deliberation. This makes it very relevant from a 
political science perspective, and from a wider societal horizon, to scrutinize how the Swedish 
politicians relate to and deliberate on the mineral politics. Whether they make these connections 
between resource use, economy and socio-ecological systems, address the conflicts of interest, 
how the area of mineral politics is framed and how the goals of the mineral politics are 
constituted is very relevant to analyze, as it can tell a great deal about the actual politics and how 
politics on this issue are constructed.  

That is what this paper sets out to do, to analyze the worldviews and conceptualizations, i.e. 
discourses, inherent in the Swedish plenary debate on mineral politics, to investigate the 
political meaning making on this issue.  

                                                           
5 C.f. O'Brien, Robert & Williams, Marc. Global political economy: evolution and dynamics. 4. ed., Palgrave, Basingstoke, 
UK, 2013; Clapp, Jennifer & Dauvergne, Peter. Paths to a green world: the political economy of the global environment. 
2nd ed., MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 2011; Held, David & McGrew, Anthony. Globalization/Anti-Globalization: Beyond 
the Great Divide, 2nd Edition. John Wiley & Sons, 2007.  
6 See e.g. Beck, Ulrich. World at risk.  Polity Press, Cambridge, 2009; Beck, Ulrich. Att uppfinna det politiska: bidrag till 
en teori om reflexiv modernisering. Daidalos, Göteborg, 1996.  
7 Dyball, Rob & Newell, Barry. Understanding human ecology: a systems approach to sustainability. Oxon, Routledge, 
2014; Hermele, Kenneth. Land matters: agrofuels, unequal exchange, and appropriation of ecological space. Diss., Lund, 
2012.  
8 Sveriges Radio P4 Västerbotten. FN-kritik mot minerallagen, 2013-09-05.  
http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=109&artikel=5636663 (2015-04-23). 
9 Bauman, Zygmunt. Liquid modernity. Polity, Cambridge, 2000.  
10 Giddens, Anthony. Runaway world: how globalisation is reshaping our lives. New ed., Profile Books, London, 2002.  
11 Beck, Ulrich. Risksamhället: på väg mot en annan modernitet. Daidalos, Göteborg, 2000. 
12 See e.g. Scholte, Jan Aart. Globalization: a critical introduction. 2. ed. [rev. and updated], Palgrave Macmillan, New 
York, 2005; Sinclair, Timothy J. Global governance. Polity, Cambridge, 2012; Archibugi, Daniele, Koenig-Archibugi, 
Mathias & Marchetti, Raffaele (eds.). Global democracy: normative and empirical perspectives. Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge, 2012.  

http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=109&artikel=5636663
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1.1  Purpose and research questions 

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the Swedish plenary debate on mineral politics, to try to 
understand how political meaning on this issue is constructed and if and how this has changed 
during the past 25 years.   

This purpose will be aided by three main research questions: 

• Which goals for the mineral politics are constructed by the members of parliament 
(MPs)?  

• How is the question framed by the MPs? What values appear to be at stake?   
• Which central themes can be identified, and how are they shaped and reshaped within 

the frameworks of the different discourses?  

These research questions aim to capture the essential ideological underpinnings and different 
discourses inherent in the plenary debate, thus helping to make sense of the Swedish mineral 
politics.  
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2. Research approach 
The overall approach of this paper is empirical, or inductive. It puts the material in the center, 
and thus lets the material in combination with my prior understanding and my interpretations 
decide what ideas and conceptualizations become central. This is essentially the basis for all 
interpretive empirical research, thus making it more relevant to talk about an abductive 
approach, i.e. that my interpretation of the material forms in an interplay between the material, 
theoretical assumptions and my prior knowledge. This overall approach has also meant that I 
have not specified a single unified theoretical framework prior to the analysis, apart from the 
discourse theoretical framework which entails theory and method. Instead, theories have been 
woven in subsequently in the analysis in an eclectic manner to elaborate on the results.  

Considering the purpose of this paper, a discourse analysis will be used as method. This 
discourse analysis will mainly be inspired by Dryzek,13 but also by Foucault,14 and Fairclough.15 
The overall framework for building a discourse analysis specifically related to my purpose is 
inspired by Winther Jørgensen & Phillips’s recommendation of combining elements from 
different discourse analysis traditions, to build an analytic framework in a concrete project.16 All 
of my research questions are constructed to try to capture relevant discursive dimensions of the 
debate.   

I have chosen a period of 25 years to focus on, with the starting point of 1990 since the Swedish 
mineral politics underwent drastic changes during 1991 and onwards. It is important to study 
the plenary debate over a period of time as the mineral politics are connected to several key 
challenges, and thus it is relevant to try to understand how these challenges are conceptualized 
over time, and if and how this has changed. The conceptualizations of these challenges no doubt 
have a large impact on how they are addressed, and the possibility to handle them adequately.17 
Therefore it is important to study these conceptualizations, or discourses, within the plenary 
debate, as it is the primary forum for shaping mineral politics. The mineral politics have been the 
subject of heated public debate in several instances during these past 25 years as well, sparking 
local resistance movements. It is also interesting to study over time since the controversies the 
mineral politics are fraught with have not been resolved over time, but even so the mineral 
politics seem largely unaccounted for from a scientific perspective as well as relatively seldom 
highlighted by e.g. national media, despite the instances of heated public debate. This makes it 
relevant to delve into the political debate of the parliament, to see if this is reflected there.  

The main political science contribution of this paper is twofold. Firstly, it is to form a part of the 
ever-growing body of research that show how the discursive dimension helps understand 
politics.18 A well-performed discourse analysis can contain breadth and depth, and capture and 

                                                           
13 Dryzek, John S. The politics of the Earth: environmental discourses. 3. ed. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2013. 
14 See e.g. Foucault, Michel. Vetandets arkeologi. 2 ed., Arkiv, Lund, 2011; Foucault, Michel. Essential works of Foucault, 
1954-1984. Vol. 3, Power. The New Press, New York, 2000; Foucault, Michel. The order of things: an archaeology of the 
human sciences. Routledge, London, 2002; Foucault, Michel. Vansinnets historia under den klassiska epoken. 6. ed., 
Arkiv, Lund, 2010.  
15 Fairclough, Norman. Language and globalization. Routledge, Abingdon, 2006; Fairclough, Norman. Critical discourse 
analysis: the critical study of language. 2. ed., Longman, Harlow, 2010; Fairclough, Norman. Language and power. Third 
edition. Routledge, Milton Park, Adingdon, Oxon, 2014.  
16 Winther Jørgensen, Marianne & Phillips, Louise. Diskursanalys som teori och metod. Studentlitteratur, Lund, 2000, 
14.  
17 C.f. Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses.  
18 See e.g. Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses; Hajer, Maarten A. The politics of environmental 
discourse: ecological modernization and the policy process. Clarendon, Oxford, 1995; Boykoff, Maxwell T. The cultural 
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highlight dimensions that might be difficult to capture in e.g. a policy analysis.19 This is not to say 
that one method is superior to the other, it is rather to say that discourse analysis is another 
useful tool in the toolbox of studying politics. It can work complementary to classic analyzes of 
ideas, institutions and interests.  

The second contribution is to establish a basic understanding of a highly interesting political 
science area. The mineral politics are teeming with thought-provoking political science 
questions, but appear to be relatively unexplored from this perspective. To name a few 
examples, the mineral politics raise difficult questions on how to balance property rights and 
industrial interests as well as other values against each other, ideological questions, questions 
on the right to natural resources, indigenous rights, questions of how to politically prioritize and 
how these prioritizations are justified, and ultimately what kind of society is wanted and how to 
reach it. It is an area filled with clashing interests and clashing political goals, making it very 
interesting for a political scientist.  

The design of this study, with focus on discourses, is relevant for several reasons. One reason 
can be illuminated by this quote from Colin Hay:  

The political power of ideas /…/, though largely ignored within most conventional accounts, can scarcely 
be overemphasized.20   

This is a sentiment I wholeheartedly agree with, and a statement that is likely to be as true today 
as in 2002. Ideas still appear to be a dimension of the political that is not thoroughly accounted 
for in political analysis. From an epistemological standpoint, I believe that ideas and discourses 
are vital to understand politics at all. Thus the main epistemological framework of this paper can 
be described as belonging to the tradition of “interpretive constructivism”, that Hay dubs it.21  

I think of discourses in the same way as the phenomenon of language, i.e. that it is something 
that is impossible to think outside of. This view on discourses acknowledge them as equal part 
description of reality and an active creation or recreation of reality, i.e. these descriptions of 
reality recreates and reshapes the world when actors use them. The consequence of this is that it 
is impossible to see reality “outside” of the discourses. To understand what for example an apple 
or a light bulb is, actors have to use discourses that are available to them.  Another consequence 
is that trying to establish essential or authentic everlasting meanings is useless, as this may very 
well change over time.22 This is also what makes the temporal dimension of the analysis in this 
paper important, i.e. that meanings are not fixed but contingent and can thus change over time. 
Recall the comparison to language, which is impossible to “think away”. An actor has to use the 
tools available to try and understand reality.  

This does not entail total relativism in any way however, as some would argue. The fact that any 
artefact or concept cannot have an essential meaning fixed to it for eternity does not mean that it 

                                                           
politics of climate change discourse in UK tabloids. Political Geography. Vol. 27, (2008): 549-569. 
doi:10.1016/j.polgeo.2008.05.002; Hajer, Maarten A. & Wagenaar, Hendrik (eds.). Deliberative policy analysis: 
understanding governance in the network society. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2003; Brodén Gyberg, 
Veronica. Aiding science: Swedish research aid policy 1973-2008. Diss., Linköpings Universitet, 2013; Anshelm, Jonas & 
Hultman, Martin. Discourses of global climate change: apocalyptic framing and political antagonisms. Abingdon, Oxon, 
Routledge, 2015.  
19 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 10-11.  
20 Hay, Colin. Political analysis: a critical introduction. Palgrave, Basingstoke, 2002, 215.  
21 Ibid.  
22 C.f. Foucault. Vansinnets historia under den klassiska epoken.  
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cannot be more or less stable in a specific situation or context, rather the opposite holds true.23 
Knowledge, identities etc. are more or less contingent, but are relatively locked in a specific 
context or situation. A common way of understanding this in discourse theory is by referring to 
nodal points.24 Thus, this epistemological stance does not in any way prescribe a total relativism, 
nor a refutation of material reality. The apple and the light bulb exist outside an actor’s 
conceptual world, but knowledge and understanding of the apple or the light bulb can only be 
gained through discourses and language. This ontological stance appear to be close to Dryzek, 
when he states that an interpretivist epistemology is compatible with a realist ontology. What 
Dryzek means by realist ontology, he clarifies, is the existence of “real” problems, such as climate 
change or poverty.25 This is similar to the stance taken by Winther Jørgensen and Phillips as 
well.26  

In mainstream political science, this is generally described as ”thick” constructivism,27 however I 
am not sure whether Hay correctly separates epistemology from ontology in his discussion on 
constructivism. Looking at Hay,28 Williams,29 Wendt,30 and other political scientists and their 
views on constructivism, the “thick” and “thin” constructivism are, in my opinion, about 
difference of degree rather than entirely separate approaches. Or, put differently, they are more 
subtle epistemological variations than different ontologies. I agree with Winther Jørgensen and 
Phillips when they state that there is a tendency to exaggerate when discussing social 
constructivist epistemology.31 There are very few discourse analysts that would agree with the 
sentiment that “anything goes” that is commonly (and incorrectly) ascribed to Feyerabend, or 
that with a social constructivist epistemology there is no social regularity and that everything 
floats, whether they adhere to “thick” or “thin” constructivism. This somewhat unbalanced 
critique might be a sign of the strong positivist tradition within political science, and the search 
for causal explanations so often applied. This is something that Hay himself mention in his 
discussion on constructivism,32 but appear to neglect as he criticizes “thick” constructivism.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
23 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 12. 
24 Ibid, 33, 35. 
25 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 13. 
26 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 12. 
27 Hay. Political analysis: a critical introduction, 205.  
28 Ibid.  
29 Williams, David. International development and global politics: history, theory and practice. Routledge, London, 2012. 
30 Wendt, Alexander. Social theory of international politics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1999. 
31 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 12. 
32 Hay. Political analysis: a critical introduction, 195-197.  
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3. Theory 
Discourse analysis is intimately connected to discourse theory. It is impossible to use one 
without accounting for the other; Winther Jørgensen and Phillips describe it as a “package”.33 
The use of discourse analysis in this paper closely follows Winther Jørgensen and Phillips’s 
advice to create an analytical framework suited for the specific study. They emphasize that in 
order to do this, one must be clear about the theoretical underpinnings of the different parts 
used in the analysis, and make sure that these are compatible.34 With this in mind, this chapter 
will be based on very brief summaries of the different theoretical approaches that serves as 
inspiration for this discourse analysis. Subsequent to these summaries a discussion on how the 
theoretical perspectives are used in the paper, which specific parts are used, and how they fit 
together will follow.  

The main theoretical inspiration for this paper is John Dryzek’s study of environmental 
discourses.35 In his study, Dryzek analyzes the global development of environmental politics 
from their rise in the 1960s until 2013 using a discourse analysis method. Since this paper is of a 
more modest kind and smaller in range as well as studying a more specific context, the 
framework will be somewhat different from Dryzek’s, especially considering the specific tools 
and distinctions that are used.36 This need not be a problem however, in fact Dryzek himself line 
up several successful examples of more detailed discourse analyzes of politics.37 The similarities 
between the theoretical approach of Dryzek and that of this paper are many, however. Dryzek 
defines a discourse as: 

/…/ a shared way of apprehending the world. Embedded in language, it enables those who subscribe to it 
to interpret bits of information and put them together into coherent stories or accounts. Discourses 

construct meanings and relationships, helping define common sense and legitimate knowledge. Each 
discourse rests on assumptions, judgments, and contentions that provide the basic terms for analysis, 

debates, agreements, and disagreements.38 

This comes very close to the view on discourses that is used in this paper. Dryzek is also 
influenced by Fairclough and Foucault, who are used as inspiration for this paper as well.39 For 
example, Dryzek states that:  

Discourses are bound up with political practices and power /…/ Discourses can themselves embody 
power in the way they condition the perceptions and values of those subject to them, such that some 

interests are advanced, others suppressed, some people made more compliant and governable /…/. 40 

This echo the theories of Michel Foucault,41 and Dryzek himself references Foucault in this 
passage of his discussion on discourses. In this paper, this is principally the view on discourses 
that will be applied. It is compatible with the social constructivist epistemology earlier 
accounted for, as well as the other theorists whose work has also served as an inspiration for 
this paper. Another important similarity between Dryzek’s discourse analysis and the one used 
in this paper, is his view on discursive battle. He states that he disagrees with Foucault, who 
tended to identify mainly one dominant or hegemonic discourse in a specific time and setting, 
and that he himself views “environmentalism” (his object of study) not as a unified counter 

                                                           
33 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 10. 
34 Ibid, 10. 
35 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses. 
36 Ibid, 17-19. 
37 Ibid, 11. 
38 Ibid, 9-10. 
39 Ibid, 9-10.  
40 Ibid, 10. 
41 See e.g. Foucault. Essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. Vol. 3, Power.  
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discourse to industrialism but rather a variety of heterogeneous discourses competing for 
superiority.42 I may not entirely agree with Dryzek, as I am convinced Foucault and his followers 
have a valid point about one discourse often being dominant in a specific temporal and spatial 
setting. But I agree with him in general, as I am as certain as he is that several discourses that 
appear similarly strong can exist as well in a specific setting, something that becomes obvious 
when looking at his own empirical study. I believe, as he seems to do, that whether there is one 
dominant discourse or not is more a matter of the specific context than a constant ontological 
necessity.  

Connected to this line of reasoning regarding discursive battle, inspiration for the analysis in this 
paper has also been drawn from Norman Fairclough.43 The idea just accounted for, that there are 
usually several discourses competing, is used extensively by Fairclough. He calls this “order of 
discourse”, and defines it as a configuration of competing discourses that exist within a specific 
social area or institution, all struggling to imbue their own particular conceptualizations of this 
social setting.44 Also connected to this is the concept of “nodal discourse” that Fairclough 
develops in one of his recent books on discourse and globalization.45 He defines a nodal 
discourse as a dominant discourse that other discourses cluster around.46 Thus, a discourse can 
be dominant so that other discourses that are partly at odds with it cluster around it, since they 
share the same fundamental basics and thus become more complementary than competing. 
Dryzek refers to Fairclough as well in his discussion on sustainability, and show that ecological 
modernization can be seen as a complementary discourse to the nodal discourse of 
sustainability.47 In addition to order of discourse, nodal points will be referred to in the analysis 
to make sense of the discursive setting. Nodal points are privileged signs that structure a 
discourse and ascertain meaning to other statements, i.e. the constitutive elements in a 
discourse that other elements cluster around.48 Thus the concept of nodal discourse works on a 
macro level, while nodal points work on a micro level. Nodal points are commonly associated 
with Laclau and Mouffe, but are widely used in discourse analysis.49  

Even though this paper will not make use of the sophisticated method of critical discourse 
analysis that Norman Fairclough is often credited as the founder of, the concepts of order of 
discourse and nodal discourse will be used as tools to structure and organize the analysis. 
Despite not using the advanced linguistic and discourse theoretical components of critical 
discourse analysis, the concepts that will be used are essentially compatible with the overall 
theoretical framework of this paper. Fairclough is influenced by Foucault in his discourse 
analysis method,50 and Dryzek has drawn inspiration from Fairclough in his analysis as well.51 
This illustrates that the basic premises are compatible between these approaches. Recall the 
recommendation to create a discourse theoretical framework suited for a specific project; it is 
not necessary to include Fairclough’s entire theory for it to be legitimate and relevant to use 

                                                           
42 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 22. 
43 Fairclough. Language and globalization; Fairclough. Critical discourse analysis: the critical study of language; 
Fairclough. Language and power. 
44 E.g. Fairclough. Language and power; Fairclough. Critical discourse analysis: the critical study of language; c.f. 
Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 73. 
45 Fairclough. Language and globalization.  
46 Ibid, 39. 
47 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 16. 
48 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 33, 35.  
49 See e.g. Howarth, David & Stavrakakis, Yannis. Introducing discourse theory and political analysis. In Discourse 
theory and political analysis, Howarth, David, Norval, Aletta, & Stavrakakis, Yannis (eds.), Manchester University Press, 
Manchester, 2000.  
50 Winther Jørgensen & Phillips. Diskursanalys som teori och metod, 71. 
51 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 9, 16. 
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some of the concepts. In this specific analysis, the plenary debate will be considered a social 
setting where a discursive battle takes place, in the same vein as Fairclough and Dryzek describe. 
This makes it relevant to use the concepts of order of discourse and nodal discourse, to structure 
the analysis of the discursive battle in this social setting.  

The final discourse theorist that serves as inspiration for this paper is highly renowned French 
philosopher Michel Foucault. Properly accounting for the work of Foucault is nigh impossible, 
especially in this context. He is considered one of the pioneers of discourse theory, and studied 
the history and discourses of madness, sexuality, criminality, government and so forth.52 He is 
however mostly discussed for his view on the relation between power and knowledge.53 This is 
especially true within the political science community, as power is one of the core fields of 
analysis.54 Foucault viewed power as productive and constitutive, intimately connecting power 
to knowledge.55 This also sets Foucault apart from the mainstream view on power in political 
science, as power is often looked upon as repressing or more directly performed by one actor 
toward another actor.56 In Foucault’s theories, power is more subtle. Foucault used the concept 
of exclusion mechanisms to concretize his view on power and knowledge. Exclusion mechanisms 
are certain discursive power mechanisms that asserts the authority of a dominant discourse and 
obstructs other discourses.57 This concept will be used in this paper as well.  

The theoretical framework of this paper shares Foucault’s view on power and discourses. This is 
important to stress, especially considering one of the main research questions regarding the 
framing of the question in the plenary debate. When thinking about framing, the second face of 
power might come to mind.58 This is not the way framing is considered in this paper. When 
thinking about framing in line with Foucault’s view, discourses are bound together with power 
in a more subtle way than framing in Bachrach & Baratz’s account, where framing is seen as the 
more direct form of exercise of power. It is also different from Lukes’s Gramsci-inspired account 
of the third face of power, where actors’ preferences are shaped by other, more powerful 
actors.59 A discourse, in my view, comprises the very basic conceptualization and 
comprehensibility, i.e. what is even regarded possible and not possible. Foucault put it succinctly 
when he stated that:  

Everyone knows that not everything is possible to say, that it is not possible to speak about anything at 
any time and, finally, that not anyone can talk about anything.60 

Thus framing in this paper refers rather to the different ways to basically conceptualize the area 
of the mineral politics, and the power connected to this, i.e. that discourses are linked to power 
relations. This explains how some discourses and thus conceptualizations appear more accepted 

                                                           
52 See e.g. Foucault. Vansinnets historia under den klassiska epoken; Foucault, Michel. Sexualitetens historia. Bd 3, 
Omsorgen om sig. [New ed.], Daidalos, Göteborg, 2002; Foucault, Michel. Övervakning och straff: fängelsets födelse. 4. 
ed., Arkiv, Lund, 2003.  
53 See e.g. Foucault. The order of things: an archaeology of the human sciences; Foucault. Essential works of Foucault, 
1954-1984. Vol. 3, Power. 
54 See e.g. Lukes, Steven. Power: a radical view. 2. expanded ed., Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2005. 
55 Foucault. The order of things: an archaeology of the human sciences; Foucault. Essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. 
Vol. 3, Power. 
56 E.g. Dahl, Robert A. Who governs?: democracy and power in an American city. 24 pr., New Haven, Conn., 1975[1961]; 
c.f. Lukes. Power: a radical view, on the “faces of power”-debate.  
57 See Foucault. Diskursens ordning: installationsföreläsning vid Collége de France den 2 december 1970, B. Östlings 
bokförl. Symposion, Stockholm, 1993, 7-16, 26; c.f. Foucault. Vansinnets historia under den klassiska epoken, on 
separating and placing sense and insanity in contraposition which is one form of exclusion mechanism.  
58 Lukes. Power: a radical view, 20-25; Bachrach, Peter & Baratz, Morton S. Power and poverty: theory and practice. 
Oxford U.P., New York, 1970. 
59 Lukes. Power: a radical view.  
60 Foucault, Michel. Diskursens ordning: installationsföreläsning vid Collège de France den 2 december 1970, 7.  
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and influential, while others appear more marginalized. From this viewpoint, the search for 
causality is not very interesting, as discourses and practice are interlinked.61 This is in line with 
Foucault’s view on discourses and power, as well as with Dryzek and Hajer,62 rather than the 
approaches that are more hands-on and inspired by positivist political science.63 General 
inspiration is drawn from Foucault as well, especially regarding the proven strength of turning a 
historic gaze toward contemporary society.64  

4. Method 
The main delimitation of this study is temporal, since the analysis is based on 25 years of the 
parliamentary debate. The material consists of protocols, which are transcriptions of the plenary 
debate. These protocols were gathered through the Swedish parliament’s website, by using the 
search function of the parliament’s archive. This database includes public documents from the 
plenary debate, the committees etc. It is an extensive database, and when using a specific 
keyword it is possible to find all documents that includes the keyword, rendering a large amount 
of results when searching for e.g. “mineral”. Considering the width of the database, specific 
keywords were used when gathering the material, as well as the option to only show protocols 
from the plenary debate in the search results. The keywords were selected with the purpose and 
research questions of this paper in mind, as well as the overall inductive approach. Therefore the 
keywords were defined in broad terms to try and identify the political debate on a general level, 
i.e. by not normatively deciding beforehand what should be included in the debate. The 
keywords were “mining politics OR mineral politics OR mineral laws OR mineral strategy OR 
mineral law”.65 

Some results were discarded, and the results that were about mineral politics were saved as an 
empirical bank and used in the analysis, no matter if the debate was explicitly on e.g. mineral 
politics or business policy. The total amount of data, ranging from 1990-2015, was 
approximately 840 pages of plenary debate protocols. The protocols will be referred to by their 
Swedish titles, Riksdagens protokoll, for the sake of clarity and transparency. The same goes for 
e.g. press releases and reports from governmental agencies.66 Regarding representativity, a 
reflex objection to this analysis could be that we have not used the “correct” search terms and 
consequently jumps to conclusions that are not reasonable. An answer to such a hypothetical 
criticism would be to once again refer to the purpose and overall inductive approach, as well as 
the theoretical underpinnings for this paper. By adding search words such as Sami, globalization, 
justice, commodity prices, environment, indigenous rights etc. we would have pre-determined 
what should be included in the plenary debate on mineral politics, narrowing down the search 
results. If we would have done this we would have partly decided what the debate should 
include, which would not fit into this overall research approach. The keywords used generated a 
large amount of data within the temporal delimitation as well, so a more specific search was also 
rendered unnecessary for practical reasons.  

                                                           
61 C.f. Gyberg, Per. Energi som kunskapsområde: om praktik och diskurser i skolan. Diss., Linköping, 2003. 
62 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses; Hajer. The politics of environmental discourse: ecological 
modernization and the policy process 
63 See e.g. Schmidt, Vivien A. The futures of European capitalism. Oxford University Press, New York, 2002. 
64 C.f. Uhrqvist, Ola. Seeing and knowing the earth as a system: an effective history of global environmental change 
research as scientific and political practice. Diss., Linköping, 2014. 
65 Translated from Swedish: ”gruvpolitik ELLER mineralpolitik ELLER minerallagstiftning ELLER mineralstrategi 
ELLER minerallag”.  
66 E.g.: Regeringskansliet. En hållbar energi- och klimatpolitik för miljö, konkurrenskraft och trygghet. Press release, 5 
februari 2009; Regeringskansliet. Sveriges mineralstrategi: för ett hållbart nyttjande av Sveriges mineraltillgångar som 
skapar tillväxt i hela landet. Stockholm, Näringsdepartementet, 2013.  
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Most of the debates took place within the framework of the Committee on Industry and Trade 
and were about a yearly report authored by this committee, which handle different mineral 
political related bills from within a year’s time.67 There were however several other instances, 
such as debates on tax policy,68 rural policy,69 environmental policy,70 and an open debate on 
mineral politics requested by the Green Party.71 When all material had been gathered it was 
processed successively, and a codification of the material based on the research questions of this 
paper was performed. This codification resulted in a classification of the material into several 
central themes that were present throughout the entire period, albeit in different ways. These 
central themes are:  

• The role and responsibility of the state 
• The goals of the politics 
• The time perspective 
• Conflicts of interest 
• Property rights 
• The right to natural resources 
• The framing of the question. 

These themes all appear central during the debate throughout 1990-2015, however the sense of 
urgency with which they are debated vary. The MPs adhering to different discourses relate to 
the themes in different ways, making sense of them from within the framework of the discourse 
they adhere to. This makes the themes difficult to separate from one another sometimes, as they 
constantly slide in and out of each other. This is difficult to entirely capture and do justice to in 
the analysis. However it is relevant to note that with the overarching empirical research 
approach of this paper, absolute symmetry when analyzing the material and presenting the 
analysis is neither possible nor necessary. The themes identified have been identified precisely 
because they appear more relevant in relation to the research questions during certain periods, 
which means that this is what will be focused upon. As the material is relatively comprehensive 
and spans a long period of time, it is difficult to include all the nuances. The structuring of the 
analysis has thus been focused more on coherence based on the research questions.  

The delimitation of the identified discourses has been established during the analysis of the 
empirical material, and is consequently a result of the analysis. The order of discourse is 
composed of one dominant nodal discourse and one counter discourse, and a number of sub-
discourses. The distinction between the discourses and the relation between the discourses is 
based on my understanding of discourse theory in combination with my reading of the material, 
as well as by the actors articulations, especially how they conceptualize the identified central 
themes.72 In practical terms, the delimitations are based on common articulations that share 
core assumptions and central meaning content, and hence conceptualizes and relates to the 
identified central themes in similar ways. A prominent example is the dominant discourse’s 
frequent emphasis on a progress-oriented storyline. The discourses are thus delimited by way of 
the research questions, and their relation to each other by how actors relate to articulations 
                                                           
67 E.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Minerallagstiftning m.m; Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1998/99:83. Vissa 
mineralpolitiska frågor; Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:83. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor; Riksdagens protokoll 
2009/10:94. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor; Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:92. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor; 
Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:86. Mineralpolitiska frågor.  
68 Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:82. Punktskatter.  
69 E.g. Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:145.  Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:384 och 431 om en regionalpolitik för 
att hela Sverige ska leva. 
70 E.g. Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:93. Övergripande miljöfrågor. 
71 Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:8. Aktuell debatt: Mineralpolitiken 
72 For a similar approach, see Anshelm, Jonas. Kampen om klimatet: miljöpolitiska strider i Sverige 2006-2009. 
Pärspektiv, Storå, 2012, 18-20.  
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from adherents to different discourses. If all actors have to relate to a certain discourse and risk 
being excluded from the debate if they do not, while the core assumptions of this discourse 
appear taken for granted, this is clearly a sign of a powerful discourse.73 

The analysis has been structured into four empirical chapters. The reason for dividing the 
analysis into these chapters rests upon the use of the research questions and the identified 
central themes as a way of structuring the analysis.  

The first chapter was temporally delimited due to the fact that during the years 1990-1998 the 
plenary debate focused on large-scale ideological issues, and the role of the state took center 
stage during the entire period. This period consists of a concerted but flexible debate, which sets 
it apart from the other periods.  

The second chapter, spanning 1998-2006, had another focus or structure throughout the period. 
The ideological debate on the role of the state gradually fade away and change shape, losing the 
sense of urgency and significance that marked the first period. During the second period the 
theme of proprietorship and property rights become the focal point of the debate instead. The 
theme of property rights is also closely connected to another central theme, the conflict of 
interests theme, during this period. 

The third chapter’s delimitation, 2006-2012, is mainly based on two factors, both relating to the 
focus of the debate. The first reason is the fact that during this period the main issue within the 
plenary debate appear to be whether the Swedish government should or should not allow for 
uranium to be mined. This is debated extensively during this period, and is clearly the main 
focus of the debate. The second and most prominent reason for this delimitation relates to the 
framing of the question. During the entire period, the plenary debate appear to be “locked” or 
fixed, which separates it from the debate in 1990-2006.  

There is one main reason for the temporal delimitation of the fourth chapter, 2012-2015. This is 
that the debate seems to open up, especially in relation to the first chapter. There is a significant 
difference in the general tone of the plenary debate when compared to the previous period. 
Here, the plenary debate resembles 1990-1998, rather than the preceding period.  

All the quotes in the analysis have been translated from Swedish by the authors.  

4.1 Method discussion 

An overarching insight that has guided the work with this paper is that reality is unruly and 
complex. Something is never as pure and straight-out as it will unavoidably appear in a text such 
as this, where the covenants of analytical writing require a certain structure. Although it seems 
fair to state that reality, in all its complexity, can never be entirely accounted for and described. 
Reduction is necessary for any analysis, or depiction of reality at all, to be possible. This was 
recognized as early as by Plato, however he did not care for it very much.74 This is, whether good 
or bad, an unescapable condition that a researcher has to constantly bear in mind. The analysis 
will never be an entirely accurate representation of reality. This insight does however bring 
something potentially positive with it, i.e. the possibility to discover certain aspects that might 
be missed at first if such a humble gaze as this insight necessitates is used.  

                                                           
73 C.f. Foucault. Diskursens ordning: installationsföreläsning vid Collège de France den 2 december 1970; Foucault. 
Vetandets arkeologi; Fairclough. Critical discourse analysis: the critical study of language; Dryzek. The politics of the 
earth: environmental discourses.  
74 See e.g. Platon. Skrifter. Bok 3, Staten. Atlantis, Stockholm, 2003.  
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Still, it is relevant to point out that this paper does not in any way claim to understand or explain 
the Swedish mineral politics in its entirety. With the above insight in mind, this would be 
impossible to do, and not very meaningful either. Making such a claim would not be compatible 
with the authors’ view on politics either, i.e. politics as something that is not reserved exclusively 
for the parliamentary debate and the “official” political arena, but rather something that is 
exerted by many different actors on many different arenas simultaneously.75 Consequently, this 
paper can say something about the Swedish mineral politics on one of several relevant levels. 
Gaining a broader understanding of the mineral politics, however, would require careful study of 
many more aspects and arenas. The parliamentary debate is one of the political arenas, but the 
debate is intimately connected to other political levels and arenas. The focus in this paper is the 
articulated constructions and conceptualizations of the mineral politics in the plenary debate, 
but when the actors reference certain events or documents that appear relevant to the 
discussion these will be accounted for in the analysis. Therefore some contextualization will be 
incorporated into the analysis where it is deemed necessary. One such example is the mineral 
strategy, which ignited a heated public debate when it was published in 2013. This is important 
to keep in mind, i.e. that the plenary debate is a certain political arena with its own logic,76 but it 
is not closed or entirely separated from other political arenas or levels.77  

Even with this in mind, it would be impossible to properly account for the entire field of mineral 
politics, even when only analyzing the parliament. There are many other parts of the 
parliamentary reality and work that is not included in this analysis. It is not possible to ask the 
MPs why they say the things they do or act the way they do, as would be the case in an interview 
study. Neither is the work in between the debates or the events leading up to actual decisions 
possible to account for with the material of this paper. The protocols from the plenary debate do 
however illustrate the arguments in the parliament, how the mineral political area is 
fundamentally conceptualized, how the different actors’ conceptualizations relate to one 
another, what ideas are prominent and less prominent and how this has changed over time. 
Accordingly certain aspects of the mineral politics, that are the objects of interest for the present 
paper, are fully possible to say something relevant about. This line of reasoning and method of 
relating to the material owes a great deal to a dissertation by Ann-Sofie Kall, who studied the 
Swedish parliamentary debate on the transition of the energy system.78  

5. Previous research 
Previous research that is relevant to this paper is not easy to delimit. Considering the theoretical 
and methodological approach, previous discourse analyzes of political areas are perhaps most 
relevant, especially on environmental politics. There are many examples of discourse analyzes 
that have shown how relevant analyzing discourses are to understand politics, what is rendered 
possible and impossible etc.  

One of the main theoretical inspirations for this paper serves as a great example of this. John 
Dryzek has tried to make sense of global environmental politics and policy since its formation in 
the 1960s, using a discourse analysis approach.79 He shows how the environmental discourses 
                                                           
75 C.f. Beck. World at risk, 93-95; Fraser, Nancy. Rättvisans mått: texter om omfördelning, erkännande och 
representation i en globaliserad värld, Atlas, Stockholm, 2011; Sassen, Saskia. Territorium, makt, rättigheter: 
sammansättningar från medeltiden till den globala tidsåldern. Atlas, Stockholm, 2007, 445-448.  
76 C.f. van Dijk, Teun. Text and Context of Parliamentary Debates. In Cross-cultural Perspectives on Parliamentary 
Discourse, Bayley, Paul (ed.), John Benjamins Publishing Company, Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 2004.  
77 See e.g. Beck. Att uppfinna det politiska, 140; Hajer. The politics of environmental discourse: ecological modernization 
and the policy process, 120-126.  
78 Kall, Ann-Sofie. Förnyelse med förhinder: den riksdagspolitiska debatten om omställningen av energisystemet 1980-
2010. Diss., Linköping, 2011.  
79 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses.  
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have been hugely significant in shaping politics and policy, and offer valuable insight into 
policymaking and global politics with his discourse analysis. Dutch sociologist and political 
scientist Maarten Hajer should also be mentioned, as he is sometimes referred to as “one of the 
giants in political discourse analysis”.80 Hajer’s most influential study is a discourse analysis on 
the social and political dynamics of the acid rain controversies in Great Britain and the 
Netherlands, showing how ecological modernization came to dominate the conceptualizations of 
environmental issues and how it affected environmental politics.81 A recent example of political 
discourse analysis is Anshelm and Hultman’s study, which analyzes discourses of global climate 
change and their political implications.82 Ann-Sofie Kall’s dissertation, on the Swedish plenary 
debate on the transition of the energy system, is also relevant to relate to.83 This is not a 
discourse analysis, but the overall approach and design is similar to the present paper.  

This paper is however specifically about mineral politics, making mining studies a relevant field 
of research to relate to. This term encompasses many different disciplines, such as sociology, 
social anthropology, law studies, management studies, economics, cultural studies and so on. In 
a Swedish context, Liedholm Johnson has studied the legal dimensions of the Swedish mineral 
politics historically.84 There appear to be only a few political scientists that have written about 
Swedish mineral politics, and none more extensively than Rebecca Lawrence of Stockholm 
University. Her research is focused on indigenous rights and resource extraction by the state and 
private sector.85 She is currently working on a research project on indigenous rights and mining, 
which seems more oriented toward the legal aspects than the present paper’s focus on politics 
and discourses.86 Sverker C. Jagers has written about natural resource management from a 
political science perspective, and has published texts specifically on mining as well.87  

6. Background 
This chapter serves as historical contextualization to the analysis, by offering a very brief 
summary of the Swedish mineral politics up until 1990.  

Sweden has a long history of mining, dating back to the 13th century.88 Early mining was not 
coordinated or regulated centrally however, and consequently the organization was patchwork-
                                                           
80 Ibid, 11. 
81 Hajer. The politics of environmental discourse: ecological modernization and the policy process.  
82 Anshelm, Jonas & Hultman, Martin. Discourses of global climate change: apocalyptic framing and political 
antagonisms. 
83 Kall. Förnyelse med förhinder: den riksdagspolitiska debatten om omställningen av energisystemet 1980-2010.  
84 Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i Sverige: en historisk 
återblick från medeltiden till år 2000. Stockholm, 2000; Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Rights to minerals in Sweden: Current 
situation from a historical perspective. Journal of energy and natural resources law. Vol.19, (2001); Liedholm Johnson, 
Eva. ”Interface between mineral and environmental legislation: The example of Sweden as an historic mining country 
in the European Union.” In Bastida, Wälde & Warden Fernández (eds.), International and comparative mineral law and 
policy, 1067-1080, Kluwer Law International, Netherlands, 2005; Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Mineral rights: legal systems 
governing exploration and exploitation. Diss., Stockholm, 2010.  
85 See e.g. Howitt, R., Doohan, K., Suchet-Pearson, S., Cross, S., Lawrence, R., Lunkapis, G. J., Muller, S., Prout, S. and 
Veland, S. Intercultural capacity deficits: Contested geographies of coexistence in natural resource management. Asia 
Pacific Viewpoint, 54, (2013): 126–140. doi: 10.1111/apv.12014; Lawrence, Rebecca. 'Governing Warlpiri Subjects: 
Indigenous Employment and Training Programs in the Central Australian Mining Industry' in Geographical Research, 
43:1, (2005): 40-48. 
86 See Lawrence, Rebecca. Current research projects. 2015. http://www.statsvet.su.se/forskning/v%C3%A5ra-
forskare/rebecca-lawrence/rebecca-lawrence-1.165432 (2015-04-24).  
87 See e.g. Linde, S., Matti, S., & Jagers, S. Political and institutional prerequisites for successful mining establishment and 
development: a synthesis of social science research. Luleå: Luleå tekniska universitet. 2012, (Research report / Luleå 
University of Technology); Poulton, M. M., Jagers, S., Linde, S., Van Zyl, D., Danielson, L. J., & Matti, S. State of the world’s 
nonfuel mineral resources: supply, demand, and socio-institutional fundamentals. Annual Review of Environment and 
the Resources, 38, (2013): 345-371. Doi. 10.1146/annurev-environ-022310-094734.  
88 Nationalencyklopedin. Gruvindustri, 2015. 
http://www.ne.se.e.bibl.liu.se/uppslagsverk/encyklopedi/l%C3%A5ng/gruvindustri (2015-04-28).    
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like. During the 15th century some coherent legislation was passed, but mining did not become a 
national concern until the 16th century.89 An oft-used quote to illustrate this is when 17th century 
Lord High Chancellor Axel Oxenstierna supposedly said something similar to: 

In Norrland we have an India within our borders.90 

This quote illustrates the colonial logic of the times. Since Sweden, one of the European super 
powers, did not have any foreign colonies the idea of an internal colony must have been very 
appealing. A colonization of northern Sweden was commenced, hand in hand with the state’s, or 
rather the crown’s, sudden interest in this part of the country.91 An accelerated interest in the 
northern parts of Sweden transpired when silver ore was discovered in Piteå in 1630. 
Settlements were planned for and established by the state, so the state could make credible 
claims upon the land and natural resources, for example by introducing bills such as “the 
Lapland Bill”.92 The state actively sought to legitimize the colonization of Norrland through the 
church and education efforts.93 These efforts were complemented by an institutionalization and 
formalization of the mining activities. Several central agencies were created, with the purpose of 
strengthening the state’s power over the mining operations, e.g. by monitoring mining 
operations and making sure that taxes and percentage was paid. If minerals were discovered on 
private property where the landowner was not interested in mining, the state could through its 
newly founded institutions give permission to do this to another developer. The landowner 
would then receive a small percentage of the profits. The state also created incentives for people 
to search for minerals, by promising a reward if minerals were found and reported to the state.94 

The mining industry grew significantly during the following centuries, new regulations were 
passed and the institutionalization of the system was continued and developed.95 Over time, 
mineral extraction became a significant part of the Swedish economy.96 It should be said 
however that this was by no means a straightforward road, craving several legislative changes 
over the years as well as being the source of difficult conflicts.97 What is important to note is that 
the Swedish crown and later the state kept a tight grip on the mining industry and thus the 
Swedish natural resources, and has been doing so for a very long time. This is in line with the 
general view of Sweden as a state-run version of the classic progress-oriented, Anglo-liberal 
growth model ideal type of state.98 In the year 1990, there are discussions on the possibility to 

                                                           
89 Liedholm Johnson. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i Sverige: en historisk 
återblick från medeltiden till år 2000, 24-25.  
90 Tidholm, Po. Norrland: essäer & reportage. Teg Publishing, Luleå, 2012, 12.  
91 Lindmark, Daniel. Colonial Encounter in Early Modern Sápmi. In Scandinavian colonialism and the rise of modernity: 
small time agents in a global arena, Naum, Magdalena & Nordin, Jonas M. (eds.), New York, Springer, 2013a.  
92 Ibid, 131.  
93 See e.g. Lindmark, Daniel. En lappdrängs omvändelse: Svenskar i möte med samer och deras religion på 1600- och 
1700-talen. Umeå: Umeå University, 2006a; Lindmark, Daniel. Pietism and colonialism: Swedish schooling in 18th-
century Sápmi. Acta Borealia: A Nordic Journal of Circumpolar Society, 23:2, (2006b): 116–129; Lindmark, Daniel. När 
samerna ville använda trumman som kompass: Om samiskt motstånd mot kolonisationen. Saga och Sed: Kungl. Gustav 
Adolf Akademiens Årsbok, (2010): 95–104; Lindmark, Daniel. Colonial education and Saami resistance in early modern 
Sweden. In Connecting histories of education : Transactions , transculturalisms and transnationalisms, B.Bagchi, E. 
Fuchs & K. Rousmaniere (eds.), New York: Berghahn, 2013b.   
94 Liedholm Johnson. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i Sverige: en historisk 
återblick från medeltiden till år 2000, 27.  
95 See e.g. Ibid.  
96 Ibid; Evans, Chris & Rydén, Göran. From Gammelbo Bruk to Calabar: Swedish Iron in an Expanding Atlantic 
Economy. In Scandinavian colonialism and the rise of modernity: small time agents in a global arena, Naum, Magdalena 
& Nordin, Jonas M. (eds.), New York, Springer, 2013.  
97 See e.g. Liedholm Johnson. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i Sverige: en 
historisk återblick från medeltiden till år 2000.  
98 Hay, Colin & Payne, Anthony. Civic capitalism. Polity, Cambridge, 2015; Esping-Andersen, Gøsta. The three worlds of 
welfare capitalism. Polity, Cambridge, 1990.  
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reform the mining law of 1974 and the natural resources law into one coherent mineral law. The 
initiative was taken by the Social Democrats, but several amendments to the law, which was 
passed in 1991, are made by the right-wing government that took office the same year. These 
changes prompts a radical shift in the Swedish mineral politics. The amendments are widely 
regarded as granting the mining industry significant juridical leverage over other institutions 
and goals, which was motivated by economic logic and the notion that increased exploitation 
was “in everyone’s interest”.99 The state’s right to 50 % share in mines operated by private 
actors was replaced by a 0, 05 % mineral fee, and regulations on foreign firms’ and persons’ 
right to prospect were removed.100 Other regulations, such as certain rules regarding eligibility 
in prospection applications, were removed as well, and a state agency called Invest in Sweden 
agency was established with the purpose of attracting foreign investment capital to the Swedish 
mining sector.101 It cannot be underscored enough how remarkable and sudden this shift in 
policy on the mineral area is, however it follows the overall trend of deregulation during the 
1990s in Sweden.102  

The figure on the following page aims to illustrate the discursive setting of the plenary debate 
1990-2015.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
99 Liedholm Johnson. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i Sverige: en historisk 
återblick från medeltiden till år 2000, 118-119.  
100 Ibid, 107-108. 
101 Ibid, 108-114.  
102 See e.g. Pierre, Jon. Globalization and governance. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 2013.  
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Figure 1. These are the discourses singled out in the analysis. The discourse of limitless exploitation is 
dominant 1990-2015, and acts as a nodal discourse that four sub-discourses cluster around. The state-led 
mining discourse is essentially in line with how the Swedish mineral politics have been configured 
historically, while a morphed version of it appear alongside ecologically modernized exploitation when an 
ecomodernist framing encapsulate the plenary debate. Proprietary prioritization is a sub-discourse that 
reveres private property rights. It is active 1998-2006, before it dissolves. The alternative visions discourse 
is a counter discourse to limitless exploitation, and is present throughout the material. However it 
disappears during 2006-2012, being replaced by a discourse of risk that is essentially a sub-discourse to it. 
2012-2015 both discourses are active and act complementary when challenging the dominant nodal 
discourse and its sub-discourses.  

Actors adhering to the different discourses: 

Limitless exploitation: M, FP, NYD, KD, C, S.  
State-led mining: V, SD, S.  
State-run ecomodernism: S, V.  
Ecologically modernized exploitation: M, C, FP, KD, S.  
Proprietary prioritization: M, FP, KD.  
 
Alternative visions: MP, V.  
Risk discourse: V, MP, S.    

This characterization and delimitation of actors is not entirely accurate as discursive adherence is 
contingent across the material and over time, and there is different discursive adherence within the 
different political parties. This mainly aims to serve as a simplified, illustrative overview for the reader. 
More detailed descriptions are found in the Background chapter and the Analysis chapters.  
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7. Analysis 
7.1 1990-1998: Contingent battleground  

7.1.1 Introduction 

The standout features of this period are the aforementioned mineral law passed in 1991, and the 
amendments to that law instigated by a newly elected right-wing government the same year. 
The passing of a coherent mineral law is a significant juridical change, and the amendments 
passed during the 1990s is a remarkable step away from the general direction of the Swedish 
mineral politics.  

The protocol from the first plenary debate of this period is dated to the 5th of December 1990. 
The debate is about the government bill that aims to change the juridical composition 
concerning the mineral area, turning the several somewhat fragmented laws existing at the time 
into one coherent mineral law, as mentioned above. Specifically, the text that is debated stems 
from the Committee on Industry and Trade and is comprised of the mentioned government bill 
and several non-government bills, written by members of parliament. 103 All of the non-
government bills relate to the government bill. The government bill reflects the views of the 
dominant party in office at the time, the Social Democrats, and is mainly greeted with heavy 
criticism from the other political parties.  

7.1.2 Establishing the grounds of debate: The role of the state takes center stage  

It is in this context that one of the main themes in the discursive configuration of the plenary 
debate materializes. This theme concerns the role of the state and the relationship between the 
state and the market, a common separation in political science in general.104 The first person to 
express this theme is Karin Falkmer of the Moderate party. The main points she makes in her 
address all center rather exclusively on the role of the state. For example, she states that the role 
of the state when it comes to commerce and business should be to create favorable conditions 
for companies and a business-friendly “climate” in a general sense.105 This also relates to one of 
this paper’s main research questions, regarding what appears to be the goal of the mineral 
politics. The idea that the role of the state is to create a business-friendly climate and generally 
favorable conditions for the business sector, rather than being an active part in the economy,106 
is construed as a means as well as a goal in this particular address.107 The goals of the mineral 
politics appear to be, for Karin Falkmer of the Moderate party, to attract investment from firms 
and a growing mining sector contributing to economic growth. The role of the state is thus 
defined rather clear: the state should pave the way but has no business doing business: 

There is not one industrial sector where increased government control has achieved positive development 
and growth.108   

This quote captures the essence of Falkmer’s address and the central meaning content, i.e. that 
the main goals when it comes to mineral politics center on traditional values of economic growth 
and “progress”, and that these goals are best achieved by decreasing the role of the state. This is 
                                                           
103 Näringsutskottets betänkande 1990/91:NU7 Minerallagstiftning m.m. (prop. 1988/89:92).  
104 See e.g. Hague, Rod, Harrop, Martin & Breslin, Shaun. Comparative government and politics: an introduction. 4. ed., 
Macmillan, Basingstoke, 1998. 
105Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 123, Karin Falkmer (M).  
106 C.f. Williams. International development and global politics: history, theory and practice, 112.  
107 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 123, Karin Falkmer (M). 
108 Ibid.  
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very significative for the discourse that appear to be dominant during this period, a discourse I 
call limitless exploitation. Adherents to this discourse value economic growth, “progress” and 
generally mention increased prospecting and increased foreign investment capital as the main 
political goals.109 From the horizon of the limitless exploitation discourse, the market is deemed 
far superior to the state and should consequently be granted juridical and political 
precedence.110 This coincides with the overall discursive storyline of the dominant discourse, 
which center on “development” and progress.111 Adherents to this discourse does not seem to 
recognize any limits to the ingenuities of human progress, and it seems implicitly understood 
within this discourse that as long as “the development” continues and economic growth 
constantly increases exploitation can go on forever.112 

Returning to the first debate, the following address from Lars de Geer of the People’s party (the 
liberals) focus on similar aspects as Karin Falkmer did in her address. The address is permeated 
by the same obviousness as Falkmer’s concerning the role of the state; the state should not be 
involved in the business sector in any way other than creating favorable conditions for 
companies. Lars de Geer talks about bureaucracy, assessments carried out by different agencies 
and government control in general, and how this has a dissuasive effect on companies’ 
willingness to invest.113 Very much in line with Falkmer, and with the general storyline of the 
dominant discourse, he also explicitly states that the functions of the state as an institution 
should never include taking an active role in mineral industrial affairs.  

It is important to note though that Lars de Geer express environmental concerns: 

We do not even want to allow prospecting in national parks, nature reserves and in some other fell 
areas.114 

He goes on to say that an untouched environment in certain areas, the reindeer herding and 
tourism must be highly prioritized. At first this seems surprising, considering the overall 
direction of the dominant discourse he appears to adhere to, but it is in fact similar to classic 
ways to conceptualize the environment within right-wing parties, commonly called the 
stewardship ideal.115 When this quote is contextualized however, it becomes quite obvious that 
this is constructed as a peripheral point of view; de Geer soon states that the main reasons for 
not changing the juridical composition of the mineral area are related to a fear of bureaucracy 
that would scare off companies.116 Nonetheless the environmental concerns shown here by de 
Geer, and in other instances by other adherents to the dominant discourse, is relevant to note 
since it is only present early on in the debate and soon fades away.  

                                                           
109 See e.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Address 115, Karin Falkmer (M); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 
1990/91:82. Address 116, Lars de Geer (FP); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92: 84. Address 40, Karin Falkmer 
(M); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92: 84. Address 60, Bengt Dalström (Nyd); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 
1992/93:96. Address 227, Christer Windén (Nyd); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:96. Address 226, Karin 
Falkmer (M); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:120. Address 136, Karin Falkmer (M).   
110 See e.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Address 48, Karin Falkmer (M); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 
1990/91:39. Address 124, Lars de Geer (FP); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Address 104, Karin Falkmer 
(M).  
111 C.f. Hay, Colin, Failure of Anglo-Liberal Capitalism. Palgrave, Basingstoke, 2013.  
112 C.f. Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 52-53.  
113 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 124, Lars de Geer (FP).  
114 Ibid.  
115 See Barry, John. Environment and social theory. 2. ed., Routledge, London, 2007, 124.  
116 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 124, Lars de Geer (FP).  
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I chose to highlight these particular addresses since they convey the fundaments of the main 
theme in the plenary debate during this period, as well as being examples of articulations that 
are significative carriers of meaning that lay the foundations for the dominant discourse during 
this period. This becomes obvious since the opposing discourses have to relate to these 
assumptions that underpin the dominant discourse in one way or another, otherwise running 
the risk of being marginalized or perhaps not being articulated at all.117 There are many other 
instances where the dominant discourse surfaces during this period, and similar sentiments to 
the ones used as examples here are expressed, marking the dominance of the limitless 
exploitation discourse.  

Despite this being the case, with a dominant discourse, the social area and setting of the plenary 
debate is by no means closed during this period. As previously mentioned the main theme 
during this period, concerning the role of the state and the relation between the state and the 
market, becomes fiercely debated. The contingency of the order of discourse and the discursive 
setting at the time is further highlighted by the fact that the dominant discourse is also 
challenged by an articulated counter discourse.  

7.1.3 The counter discourse  

I call this the discourse of alternative visions. An illuminating example of it is an address by Lars 
Norberg of the Green Party. In the initial part of his address he states that environmental issues 
can never be viewed as something separate from or secondary to other parts of politics, 
something that clearly deviates from the dominant discourse.118 In the dominant discourse, 
environmental issues are as mentioned sometimes acknowledged but not given very much 
attention. The dominant discourse is based upon a firm belief in the juridical system as a means 
of structuring policy, so as to take adequate environmental concern into account, when 
considering environmental issues at all.119 What is also clear is that environmental issues are 
almost without exception treated as secondary to other policy areas in the dominant discourse, a 
fundamental view that Norberg explicitly diverge from in his address.  

There are however more radical dividing lines between the dominant discourse and the counter 
discourse being expressed in Norberg’s address than the one just described. In direct contrast to 
the views permeating the dominant discourse, with focus on economic growth and exploitation, 
he ascertains that:  

For ages the extraction of minerals have been looked upon as a method for people to get richer. Of course 
the opposite is true: since minerals are a finite resource the country gets poorer the more one extracts.120 

He continues by saying that short sighted profits and job opportunities have been the 
determining factors, or highest rated values, in the mineral politics. When he develops this 
argument, he incorporates two other of the themes identified as central in the material. These 
are conflicts of interest and the time perspective, and also the main research questions of this 
paper, concerning the goals of the mineral politics and the framing of the question. He says that:  

In the Green Party we have another ideology. We try to judge political issues based on our four solidarity 
demands: solidarity with nature, solidarity with future generations, solidarity with other people – mainly 

                                                           
117 C.f. Foucault. Diskursens ordning: installationsföreläsning vid Collège de France den 2 december 1970, 7-12, 16, 26; 
Gyberg. Energi som kunskapsområde.  
118 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 127, Lars Norberg (MP). 
119 See e.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 125, Per-Ola Eriksson (C).  
120 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39. Address 127, Lars Norberg (MP).  
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in the developing countries and solidarity with our own people – mainly with vulnerable groups. In this 
particular case solidarity with nature and with future generations are relevant.  Mining is an activity that 

entail severe environmental damage. That is why it has to be regulated by strict environmental standards. 
That is why we demand veto towards mining firms from each of the landowners, the municipalities and 

the state. Mining companies must be scrutinized through thorough procedure in accordance with the 
natural resources law and other associated laws.121  

This is a fairly long quote, but it captures the essence of the counter discourse. This discourse 
simply does not agree upon the basic assumptions of the dominant discourse, and instead 
appear to be on full collision course with it.122 The main goal of the mineral politics here, instead 
of continued exploitation and economic growth, seems to be entirely different, as is the whole 
framing of the question, which relates to the other main research question. The political 
priorities in this counter discourse stand in stark contrast to the dominant discourse; here 
environmental values and future generations are perceived as considerably more important 
than economic growth and the other values put to the fore by the dominant discourse. It is even 
possible to understand this quote by Norberg as a total contestation of the dominant discourse 
of limitless exploitation, and a questioning of whether the framing it implies adequately can 
grasp the values at stake in the mineral politics. The counter discourse acknowledges a clear 
conflict of interest in the mineral area, set between industrial and commercial interests, and thus 
valued by the dominant discourse, and environmental and social values, concerns which 
permeate the alternative visions counter discourse. This conflict of interests is perceived as 
impossible to solve within the framework of the existing socio-political system by the counter 
discourse. As a consequence of this the framing of the entire question, i.e. what is at stake, is 
reorganized. This explains the other goals which are articulated, with focus on resource 
management and conservation instead of exploitation and growth. This is further illustrated by 
the idea of granting veto power against the mineral industry for several other, less financially 
powerful actors.  

All of this also connects to the of the time perspective. In this instance, and constantly 
throughout the material during this period when the counter discourse of alternative visions 
appear, the time perspective consists of a certain view on temporality that questions the 
extractionist ideal advocated  by the dominant discourse. This is based on the view that future 
generations cannot be denied rights granted to the people who are alive today, and in the 
alternative visions discourse such rights focus on the right to live in a less environmentally 
damaged world.123 This particular approach to the overarching time perspective theme also 
incorporates the need for long-term natural resource management. As is highlighted by the 
above quote from Norberg, this long-term thinking is stressed as immensely important and is 
presented as something that greatly overshadows the political goals of the dominant discourse. 
What is fascinating about the time perspective, which is also the reason for incorporating it as a 
core theme, is how many different shapes it takes depending on who uses it. When Falkmer, for 
example, talked about the role of the state, i.e. creating favorable conditions for the mining 
industry, she also used the time perspective to support this view. She stated that mining is a 
long-term activity, which in turn requires the state to spell out clear long-term rules that favor 

                                                           
121 Ibid.  
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the industry.124 In this instance the time perspective is used in an entirely different manner, by a 
discourse that stands in direct opposition to the alternative visions discourse.  

After his reasoning related to the time perspective, Norberg finishes his argumentation by taking 
on a form of ecological pragmatism, stating that it is impossible for society to change direction 
entirely but that it is crucial to start thinking along different lines. This is the only way to show 
deference to the environment and future generations, according to Norberg.125 This ecological 
pragmatism is however not very common in the counter discourse. It is more commonplace to 
emphasize the need for large-scale societal change and more radical or utopian visions within 
the counter discourse, hence the name “alternative visions”. What is also noticeable about this 
counter discourse is that it seems relatively strong and weak at the same time. An example of 
this is that in the first debate on mineral law, only one of the eight participating MPs decides to 
respond at all when the counter discourse appears. When this MP, Rolf L Nilson of the Left Party, 
responds to the counter discourse his tone is rather demeaning and he states that there are no 
contradictions between exploitation and environmental concerns.126 His short address 
dedicated to responding to Norberg as he expressed the counter discourse is clearly permeated 
by the basic assumptions of the dominant discourse.  

It seems relevant to speak about competing discourses here for several reasons, some of which 
were mentioned in the theory chapter. In this specific case though, I would argue that there is a 
strong counter discourse since fundamental views such as the ones detailed above, which 
constitute and underpin the arguments in the debate, seem so far apart and incompatible that it 
almost appear relevant to distinguish between different languages.127 Dryzek puts it nicely when 
he states that since discourses constitute different systems of meaning, i.e. different ways of 
making sense of the world, actors adhering to a certain discourse might find it extremely difficult 
to comprehend the ways in which another discourse describes the world. He goes on to say 
however that complete discontinuity across discourses does not occur often, but this 
interchange can just as mentioned prove to be extremely difficult depending on the content and 
relative compatibility of the discourses.128 Communication across competing discourses is 
almost forced to occur, considering the nature of the plenary debate, but the extent of that 
interchange is likely to vary over time and also concerning the degree of difficulty of 
communication, as Dryzek suggests.  

Having this line of reasoning offered by Dryzek in mind, the lack of response to the counter 
discourse by the actors adhering to other discourses at this time could be explained by departing 
so far from the main assumption of the dominant discourse that this communicative exchange is 
hampered to the extent that it almost becomes a matter of speaking different languages. This is 
also reminiscent of Foucault’s discourse theory, and the close connection he identified between 
language and power. Specifically it reminds of what he called exclusion mechanisms, i.e. certain 
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discursive power mechanisms that obstructs other discourses and asserts the authority of the 
dominant discourse.129  

7.1.4 The ideological debate on the role of the state  

Returning to the plenary debate in general, the sharp critique aimed toward the direction of the 
mineral politics and thus the dominant discourse during the early 1990s is accompanied by 
another critique, one that however appear less radical in relation to the dominant discourse. 
This critique concerns the role of the state and the relation between the state and the market. In 
the first plenary debate, it is Rolf L Nilson of the Left Party who articulates this critique. The 
essence of this critique is that the proposed new mineral law grants the state far too little 
influence, and that this must be changed before it becomes law.130 The state should be given 
juridical primacy over private land owners and have greater control over natural resources on 
its territory, and half of the profits that a mine generates should be accrued to the state 
according to Nilson, a system that had been used since the mining law of 1938.131 This 
argumentation is essentially in line with how the Swedish mineral politics had been configured 
for a very long time.  The argument in this instance is based upon the firm belief that natural 
resources are a common property, shared by the citizens of the particular state where these 
resources are located. The argument for increasing state influence is thus constructed in relation 
to a version of the rights to resources theme; in this discourse, which I call state-led mining, the 
state is seen as the prime institution for handling common pool resources such as minerals.132  

It is obvious that the critique offered by Nilson contrasts to some of the assumptions and 
arguments put forth by actors adhering to the dominant discourse. What is interesting though is 
that they seem to depart from the same ground when it comes to the framing of the question, the 
goals of the politics, and general assumptions and fundamental views. This makes it relevant to 
view the dominant discourse of limitless exploitation as a nodal discourse during this period, 
and that this discourse of state-led mining is a sub-discourse that cluster around it.133 In that 
case the order of discourse during this particular period would be composed of one dominant 
discourse, limitless exploitation, one sub-discourse that is partly polemic on one level but shares 
the main assumptions of the dominant discourse, state-led mining, and one counter discourse 
that appear strong and weak at the same time, the discourse of alternative visions.  

Another aspect that is relevant to note is that already at this early stage of the analysis, a 
tendency toward a framing of the question that will become very dominant further ahead can 
already be sighted. This is a form of ecological modernization, articulated by Social Democratic 
MP Mats Lindberg. He express the classic notion of win-win situations that are characteristic for 
ecological modernization.134 The relevance of noting this is that the tendency toward ecological 
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modernization becomes extremely strong later in the material, but it surfaces here even though 
it does not have a tight grip of the plenary debate during this period. This is the tendency that 
was mentioned earlier when discussing the People’s party’s de Geer and his environmental 
concerns, i.e. the tendency of abandoning the environmental stewardship concerns for a firm 
belief in balance between different interests, something that is epitomized by ecological 
modernization.  

The ideological debate on the role of the state, and the antagonism between the discourse of 
limitless exploitation and the sub-discourse of state-led mining, take center stage during the 
entire period of 1990-1998. The same arguments that are outlined above, permeating the 
limitless exploitation discourse, emerges time and again throughout the period, whilst the 
opposite arguments of the state-led mining discourse are also continually expressed. For 
example, Falkmer of the Moderate party continually articulates standpoints similar to the core of 
the limitless exploitation discourse. These include the goal of the politics, focusing on increased 
exploitation, increased size of mining operations, and increased amount of investments from 
foreign and Swedish actors.135 The only way to achieve this, according to Falkmer, is by 
retrenching the role of the state in the mining sector drastically.136 The strong emphasis on 
exploitation as being in everyone’s interest is also ever present.137 Similar arguments are 
articulated by other MPs as well.138  

When the discourse of state-led mining appears there is a real antagonism between these two 
discourses, but they are both expressed from a similar fundament. The general assumptions, or 
the storyline,139 of both discourses is characterized by an emphasis on inexhaustible mineral 
extraction, economic growth and progress.140 The main difference is that within the state-led 
mining discourse this is believed to be best achieved carried out in a state-run approach. One of 
the most prominent arguments expressed by MPs adhering to this discourse is based on what 
can be called “the state’s unique character”. The essential idea of this concept is that the state is 
an institution that adheres to several logics, in contrast to private actors adhering to the logic of 
the market only, i.e. the state has many different built-in tasks.141 This, as argued by for example 
Bengt Hurtig of the Left party, includes a long-term gaze which is absent in the private sector, 
and the fact that the state is required to have a genuine care for regional political issues which 
the mineral politics are often referred to as being part of.142  
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This antagonism, however, does not appear as irreconcilable as the one between the dominant 
discourse of limitless exploitation and the counter discourse of alternative visions. The 
alternative visions discourse constantly surfaces in the plenary debate, albeit rarely being 
replied to by the other MPs, always expressed by members of the Green party. Similar core 
arguments and basic assumptions as already detailed continue to permeate the alternative 
visions discourse, for example concerning the fact that other goals than economic growth and 
creating new jobs are rendered more important, such as long-term natural resource 
management and conservation.143 To use Dryzek’s words, this is a radical discourse that seeks to 
redefine the chessboard.144 This becomes evident in an address from 1991, just before the 
general election that same year, by Norberg of the Green party. He refers to economic growth in 
itself being the root cause of not only the main problems of the mineral politics, but of the 
conundrum the world face regarding environmental and resource use issues.145 The views 
expressed on mineral extraction as something that makes humanity poorer, in energy terms as 
well as when considering environmental consequences, echo the ideas of Georgescu-Roegen and 
contemporary human ecology.146  

The theme of natural resource rights surface in connection to this argument as well, when 
Norberg states that landowners as well as other stakeholders should be allowed veto against 
mining interests. Here it becomes clear that the basis of the alternative visions discourse 
institute a view on the rights to natural resources and territory that differ from the dominant 
discourse of limitless exploitation, a view that is closely connected to the political goals that 
appear in the alternative visions discourse regarding reduced resource and energy consumption 
and long-term management of natural resources.147 Adherents to this discourse also relate to the 
theme of the role of the state, but it seems less ideologically charged than in the antagonism 
between the discourses of limitless exploitation and state-led mining. Here it is constructed as a 
means of large-scale political change and as an idea of the state as caretaker when scaling down 
the mineral industry.148 This reminds of some of the central arguments in the state-led mining 
discourse, concerning “the state’s unique character”, however expressed as less of an ideological 
matter and less as a core argument when compared to the state-led mining discourse. The time 
perspective also resurface in the counter discourse of alternative visions, when Norberg uses a 
geological time perspective to support his arguments. He states that:  
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We must remember that several hundred years is a very short period of time from the horizon of 
mankind.149 

This is constructed as a way to differently conceptualize the entire framing of the mineral 
politics; whether existing mineral resources will last for a hundred years or more is not 
important, since a hundred years or more is a very short period of time from this geological time 
perspective. This view on the time perspective can be effectively contrasted with the dominant 
one within the limitless exploitation discourse, where mining industry is called a long-term 
activity that require favorable conditions and stable rules.150  

Another distinctive feature of the abyss separating the dominant discourse of limitless 
exploitation and the counter discourse of alternative visions is epitomized in an exchange 
between the Green party’s Norberg and Lindberg of the Social democrats. Lindberg states that a 
central goal for business policy (which the mineral politics are framed as being part of in this 
instance) is “development” in general and development of the mining sector.151 Norberg replies 
that:  

Mats Lindberg said that we had an undesirable situation during the years of right-wing government. In so 
doing he implied that no rapid exploitation of minerals was occurring at the time. Consuming finite 

resources as fast as possible represent good development for Mats Lindberg. As for me, who want long-
term goals and who wants to take future generations into account /…/ Then it is not certain that quick 

resource consumption is good development.152  

In this exchange, Norberg challenges the faith in progress and “development” which resource 
extraction in this instance stands for, something that embody classic enlightenment ideals and 
make up the coherent storyline of both the limitless exploitation discourse and the sub-
discourse of state-led mining.  

During the years after the shift to a right-wing government of 1991, led by the Moderate party, 
significant changes in the newly implemented mineral law debated earlier are instigated, with a 
focus on deregulating the mining industry in a similar manner to other public sectors that were 
deregulated during the 1990s. This is clearly in line with the limitless exploitation discourse 
detailed above, which is mainly articulated by MPs of the right-leaning parties. As one might 
expect this ignited an intensified debate centered on the role of the state. The same arguments as 
outlined above continually reappear, both from actors adhering to the limitless exploitation 
discourse and the state-led mining discourse, from the first plenary debate until the end of this 
period.  

The first debates after the change in government has occurred, MPs of the Social Democrats and 
the Left party paint a picture of the proposed deregulation of the mineral sector as a national 
catastrophe. The arguments used to support this are the ones permeating the state-led mining 
discourse, with different framings of the question as business policy as well as regional policy 
and “the unique character of the state” as well as the time perspective connected to this as 
prominent features.153 These arguments encounter similar counter arguments as earlier by 
                                                           
149 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Address 113, Lars Norberg (MP).  
150 See e.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:120. Address 136, Karin Falkmer (M).  
151 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Address 114, Mats Linderg (S).  
152 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Address 121, Lars Norberg (MP).  
153 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Address 38, Mats Lindberg (S); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. 
Address 39, John Andersson (V); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Address 47, John Andersson (V); 
Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Address 49, Bruno Poromaa (S); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. 
Address 59, Bengt-Ola Ryttar (S); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:96. Address 223, Mats Lindberg (S); 



  

27 
 

actors adhering to the limitless exploitation discourse, including that the role of the state should 
be limited to creating favorable conditions for firms as it is the best way to achieve economic 
growth, an increasingly powerfully articulated belief in the market as superior to the state and 
the general goal of attracting foreign investment in mining.154 

In other words it is quite clear that the ideological debate on the role of the state and the relation 
between the state and the market is established as a focal point and remain so for the rest of this 
period. There are however a number of factors that are important to attend to before moving on 
toward the next chapter. Firstly it is remarkable that from the year 1994 until the end of this 
period in 1997 there appear to have been no debates on mineral politics in general. During these 
years there are only briefer allusions to the mineral politics under other headings, for example 
debates focused on employment policy,155 business policy,156 and during an interpellation 
debate.157  

7.1.5 End of the first period: convergence, the right to natural resources and the 
increasingly fading but diligent counter discourse 

Something that also seems quite remarkable during this period is the transformation of the 
Social Democratic party. Recall the debate taking place shortly after the right-wing government 
had taken office, where the Social Democrats were very critical of the proposed legal changes 
and deregulation of the mining sector.158 This critique and the standpoint from which it is based, 
the state-led mining discourse, appears to lose its institutional rootedness within the Social 
Democrats over the course of this period. In several instances Social Democratic MPs instead 
show signs of a convergence with their earlier antagonists in the Moderate party, thus 
abandoning the core question of the role of the state, as well as moving gradually towards the 
previously mentioned ecological modernization.159 Although it needs to be said that the Social 
Democrats appear less than unified when it comes to this. For example, in one instance a Social 
Democratic MP states that the logic of the market is thoroughly insufficient when it comes to 
mineral politics and needs to be balanced by a strong state and strong regulations.160 It seems as 
though the more market-oriented view expressed above takes the stronger hold of the Social 
Democratic party however, something that is reflected in the debate as well as by the fact that 
they did not make any significant changes to the mineral juridical composition after they won 
the election in 1994.  

Another aspect that needs mentioning is the fact that the theme of rights to natural resources 
begin to surface more frequently during the final debates dedicated to mineral politics during 
this period, between the years 1993-1998. This theme is pondered upon by two of the 
discourses that are prominent during this period, but naturally in different ways. Within the 
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framework of the limitless exploitation discourse, the rights to natural resources are construed 
as something which is earned by an economic commitment, i.e. mining operations.161 According 
to this argument a state or any other actor has no “natural” right to natural resources within its 
territory, and neither should a state have that right since actors from the private sector are more 
capable of handling minerals.162 The variant of the rights to natural resources theme as it 
appears within the state-led mining discourse takes the opposite position as its starting point, 
claiming that the state do and should have a right to natural resources within its own 
territory.163  

Lastly it should be noted that the counter discourse of alternative visions is not as frequently 
expressed as earlier, but it surfaces from time to time and seems very diligent and firmly 
anchored in the Green party and the plenary debate, refusing to be marginalized.164  

7.1.6 Discussion 

The order of discourse during this period consists of three discourses, where the discourse of 
limitless exploitation is dominant and acts as a nodal discourse that the state-led mining 
discourse is attached to. These are the strongest discourses, but the counter discourse of 
alternative visions remain diligent and a constant challenger throughout the period. Its core 
characteristic is that it offers glimpses of another social order, as it rejects the possibility to solve 
the inherent problems of contemporary mineral politics in the current political economic 
configuration. The sub-discourse of state-led mining challenges the dominant discourse of 
limitless exploitation on some topics, but the core assumptions of the two discourses are 
remarkably similar. This is why I think it is justified to talk about the limitless exploitation 
discourse as a nodal discourse. The counter discourse of alternative visions is firmly rooted in 
the plenary debate and constantly articulated by the Green party during this period, even though 
it appears to gradually fade away. When it surfaces it is with the same intensity and radical 
outlook as when it first appeared.  

I believe that all of this, taken together, is an indication of the discursive setup of this period. It 
seems quite contingent. This statement seems even more plausible when also considering the 
several themes that are touched upon but not delved into. The social setting of the plenary 
debate seems open and flexible when considering the nature of the debate, with its focus on 
large-scale ideological issues and its overall meta-level societal perspective. The dominant 
framing of the question is nonetheless as an issue of business and commerce policy, and a view 
of nature as nothing other than an inexhaustible source of raw materials are shared by all actors 
except for members of the Green party where the alternative visions discourse is institutionally 
rooted. The fact that it is even possible within the plenary debate to challenge the assertions 
permeating the nodal discourse of limitless exploitation does however provide insight into the 
order of discourse, and grants some credibility to the assessment above. The possibility to 
articulate these statements that depart from the dominant discourses does not tell the whole 
story however. As was noted in the analysis, the MPs articulating the alternative visions 
discourse are rarely responded to at all by the other MPs, and when this occurs it is with a 
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demeaning tone. This indicates that exclusion mechanisms are at work, as previously mentioned, 
i.e. by marginalizing the divergent discursive articulations.165  

Also crucial to note is how the many different central themes identified in the debate connects to 
one another in a variety of ways, and how they glide in and out of each other making it difficult 
to separate them. It is also crucial to note how they are granted different meaning within the 
frameworks of the three different discourses. One prominent example is the time perspective, 
which is given different meaning within all of the discourses. For example within the state-led 
mining discourse the time perspective is connected to the role of the state; “the state’s unique 
character” is a guarantee for the long-term dedication and stability that all of the three 
discourses agree upon is a fundamental feature of the mineral politics. In the counter discourse 
of alternative visions, the time perspective is used differently. An example that was touched 
upon in this chapter was the commitment to future generations, and the idea that the people 
living now should not be granted higher priority or rights to natural resources at the expense of 
future generations.  
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7.2 1998-2006: Prioritizational conundrum  

7.2.1 Introduction 

This was a period of some activity in the Swedish mineral politics. The changed regulations, 
concerning foreign companies and their rights to acquire land for mineral exploitation, started 
to have an impact.166 This was mainly manifested in large areas of land being claimed by foreign 
companies for mineral prospection and exploitation, all over the country.167 The effect of this 
appropriation of land was an agitated public debate and the emergence of a public discontent 
with the mineral law in general, and with its perceived lack of deference towards private 
landowners in particular.168 The political reaction to this public dissatisfaction was to appoint a 
commission, which led to the publishing of a Government Official Report.169 This culminated in 
several amendments to the mineral law in the mid-2000s. The most notable amendment 
concerned the increase of the mineral fee to thenceforth include 0, 15 % of the extracted 
minerals’ value afforded to the landowners.170  

The first plenary debate from this period marks a partial return to some of the core themes of 
the previous period. The debate is specifically dedicated to a text from the Committee on 
Industry and Trade that concerns changes in the mineral law.171 This, however, does not tell the 
whole story as this debate also marks the entrance of new themes and discourses that are to 
become prominent during this period.  

Most of the debates during this period circle around the proposed legal changes, and many 
allusions to the public debate and protest movements are made by the MPs.  

7.2.2 Familiar themes, new framings 

From the outset the debate seems familiar to the preceding period. For example the limitless 
exploitation discourse is present throughout the entire period.172 It soon becomes clear that this 
discourse has however undergone a metamorphosis over the last years of the previous period 
and the first year of this period. The sub-discourse of state-led mining has also shed its skin 
during this period. The consequence of this discursive metamorphosis is, naturally, that the 
debate on the role of the state that was the focal point of the previous period drops slightly into 
the background. There are still attempts to bring this aspect into the debate, and as a central 
theme it is present from the first to the last debate.173 During this period however, this theme 
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does not seem as important as previously. It is certainly not debated with the same intensity, 
and neither is it the focal point of this period.  

The discourse of alternative visions is still present during this period as well, especially in the 
first debates.174 Once again a massive critique against current mineral law and thus the mineral 
politics are delivered from MPs of the Green party, and there are recurrent clashes between the 
dominant discourse of limitless exploitation and the alternative visions discourse.175 From the 
horizon of the alternative visions discourse criticism of the entire configuration of the mineral 
politics at the time, and the fact that exploitation is valued higher than environmental values and 
sustainable development, is delivered several times throughout this period.176 The 
thermodynamics-inspired argument on economic growth as the main problem, accounted for in 
the previous chapter, is also present.177 A significant difference compared to the previous period 
regarding the alternative visions discourse though, is that it undergoes some changes during this 
period and is articulated less frequently and with less ferocity. For example, during one of the 
last debates of this period only once is the alternative visions discourse articulated.178 I believe 
this to be a consequence of the discursive battle during this period, and the fact that the limitless 
exploitation discourse’s position as the dominant discourse becomes thoroughly reinforced.  

Apart from the themes which are now familiar, the framing of the mineral politics as a question 
of regional politics frequently appears throughout this temporal period.179 The idea of the 
mining industry as a “savior” of the Swedish countryside is common when this framing appear, 
i.e. as the only plausible way to create jobs in rural areas and to create incentives for people to 
not follow the urbanization trend and instead stay in the countryside. Also interesting is an angle 
on the limitless exploitation discourse brought up by for example Torsten Gavelin of the People’s 
party, where he talks about the need for stable mineral laws that grant Sweden as a nation 
competitiveness in: 

/…/ the race for the international prospecting capital.180  

This resembles an idea commonly referred to in international political economy (IPE) as 
“competition states”.181 This line of reasoning is certainly compatible with the dominant 
discourse of limitless exploitation, and it is likely that this is a way for the discourse to 
encapsulate the contemporary economic globalization processes.182  

Another theme that seems less prominent during this period, even though it is still a feature of 
the debate, is the time perspective. This is the only period where this theme seem less important 
in the plenary debate. When it appears, it is used in ways resembling those that were established 
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in the previous chapter of the analysis, e.g. the rights of future generations, 183 and several 
aspects of the mining industry as a long-term business.184  

7.2.3 Property rights and conflict of interests as a focal point  

What is striking when analyzing the first plenary debate however is the entrance of a theme 
which becomes the focal point of the plenary debate during this period, the one of property 
rights. This is a theme that is also closely connected to that of conflict of interests and the 
weighing of interests intrinsic to the mineral politics. The conflict of interests theme presents 
itself almost immediately in the first debate of this period, and suddenly the mineral politics 
appear fraught with severe conflicts of interest that are depicted as intractable. This holds 
especially true within the alternative visions discourse,185 where mainly three central conflicts 
of interest are presented. The first concerns different national interests, which the mining 
industry count as. Goës of the Green Party however seems to imply that other national interests 
cannot be swept aside as easily as has been the case, and that other national interests perhaps 
should be granted higher priority in relation to the mining industry.186 The precautionary 
principle is mentioned, and it is explicitly stated that environmental requirements must be 
higher.187 The second one is presented as a conflict of interests between private landowners, as 
well as people in local communities within the mining operations’ vicinity, and the mining 
industry’s exploitation interests. From the framework of the alternative visions discourse, there 
is also a critique levelled at the mineral law based on the fact that it grants the mining industry 
juridical supremacy over landowners. More radically, perhaps, the mineral law is also criticized 
for being a technocratic construct that is difficult for laypeople to grasp.188 Thus there is an 
element of criticism against the configuration of society, and glimpses of a vision for another 
order that cannot be traced in any of the other discourses during this period.  

This leads to the third view on the conflict of interests theme from the horizon of the alternative 
visions discourse. This conflict of interests question is presented as essentially a questioning of 
modernity itself, and the notion that it is possible to weigh different interests against each other 
in a straightforward manner, which is in essence what the contemporary mineral politics hinges 
on.189 Goës say that: 

The problem is how one should weigh ecological sensitivity against the extraction of minerals.190  

This line of reasoning appear a couple of times throughout this period.191 It is entirely in line 
with the counter discourse’s general outlook, as it questions the entire fundaments upon which 
the dominant discourse of limitless exploitation and consequently the mineral politics are based. 
It questions whether the current societal configuration is capable of handling these conflicts of 
interest, and seems to imply that large-scale political and societal change is necessary.  
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This notion of several conflicts of interest that are depicted as very difficult, or even impossible 
to solve, can be contrasted with a strong belief in experts and legislation which appears as a 
counter argument.192 I believe it to be relevant once again to refer to a sub-discourse to the 
dominant discourse of limitless exploitation, one that I call ecologically modernized exploitation. 
The limitless exploitation discourse seems to retain its position as a nodal discourse since the 
debate during this period is still conducted from within a similar framework as earlier, with the 
only exception of the counter discourse of alternative visions. The arguments have however 
undergone a slight metamorphosis, which is why I think it is relevant to talk about new sub-
discourses. It is a matter of difference of degree rather than an entirely new discursive framing. 
The essence of the ecologically modernized exploitation sub-discourse is that it does not 
acknowledge the difficulty in weighing different interests, which seems inherent to the mineral 
politics, and the goals of the politics appear to be exactly the same as within the limitless 
exploitation discourse. The main difference is that, rhetorically, environmental issues, property 
rights etc. are considered to a different extent than during the previous period. This sub-
discourse is marked by a firm belief in the capacity of the legislative system and current 
legislation to easily solve the conflicts of interest, and it is commonplace to describe the difficulty 
of weighing different interests described by the other discourses as greatly exaggerated.193 In 
the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse, it seems very unproblematic to solve the 
conflicts of interest with minor legislative tweaks, and there is also a firm belief in dialogue and 
consensus between the conflicting parts.194 This discourse becomes gradually more rooted in 
the plenary debate during this period. In the beginning it is mostly Social Democrats who seem 
to adhere to it, but by the end of this period it has become immensely strong. The reason for 
calling the discourse ecologically modernized exploitation is this firm belief in the possibility of 
solving difficult issues within the framework of the current political economic system, and by 
doing so opening up new possibilities that create win-win situations.195  

Throughout this period though, there are several clashes between the ecologically modernized 
exploitation sub-discourse and the counter discourse of alternative visions. One recurrent clash 
stems from the two discourse’s different way of incorporating the conflict of interests theme into 
their frameworks. For example, Eva Goës of the Green Party engage in an argument with Laila 
Bäck of the Social Democrats during the first plenary debate of this period. In this exchange it 
becomes obvious that they adhere to different discourses. Goës regularly make the argument 
that permeates the alternative visions discourse, i.e. that it is difficult to even weigh interests in 
the manner that the mineral politics in its current configuration require and constantly state that 
other national interests should be considered more important than the commercial interest of 
mining.196 Bäck’s counter argument rely on the strong belief in the legislative system and the 
opportunity for win-win situations that characterize the ecologically modernized exploitation 
discourse.197 This exchange is signifying for the clashes between these discourses.198  
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There is however another way to conceptualize the conflict of interests between private 
property rights and the exploitation interest. This is summed up by Anders G Högmark of the 
Moderate party:  

These are two very delicate interests that stand in opposition to one another [the prospecting interest and 
the private landowners’ proprietary interest]/…/ We are, however, open to the fact that there is a 

constant need to investigate whether these sometimes conflicting interests should be rebalanced and 
where the fulcrum shall be set.199  

Here it is obvious that the interest of prospection and exploitation, and the interest of private 
property rights, and the weighing of them against each other represent a real conundrum for the 
Moderate party. What is important to note though is that there is already a notion that will 
become an absolute key, or a nodal point within the discursive field; the notion of balance 
between interests. The establishment of this notion, however, does not happen instantly, and 
there are clear signs of clashes between adherents to the ecologically modernized exploitation 
discourse and the MPs who value private property rights just as high as, or even higher than, 
exploitation and economic growth. Because of this, I think it is relevant to refer to a short-lived 
sub-discourse to the nodal discourse of limitless exploitation here as well. I have chosen to call 
this discourse proprietary prioritization, as it only truly departs from the limitless exploitation 
discourse when it comes to private property rights. I believe it to be relevant to talk about a 
discourse in its own right nonetheless, albeit a sub-discourse, as the clashes between discourses 
during this period and the basic assumptions of the proprietary prioritization discourse seems 
to put the entire debate and the limitless exploitation discourse in a state of flux. Even though it 
is only for a limited period of time, the relevance of this occurrence should not be 
underestimated. Quite the opposite; the dominant discourse’s ability to manage this apparent 
and extremely difficult conundrum shows how dominant it really is.  

There are numerous clashes between the discourses of proprietary prioritization and 
ecologically modernized exploitation present throughout this period, as well as clashes between 
the proprietary prioritization discourse and the counter discourse of alternative visions. One 
prominent clash between the proprietary prioritization discourse and the discourse of 
alternative visions is an exchange between Anders G Högmark of the Moderate party and Eva 
Goës of the Green party. Goës question Högmark’s and the Moderate party’s intentions, claiming 
that the Moderates in particular should be more interested in defending private property rights 
from exploitation interests than they appear to be.200 It is obvious that this is a difficult nut to 
crack for the libertarian-leaning Moderate party as the interest of exploitation (and essentially 
economic growth and capital accumulation) and the interest of private property rights are two 
libertarian core values that seem to stand in direct opposition here. Högmark, however, states 
that both interests are of equal legitimacy and that they possibly need to be rebalanced. This 
notion of balance is, as mentioned, immensely important. It is clear however that Högmark is 
much pressured during this exchange, and he struggles when asserting that the Moderate party 
(as is the case with the other right-leaning parties during this period) believe both of these 
interests to be just as legitimate and important, as they appear difficult to align.  

There are recurrent clashes between the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse, as well 
as the discourse of state-run ecomodernism detailed below, and the proprietary prioritization 
discourse as well throughout this period. This only seems logical, as adherents to the proprietary 
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prioritization discourse appear to be caught in between two core values that might be 
impossible to unite in this context, therefore becoming ambivalent. This occurs whilst adherents 
to the two sub-discourses resembling ecological modernization does not have this problem at 
all, as they neither see the conflict of interests between property rights and the prospecting 
interest as very significant nor difficult to solve at all.201 The state-led mining discourse has 
morphed into a discourse of state-run ecomodernism. The main difference is that since the 
concept of ecological modernization gradually comes to encompass the entire debate during this 
period, the antagonistic and ideologically accentuated element of the state-led mining discourse 
dissolves. When the theme of the role of the state appears in the plenary debate during this 
period, it is almost exclusively MPs of the Left party who bring it up, and the antagonistic 
element of the state-led mining discourse has been replaced with the win-win concept that is 
characteristic of ecological modernization.202  

There is a clear difference between adherents to the ecologically modernized exploitation 
discourse and the state-run ecomodernism discourse as well, even though they share the belief 
in win-win situations and a toning down of the conflicts of interest. Whilst adherents to the 
ecologically modernized exploitation discourse firmly believe in balance between interests, 
adherents to the state-run ecomodernism discourse does not value private property rights as 
highly. This is based on a certain view on the rights to natural resources theme within this 
discourse, where natural resources are perceived as belonging to “the people” and the state as 
the only institution that has the ability to make sure that the profit created by exploiting natural 
resources is allocated to the people. The characteristic ecomodernist faith in science and 
technology is coupled with a firm belief in the state as an institution fully capable of solving the 
difficulties facing the mineral politics within the state-run ecomodernism discourse.203 Also 
notable is that since the theme of the role of the state is rarely touched upon during this period, 
this discourse is not very prominent.  

7.2.4 The dominant discourse’s unification and strengthening 

Despite these constant clashes between the discourses, by the start of the next analyzed period 
these conflicts have largely vanished. How is this possible, considering the severe 
disagreements?  

I believe there are several explanations for this, but there is one concept I have already 
mentioned that I think is absolutely crucial for explaining this dissolving. That is the concept of 
balance, and more specifically the idea that it is possible to find a perfect balance between the 
opposing interests discussed throughout this period. This idea is also the main reason for 
arguing that the sub-discourses that appear during this period are in fact sub-discourses. The 
idea of a possibility to find a perfect point of balance between these seemingly incompatible 
interests is what unites the sub-discourses clustering around the nodal discourse of limitless 
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exploitation. This is also the main dividing line between the sub-discourses and the alternative 
visions discourse. Within the alternative visions discourse the possibility to even weigh interests 
in an objective and straightforward manner is questioned altogether.204 It seems as though this 
notion of a perfect balance, which is very much in line with the ecological modernization 
tendencies that grow strong during this period, unites the sub-discourses to the extent that by 
the end of this period the proprietary prioritization discourse has dissolved. When the theme of 
property rights emerge later on in the material it is not discussed with the same intensity and 
sense of severity as during this period. When property rights are discussed later on, it is 
invariably from within the framework of the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse, 
where an extremely strong belief in the legislative system and the possibility of complete 
balance between the opposing interests are prevalent.  

It is possible to see this convergence between the sub-discourses of ecologically modernized 
exploitation and proprietary prioritization at the end of this period. In the last plenary debate 
from this period, a debate about the proposed changes in the mineral law to benefit private 
landowners, there is an exchange between Lennart Gustavsson of the Left party and Gunnar 
Nordmark of the People’s party that is emblematic for this. Gustavsson, who adheres to the 
state-run ecomodernism sub-discourse, tries to corner Nordmark, belonging to the proprietary 
prioritization discourse. When replying, Nordmark uses the word “balance” several times in a 
very short amount of words.205 The essence of Nordmark’s argument is quite clear: yes, property 
rights are very important, but it is not at all difficult to find a balance between the interest of 
prospection and the interest of private landowners.  

I believe this to be an indication of just how strong the nodal discourse of limitless exploitation 
is. The balance metaphor grows into a key concept, or a nodal point, that unites the sub-
discourses regardless of their earlier disagreements. This idea of the possibility of finding a 
perfect balance between conflicting interests thus manage to avert what looked like a discursive 
battle which could very well have set the entire discursive field in a state of flux and uncertainty 
for a longer term. Needless to say, this idea of balance suits the discourses that are heavily 
influenced by ecological modernization like a glove. After this period, the nodal discourse of 
limitless exploitation and the ecologically modernized exploitation sub-discourse becomes 
extremely dominant.   

Another prominent sign of just how dominant these discourses are, is the fact that during this 
period a very significant convergence in some aspects between the Social Democrats and the 
Moderate party can be registered. The essence of this can be observed when analyzing an 
address by Berit Högman of the Social Democratic party.206 She articulates the baselines of the 
limitless exploitation discourse as being the most important parts of the mineral politics, and the 
entire address strongly reminds of the Moderate party’s Karin Falkmer during the previous 
period. Remember that during the previous period, the Social Democrats and the Moderate party 
were antagonists most of the time, and fiercely debated the role of the state from the viewpoint 
of two different discourses. I believe their convergence during this period to be another 

                                                           
204 E.g. Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1998/99:83. Address 127, Karin Svensson Smith (V); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 
1997/98:83. Address 4, Eva Goës (MP).  
205 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2004/05:87. Address 162, Gunnar Nordmark (FP); Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 
2004/05:87. Address 164, Gunnar Nordmark (FP).  
206 Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2004/05:87. Address 142, Berit Högman (S).  



  

37 
 

indication of how strong the limitless exploitation nodal discourse and the power of the 
ecomodernist balance metaphor are.  

7.2.5 Discussion 

The order of discourse during this period is made up of five discourses: the dominant nodal 
discourse of limitless exploitation and its sub-discourses of ecologically modernized 
exploitation, which appears for the first time this period, proprietary prioritization, which 
dissolves by the end of this period, and state-run ecomodernism, which is a morphed version of 
the state-led mining sub-discourse. The alternative visions counter discourse is also present. The 
dominant discourses remain dominant during the entire period, however recurrent clashes 
occur between almost all of the discourses until the end of the period, where the balance 
metaphor unites the dominant discourses and dissolves the proprietary prioritization discourse. 
It also seems as though the alternative visions discourse gradually becomes marginalized, 
especially toward the end of the period.  

The focus on conflict of interests and the, as it is portrayed, necessity of weighing the interests of 
exploitation and private ownership against each other throughout the period is principally 
interesting as it is an intriguing variant of a classic political philosophical conflict within, mainly, 
the liberal tradition. The phenomenon of pitting goals of economic growth and private property 
rights against goals of egalitarianism is, as is well known, the main reason for the division of the 
liberal ideology into neoliberalism and social liberalism.207 This has been treated extensively 
throughout the history of the discipline of political philosophy, symbolized during the 20th 
century by the debate between Robert Nozick and John Rawls.208 This conflict of interests, 
seemingly inherent in the liberal tradition, as is well known is still all but concluded. The conflict 
of interests that appear in the plenary debate on mineral politics during this period, however, is 
even more delicate and difficult, as it’s about pitting of values of economic growth and progress, 
embodied in “the prospecting interest”, against the value of private property rights. Thus it is the 
classical neoliberal, or libertarian, values that seems quite incompatible in the mineral politics 
during this period. Naturally, as appeared in the plenary protocols, this was very difficult to 
handle for the right-leaning parties.  

The most striking feature of this period however is how peculiarly similar it is to the previous 
one when considering the setting and gradual change of the debate. The theme of property 
rights immediately take center stage and becomes the focal point of the debate during this entire 
period, much like the intense debate on the role of the state during the previous period. And 
then, towards the end of this period, the theme of property rights and the intensity with which 
the debate is conducted simply fizzles out, much like the debate on the role of the state during 
the previous period. The theme of property rights do figure throughout the rest of the material 
as well, but is never again the focal point in quite the same way as here. Explanation for this can 
likely be derived from several factors.  

Firstly, some external factors are likely to have a part in explaining this. As mentioned in the 
introduction to this chapter, the changes to the mineral law introduced in the early 1990s had 
the effect of large land areas being claimed by foreign companies for prospection and potential 
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mineral extraction. This in turn led to many pockets of local resistance and an intense public 
debate, putting pressure on politicians to amend the mineral law. One also has to weigh in the 
fact that when the theme of conflict of interests between property rights and prospection is 
introduced to the plenary debate, this constitutes a conundrum for the right-leaning parties 
whose basic ideology stipulate an equal valuation of these two interests. At first, this seems quite 
impossible to achieve. Bearing these two facts in mind, and the fact that some legislative changes 
that aims to handle this conflict of interests mark the ending of this period, the setting and focal 
point of the plenary debate during this period seem comprehensible.  

Most important from the perspective of this paper though is the internally underlined 
explanation, i.e. the explanation that can be derived by only looking at the plenary debate. I 
believe that the limitless exploitation discourse’s dominant position and strengthening during 
this period is to be considered the main explanation. All of the tension that is built up around the 
theme of property rights and the theme of conflict of interests dissolves when the notion of 
balance becomes rooted in the debate, which suits the general ecological modernization framing 
of the question during this period. This even appears to dissolve the proprietary prioritization 
discourse. The crucial thing to remember here is that both of these discourses are sub-
discourses to the overarching nodal discourse of limitless exploitation, which becomes even 
more dominant by this development. This is also one of the possible explanations to the fact that 
the alternative visions discourse gradually fades away during this period. It is plausible to think 
that the whole notion of balance is a form of logical extension of one of the prominent arguments 
during the previous period and the core assumption of the limitless exploitation discourse’s 
storyline, i.e. the idea that mineral extraction is in everyone’s best interest and that everyone 
profits from it. The notion of balance coupled with the ecomodernist win-win characteristic 
becomes a key concept for the entire debate, and the main nodal point that helps the dominant 
discourse to retain and even strengthen its position. It is very interesting to note however that 
even with this notion of balance, the conflict of interests theme start to appear all the more often 
during the next period, although focused on other conflicts.  

On a higher level of abstraction, the central themes that appear throughout the 25 year-period 
stay evasive. They keep floating, being temporarily fixed and given different meanings within the 
different discourses. The framing of the question during this period however is still mainly 
portrayed as a question of business policy, but also to a further extent as a question of regional 
politics. Recall the notion of the mining industry as a “savior for the countryside” detailed in the 
beginning of this chapter; this framing becomes gradually more common during this period.  The 
goals of the politics during this period also appear to be focused on exploitation and job creation, 
even though it gets a new coat in the form of ecological modernization.  

The point I want to stress most before moving on to the next chapter, however, is one I believe 
to be vital if one is to understand the coming period of the debate. When the debate becomes 
encased within this ecomodernist frame, the previously observed focus on ideology, norms and 
large-scale societal questions is largely abandoned for a focus on questions of a technical 
character. An address by Social Democratic then-minister for industry and trade Ulrica Messing, 
during the end of this period can be used as an illuminating example. In her address, she 
expresses an almost mechanic and ecomodernist view on society: 

Sweden is Europe’s leading mining nation, just as Lennart Gustavsson described. When we observe the 
samples that Bergsstaten and our mining engineers’ take, with the Chief Mining Inspector as the leader, in 

our entire country shows [sic] the fantastic opportunities to extract more minerals. With the help of 
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modern technology we can get better at extracting these minerals and at the same time make lesser and 
lesser intrusions in the culture and the environment where these job sites are located.209   

Apart from the obvious ecological modernization expressed, when considering the framing of 
the conflict of interests theme prevalent during this period, she also seems to imply that the 
development of new technology in itself is supposed to solve all conflicts of interest inherent in 
the mineral politics. Even when these conflicts of interest include purely normative conflicts. 
This is not a shocking revelation when considering the development of environmental politics 
globally during the last 20 years or so,210 however it seems very far from the more contingent 
and ideologically underlined terms of the debate earlier. When looking at this phenomenon 
through the lens of social theory, it seems all the more logical. There are many scientists who 
have described current global economic and political processes and relations, of which the 
Swedish mineral politics are a part, as being framed as simply a matter of technical governance. 
Some even say that society as a collective have abandoned real politics for polis, i.e. purely 
technical governance, and that “the triumph of liberalism” has robbed global politics of the 
political dimension.211 I believe that the mineral politics are not exempt from this trend, and that 
this is a suitable contextualization for this tendency to frame the mineral politics as more of a 
technical question rather than a question of large-scale ideology and different visions of society.  
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7.3 2006-2012: Technological rationality  

7.3.1 Introduction 

The political context during this period is marked by stability when compared to 1990-2006. No 
major changes of the mineral politics are instigated, and the two main issues during the entire 
period appear to be what responsibility the state, LKAB and the municipalities have regarding 
the moving of the cities of Kiruna and Gällivare, and whether it should be allowed to mine for 
uranium or not in Sweden.  

There are two major political changes, not directly connected to the mineral politics, which 
might have had consequences for the plenary debate during this period nonetheless. The first is 
that in 2006 a change in government occur, where a right-leaning government coalition called 
Alliansen (English: The Alliance) takes office. This coalition consists of the Moderate party, the 
Centre party, the People’s party and the Christian Democrats, i.e. all the right-leaning parties of 
the Swedish parliamentary system.  They also win the election in 2010 and thus remain in office 
for the rest of this period. The second change that is certain to have had an impact on the 
plenary debate on mineral politics is a direct cause of this change in government. In 2009 the 
Alliansen coalition made an agreement that stipulated the directions for Swedish energy 
policy.212 This could, at least partly, explain the tendency to discuss uranium mining, as this 
agreement was perceived as opening the door for an expansion of nuclear power capacity, thus 
potentially allowing uranium mining. Nuclear power has been a political question of some 
dignity in Sweden, and is still considered controversial.213 

As for the material that constitute this period, one thing that come across as remarkable is the 
relative absence of open ended debates on mineral politics, at least when considering the sheer 
amount of material. Most of the protocols during this period, that nonetheless concerns mineral 
politics, are debates under other headings than mineral politics. Many are interpellations to a 
specific minister, commonly the minister for industry and trade and concerning the uranium 
question detailed above.214 Mineral politics are also often discussed under the headings of other 
policy areas during this period, for example rural affairs, 215 and business policy.216 

There are however debates explicitly headlined as mineral politics as well. All of these debates 
take reports from the Committee on Industry and Trade as a starting point. The first of these 
debates dedicated explicitly to mineral politics is about a text from the Committee on Industry 
and Trade.217 It consists of ten non-government bills, all focused on mineral politics. Most of 
these bills are concerned with uranium mining and nuclear power, whereas some handle 
technical juridical aspects such as regarding details on property rights in the mineral law.218 The 
second of these debates is focused on another report from the Committee on Industry and 
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Trade.219 It consists of around 20 non-government bills focused on different aspects of mineral 
politics. As with the previous report, many of them concern uranium mining and nuclear power 
policy. Others are about the financial responsibility of the different actors involved in the moving 
of the cities of Kiruna and Gällivare, while others still are about technical juridical aspects.  

There are an additional three debates explicitly headlined as debates on mineral politics.220 All 
of these are, just like the two debates detailed above, based on reports by the Committee on 
Industry and Trade. Also similarly to the reports detailed above, all three of these texts are made 
up of a number of non-government bills that mostly focus on uranium mining. What stands out 
though is that in one of these reports is a non-government bill reservation from the Green party 
that declare a need for a holistic overview of the entire juridical system, sometime in the future, 
with the aim of making Swedish mineral handling more environmentally sustainable.221  

The first plenary debate however is comprised of an interpellation to Social Democratic then-
minister for industry and trade Ulrica Messing, regarding uranium mining in Sweden.222  

7.3.2 The dominance of limitless exploitation: uranium mining, convergence and 
unproblematic trade-offs between interests  

The first debate of this period is symbolic of the relative lack of antagonism and intensity that to 
some extent characterize this period. There is, of course, a certain antagonism, otherwise there 
would be no debate. The difference is that the large-scale societal perspective, and the sense of 
urgency and intensity that was present 1990-2006 seem to have disappeared. During this period 
it is replaced by a language that imply that the issues debated and values at stake are not as high 
and significant as earlier. There is a clear technocratic tendency in the language of many of the 
MPs in the debate, and the firm belief in the legislative system and the belief in balance between 
interests achieved by the juridical system is shared by most of the MPs. The debate circles 
around the values that underpin the discourse of limitless exploitation, such as economic 
growth, the need for consensus, exploitation, progress and “development” etc. There is a clear 
line from the framing of the question as purely a technical matter, detailed in the end of the 
previous chapter, and this dominance of the limitless exploitation discourse and its sub-
discourses.  

A clear sign of this convergence is that then-minister for industry and trade Ulrica Messing, a 
Social Democrat, and MP for the Moderate party Per Bill, argue in an extremely similar way and 
appear to share a basic perspective on the goals of the politics and overall conceptualization of 
the mineral political area.223 This is a clear indication that they adhere to the same discourse.224 
Sven Gunnar Persson of the Christian Democrats, a politician mainly based in an area where an 
ongoing local conflict between a mining company and a municipality and its citizens is raging, 
participates in this particular plenary debate as well. He paints a picture of the large, global 
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mining company versus the small, helpless local municipality that he represents. He also express 
a concern for the local environment.225 To this, Messing answer: 

When it comes to the conflicts that Sven Gunnar Persson describes /…/ I would like to say that it is of 
course an important balance to respect both the possibilities to extract minerals /…/ and to do it in a 

manner that intrudes as little as possible on the environment, cultural values and private landowners’ 
property. That is why the measures and the legislation surrounding the mining- and mineral branch, not 

only the mineral law and not only the nuclear technical law but also the environmental code, are 
incredibly tough. I would like to point out that the balance is important /…/.226 

This captures the essence of the ecologically modernized exploitation sub-discourse that is 
extremely dominant during the entire period; an adamant belief in the juridical system and the 
possibility to trade off interests in a straightforward and unproblematic manner. Per Bill of the 
Moderate party articulates the exact same firm belief during the same debate: 

Our task as members of parliament is to make sure that the Swedish environmental standards and the 
tough work environment requirements of our country are enforced, no matter what type of energy source 

one is trying to commercialize.227 

Bill’s address is aimed toward the subject of the interpellation, uranium mining. In his address 
he also displays the basic assumptions and line of reasoning that is very characteristic for the 
dominant discourse of limitless exploitation, such as a strong belief in technological 
development and progress, the deregulation of the mining sector as a success story, an increase 
in prospecting activity as positive and a main political goal.228 He also, as the quote is meant to 
illustrate, expresses the extremely strong belief in the legislative system, in very much the same 
way as Messing. This firm belief, coupled with the equally strong belief in the possibility of 
perfect balance between interests, is the main characteristic of this entire period.229 

The same can definitely be said when it comes to adherents to the state-run ecomodernism 
discourse for the most of this period. One crystal clear example is from a debate in 2008, an 
interpellation by Egon Frid of the Left party to then-minister of industry and trade Maud 
Olofsson of the Centre party. The interpellation is about the responsibility different actors have 
and should have in the infrastructure project of moving the city of Kiruna. Frid believes that the 
state should take a bigger responsibility,230 and Olofsson answers in the same technocratic 
fashion as is commonplace from within the framework of the ecologically modernized 
exploitation discourse during this period. She believes that no changes are necessary because of 
the great Swedish legislation.231 The interesting thing during this debate however, apart from 
the apparent lack of intensity, is that Olofsson and Frid share the same basic perspective almost 
completely. Consider the following quote from Frid: 
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I also think that this development in the entire northern part of Sweden is positive when compared to the 
way things were going previously when recession was looming. /…/ Of course it is a good and important 

foundation and an enormously exciting and interesting development.232 

The point he makes in his address is that while he and Olofsson argue about the responsibility of 
the state in the specific case of moving the entire city of Kiruna, he wholeheartedly agree with 
her view on the goals of the politics and general conceptualization of the mineral area. Increased 
industrial activity, increased amount of investment, more exploitation and extraction are 
essentially good things. It is obvious that the nodal discourse of limitless exploitation and its’ 
sub-discourses are very dominant, despite some minor clashes between the sub-discourses of 
ecologically modernized exploitation and state-run ecomodernism. This is also relevant from 
another perspective, considering that the theme discussed in the debate between Olofsson and 
Frid is essentially that of the role of the state. When this theme surface during this period the 
focus has shifted entirely when compared to 1990-1998, as is shown by the example above. Now 
it seems to be more about what responsibility the state and the local administrations should 
have in the moving of the city of Kiruna, i.e. questions of a more technical character, which there 
are more examples of.233 There are examples of other ways to conceptualize the theme of the 
role of the state during this period,234 but the dominant view is the one detailed above.  

Another way of conceptualizing the role of the state during this period is as a discussion on 
different governance ideals. These discussions mainly involve Social Democrats and MPs from 
parties of the Alliansen coalition. The Social Democrats argue for a corporativist or neo-
corporativist ideal,235 while MPs of the Alliansen coalition seems to believe more in loose, 
decentralized governance reminiscent of network governance or New Public Management 
(NPM).236 This discussion is not in any way scientifically uninteresting, but it can be effectively 
contrasted with the intense debates on the role of the state framed as a question of large-scale 
societal and ideological character as was the case in 1990-2006. The intensity and sense of 
urgency is all but present during these discussions on governance ideals. This might partly be 
explained by factors such as time, i.e. that this is the predominant way to discuss governing 
nowadays, knowledge accumulation (that modes of governing are better researched than before 
and thus implemented in other ways) and the like. However I am certain that this would be an 
oversimplification of the matter.  
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Even though both factors likely have an explanatory part to play, neither of them can explain 
why the theme of the role of the state was debated with such intensity less than 15 years earlier 
in the plenary debate, nor can they explain why the theme of the role of the state resurface in a 
similarly ideological manner 2012-2015. When contextualizing by considering contemporary 
political science research, it becomes obvious that no optimal model of governance that works 
everywhere has been “discovered” or implemented either.237 Considering this, it seems more 
relevant to understand this tendency instead by seeing it as another sign of the dominant 
discourses’ supremacy.  

Another sign of this is a significant convergence between the Social Democrats and the Moderate 
party that can be traced throughout this period. These are the largest parties in Swedish politics 
and traditionally they are the main antagonists in the political debate. Recall that in 1990-1998 
these two parties were the main antagonists when the role of the state and the relation between 
the state and the market was debated in an ideological sense. During this period, 2006-2012, 
many Social Democrats agree that the deregulation of the mining sector was a great idea and is 
to be considered a success story, and sometimes share the idea that the role of the state should 
be to create favorable conditions and stable long-term rules for the industry.238 Recall that the 
Social Democrats described the proposed law changes that led to deregulation as an utter 
catastrophe during 1990-1998, and that they had entirely other ideas of what the role of the 
state should be. This convergence, erasing one of the main lines of conflict in the debate from 
previous periods, is also a sign of the dominance of the limitless exploitation discourse and its 
sub-discourses.  

A side track in the debate, which is nonetheless interesting, is somewhat of a contradiction 
mainly residing within the Alliansen parties.  This can be illustrated by looking at a debate from 
2006. It is an interpellation by Ulla Löfgren of the Moderate party to then-minister of 
environment Andreas Carlgren of the Centre party, titled “the bureaucratic environmental 
assessment”.239 Löfgren states that: 

/…/ there seems to be a widespread perception of the environmental assessments as purely a matter of 
bureaucracy that does not lead to better environmental efforts or environmental solutions. Thus, the 

environmental assessment process in Sweden becomes a competitive disadvantage, at least for the mining 
industry.240 

She also echoes the sentiments of the dominant discourse of limitless exploitation, such as the 
goals of the politics being an increased amount of foreign investment. Carlgren entirely agrees 
with Löfgren, arguing that the government he is part of is currently reviewing the environmental 
legislations with the aim of reform which will make the legislations “simpler and clearer”.241 He 
states that: 
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This [the overview of environmental legislation] then lays the foundation for less bureaucracy.242 

Carlgren and Löfgren are not the only MPs arguing for the need for less bureaucracy, and that 
environmental legislations often constitute a competitive disadvantage to companies operating 
in Sweden.243 The contradiction I refer to is that the main argument these MPs normally make is 
that no political changes are needed, with reference to the strong and rigorous legislation (not 
least environmental legislation), and at the same time they constantly claim the need for less and 
softer legislation with allusions to competitiveness and other goals that signify the limitless 
exploitation discourse.  

Overall many of the plenary debates of this period are about uranium mining, but also 
essentially on the theme of conflict of interests. In the first plenary debate, a conflict between the 
interests of the local municipality and its citizens and the interests of the global mining company 
is what Persson of the Christian Democrats described.244 Just as Messing’s245 and Bill’s246 
answers to this reflect, the theme of conflict of interests is mainly framed from within the 
dominant discourse where this is not seen as a real problem. Then-minister of industry and 
trade Maud Olofsson of the Centre party and her successor Annie Lööf, also of the Centre party, 
can be used to further exemplify this. They are very central actors, so their conceptualizations 
and articulations are likely to be politically important. There are many examples of the 
overarching perspective of these ministers, but an interpellation to Maud Olofsson can serve as 
an example. This particular interpellation is about the state’s responsibility in the moving of the 
city of Kiruna.247 Olofsson’s principal perspective is permeated by the values put to the fore 
within the limitless exploitation discourse, and she frames the question as one of business policy 
and rural policy, echoing the earlier detailed sentiment of the mining industry as “the savior of 
the countryside”. However, it is her seemingly almost blind belief in the legislative system and in 
the possibility of finding perfect balance between interests, and an overall technocratic 
perspective that I first and foremost want to illuminate. In this debate on Kiruna and the 
responsibility of the state, she says that: 

There is a comprehensive regulatory framework with laws and regulations that the municipalities, the 
government agencies, the government and not least the companies have to follow in the ongoing social 

transformation of Malmberget and Kiruna.248 

This quote illustrates the core argument outlined earlier, i.e. that robust laws solve any problem 
that may surface within the mineral area. In the same debate, Olofsson also states that it is not 
interesting to have political discussions when there are no quantitative data, arguing that her 
discussant only uses a fuzzy language.249 She also states that one cannot have separate rules for 
the state-owned mineral enterprise LKAB and private actors, as it would create disloyal 
competition, thus refuting what was earlier described as “the state’s unique character” (i.e. that 
the state can have other goals than creating economic profit, something that an MP from the 
Social Democratic party argued and Olofsson replied to with this argument).250 This illustrates 
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both a technocratic basic approach, as well as a scaling up of the conceptualization of the role of 
the state within the limitless exploitation discourse, i.e. the primacy of the market in relation to 
the state.  

Another example of this technocratic approach can be taken from an interpellation debate on 
uranium mining:  

When it comes to uranium mining there is a comprehensive authorization process that we are bound by. 
/…/ We will follow the legislation that exists on prospecting for uranium, mining of uranium and handling 

of uranium.251 

A similar technocratic reference to existing legislation as in the previous debate permeates 
Olofsson’s address. In this debate Olofsson is challenged on this, for example by Marie Nordén of 
the Social Democrats: 

It is not good enough to lean on the environmental legislation and claim that it is so strong that uranium 
mining is out of the question. We do not know that yet. As far as I know, no review of uranium mining has 
been conducted with the contemporary environmental legislation. It is almost offensive that the veto of 

municipal governments, and not a wise and responsible national government, is supposed to be the 
insurance against uranium mining.252 

It should be noted that this is one of the few debates where the heat seems to be turned on again, 
and also one of the rare instances where a few Social Democratic MPs assumes a position that is 
entirely different from MPs of the right-wing government. When Olofsson encounter an 
argument like this however, she answers in the same technocratic manner as before: 

It is also important to say that there is a mineral law. /…/ It is a very tough legislation.253 

Olofsson is far from alone in this approach, for example Gunnar Andrén of the People’s party 
argue in a similar way in the same debate.254 When overviewing the material of this period, it is 
remarkable how strongly rooted this technocratic approach is. Olofsson and other MPs adhering 
to the limitless exploitation discourse, and the sub-discourses of ecologically modernized 
exploitation and state-run ecomodernism, all share this basic belief in the legislative system and 
the possibility of finding a perfect balance between interests. Olofsson’s reply here illustrate an 
almost blind belief in the legislative system that is very common during this period, and seems to 
imply that no matter what problem presents itself the contemporary legislations will solve it 
automatically. The dominance of the limitless exploitation discourse and its sub-discourses is a 
plausible explanation to this, especially when considering that Olofsson was seriously 
challenged by Nordén during the debate used as an example. Despite this challenge, it was 
possible for Olofsson, with some support by Andrén, to simply allude to the strong belief in the 
legislative system in her reply. In discourse theory, this is to be considered a sign of strength for 
the dominant discourse.255The main point I want to make is that the technocratic basic approach 
accounted for in the end of the previous chapter seem extremely strong during this period. 
When considering the locked or fixed setting of the debate and this rooted overall perspective, it 
looks like a clear sign of the dominant discourse’s very strong position in the plenary debate.  
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This general technocratic perspective that seems dominant during this period can be effectively 
contrasted with the basic assumptions of the counter discourse of alternative visions. This 
discourse is almost non-present during this period. However it can be glimpsed during a debate 
on mineral politics from 2010. One MP who stand out in this debate is Karin Svensson Smith of 
the Green party. In her address, she uses a language that suggest she adheres to the alternative 
visions discourse, bringing in perspectives and aspects that are rarely touched upon in the 
debate during this period:  

It is important, for the sake of future generations, to review not only the possibilities for job creation but 
also that which is important for humankind, to be able to sustain a good life and to protect that which is 

important. /…/ Humankind is dependent upon nature for her survival. /…/ One can opt out of one 
[prospecting], but one cannot negotiate with nature. That is really what the mineral law is about, that it 

must be changed just like other legislation so that long-term sustainable development becomes superior 
to other interests.256 

Even though the overall language and tone of Svensson Smith’s address is somewhat toned 
down compared to earlier articulations of the alternative visions discourse, it is clear that this is 
the discourse she adheres to. The contrast when compared to the dominant discourses, 
noticeable during this period for the technocratic approach and strong belief in reconciliation 
between interests, is huge. What Svensson Smith is essentially saying is that it is not possible to 
reconcile these different values and interests at stake in the mineral politics in the manner that 
is assumed by the dominant discourses. She problematizes the existing legislation and belief in 
balance which is essentially the nodal point that the dominant discourses hinges upon during 
this period. She seems to imply, as the quote is meant to illustrate, that it is not possible to make 
these straightforward and unproblematic trade-offs between interests. This manifests itself 
when she states that we need to protect what is really important, that which really mean 
something, in contrast to continued political prioritization of job creation and economic growth. 
This questioning of the notion that these trade-offs are straightforward and possible to do was 
something that distinguished the alternative visions discourse during previous periods.  

This example is one of the very few instances where the counter discourse of alternative visions 
appear during this period. The reason behind this, and one of the explanations of the dominant 
discourse’s very strong position during this period I believe, is to be found in the “triumph of 
liberalism” detailed in the end of the previous chapter.257 I refer here to the notion that society 
has reached its “end stage” with liberalism,258 and the tendency that comes with this insight to 
think about politics as purely a matter of technical governance. This idea suits the dominant 
discourse of limitless exploitation and its two sub-discourses like a glove, and permeates the 
idea that it is possible to transform fundamentally different values to an easily balanced 
common scale. This is based on a certain positivist, neoclassic conception of numerals as 
something entirely objective; i.e. when something, no matter what, is transformed to a common 
scale it is unproblematic to weigh these essentially different values against each other and make 
a rational, calculated decision.259 This is exactly one of the ideas that actors adhering to the 
alternative visions discourse questioned earlier, and is what Svensson Smith seems to be 
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implying here. It is also a notion that has received much criticism from scientists of different 
disciplines recently.260  

It is notable that, as just mentioned, this is one of the very few instances where the alternative 
visions discourse appear in the material during this period. The actors commonly adhering to it 
1990-2006, i.e. MPs of the Green party and certain MPs of the Left party, use another line of 
reasoning regarding the conflict of interests theme during this period. Instead of the large-scale 
questioning that characterized the alternative visions discourse earlier, the critique of the 
arguments of MPs adhering to the dominant discourses is now more commonly articulated as a 
contradiction between the mining sector and the tourism sector.261 The radical dimension of the 
alternative visions seems more or less gone during this period, as this type of pitting of two 
business areas against each other (implying that the tourism sector should be granted higher 
priority at the expense of the mining industry) can hardly be perceived as radical. This type of 
pitting of tourism and mining against each other was used as an argument earlier as well within 
the framework of the alternative visions discourse, but never as a core argument as is the case 
during this period. It was rather used as an example, intended to illustrate the inherent difficulty 
(or even impossibility) in these trade-offs.  

7.3.3 Challenging the stalemate: a discourse of risk emerge  

As was touched upon briefly when discussing the exchange between Maud Olofsson of the 
Centre party and Marie Nordén of the Social Democratic party during an interpellation debate in 
2009, the heat appeared to have been turned up again in the plenary debate. This is naturally 
very interesting, and it is one of a few instances where the dominant discourse appears to be 
seriously challenged during this period. I believe that this challenge to the dominant discourse is 
substantial enough as well as fundamentally different to it that it is relevant to talk about a new 
discourse, one that I call the risk discourse. It should be noted that this discourse almost 
exclusively surface when the main question of this period, uranium mining, is debated. It is 
mainly a certain few Social Democratic MPs and Green party MPs who articulates this discourse 
during this period. The discourse is mainly focused on the concept of risk, paired with a certain 
approach to the theme of the time perspective. A quote by Social Democratic MP Åström, 
adhering to the risk discourse, can be used as an illustration:  

Even more remarkable is that you are trying to pretend that it is possible to mine uranium and handle 
nuclear fuel without any real risks for people or the environment. We know that uranium is a finite 

resource, and that it would be forever present in our environment. We would make ourselves dependent 
on uranium and nuclear power for over a 100 years into the future. This is truly about our children’s and 

grandchildren’s future, who the minister [then-minister for industry and trade Maud Olofsson] usually 
talks about. It is them who will have to live with it in the future. This is unacceptable.262  

Åström problematizes the win-win notion of the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse, 
i.e. the possibility of reconciling different interests in a straightforward manner, as well as 

                                                           
260 See e.g. Sörlin, Sverker. Pianona i Västerbotten: det politiska och politikens platser. Premiss i samarbete med Arena 
Idé, Stockholm, 2014; Mouffe. On the political; Hornborg. Global ecology and unequal exchange: fetishism in a zero-sum 
world; Swyngedouw. Anthropocenic Politicization: From the Politics of the Environment to Politicizing Environments; 
Bonnedahl. Från ekonomiskt till hållbart, från exploatering till samexistens: en bok om att tänka om.         
261 See e.g. Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:51. Address 2, Gustav Fridolin (MP); Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:51. 
Address 5, Gustav Fridolin (MP); Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:83. Address 165, Per Bolund (MP); Riksdagens 
protokoll 2006/07:83. Address 172, Per Bolund (MP); Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:83. Address 174, Per Bolund 
(MP); Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:122. Address 105, Tina Ehn (MP).  
262 Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:29. Address 4, Karin Åström (S). 



  

49 
 

talking about the need for political leadership and choosing a political path. She also refers to the 
rights of future generations, a view on the time perspective that was largely absent during the 
previous period. One adherent of the limitless exploitation discourse, Gunnar Andrén of the 
People’s party, answers to these arguments: 

The land shall be built by law. That is what matters. /…/ We have to follow the laws that are enacted by 
the parliament.263 

What Andrén is expressing is a technocratic and absolute belief in the legislative system as it is 
currently configured, as well as refuting the allusions to the need for political leadership made 
by Åström. This neatly captures the opposite positions of the dominant discourse, with its strong 
belief in experts and legislation, and the risk discourse, focusing instead on the need to avoid 
large-scale risks that are stretched in time as well as on political leadership. The risk discourse 
thus takes on the role as a form of counter discourse, albeit seemingly less strong than the 
alternative visions discourse was earlier. It emphasizes other aspects, and does not share the 
basic assumptions of the dominant discourse and the sub-discourses of ecologically modernized 
exploitation and state-run ecomodernism. This discourse could be seen during the previous 
period as well, but only very briefly and vaguely. It is formed entirely around the concept of risks 
and the theme of the time perspective, almost exclusively surfacing when uranium mining is 
debated during this period, and the visionary traits of the alternative visions discourse is not 
present. However it seems relevant to consider it a sub-discourse to the counter discourse of 
alternative visions, as they are both clearly articulated counter discourses and share many 
fundamental assumptions, e.g. regarding the need for political leadership and choosing paths 
politically.  

Something that is interesting, and can serve as an illustration of the evident disparity between 
the discourse of risk and the dominant discourses, is a rift that appear to exist within the Social 
Democrats during this period. This rift consists of two different factions of MPs, who appear to 
adhere to completely different discourses. One of these factions continuously articulate the risk 
discourse,264 while the other faction clearly adhere to the limitless exploitation discourse and 
the sub-discourse of ecologically modernized exploitation.265 Aside from the debates where the 
risk discourse appear, there are mainly two debates where this rift becomes visible. One is an 
interpellation debate from 2010, where the mining industry is framed as “the savior of the 
countryside” and an important source of economic growth.266 The other is another 
interpellation, from 2011, which is about rural policy and (mainly) business policy.267 In both of 
these debates, several Social Democrats who clearly adhere to the limitless exploitation 
discourse participate. The first of these interpellations was requested by Social Democrat Sven-
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Erik Bucht. He wants to know from then-minister of industry and trade Maud Olofsson what the 
government are planning to do to create a coherent mining policy. Olofsson answers by referring 
to the great Swedish regulatory framework and the amount of foreign investment in the mining 
industry, i.e. characteristically for the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse.268 She also 
states that:  

The mining industry is an important industry of the future for Sweden, and the government is deeply 
engaged in seizing its opportunities for new jobs, economic growth and optimism for the future in all parts 

of the country.269 

As the quote serves to illustrate, Olofsson upholds the values and political goals of economic 
growth, employment and “progress” that permeate the limitless exploitation discourse and its 
sub-discourses. Interestingly, Bucht seems to adhere to the same discourse, which becomes clear 
when he talks about the goals of the mineral politics:  

We northerners constitute the European breadbasket as far as mineral supply goes. That is why it is 
imperative that we have a coherent politics that we design together. We have an enormous global demand 

that makes sure that we create enormous possibilities for economic growth and new jobs.270 

This quote illuminates the common ground between Olofsson and Bucht. They share the basic 
assumptions that constitute the limitless exploitation discourse. In the same debate, Social 
Democrats Krister Örnfjäder and Isak From express themselves from a similar position.271 Bucht 
and the other Social Democrats participating in these debates go so far as to blame the 
government of being too passive and not caring about the potential of the mining industry, 
strictly articulated from a neoclassical economic perspective. In the interpellation debate from 
2011, Bucht states that: 

The government is characterized by passivity. In the north there are cries for a larger workforce and 
infrastructure. A window stands open in the world for our export industry. We need much more hands-on 

politics!272 

What is striking when analyzing both of these debates is the total absence of the 
problematizations and questions raised by the risk discourse, for example regarding mutually 
exclusive political choices and large-scale risks that are stretched in time. This difference in 
overall perspective between the two factions within the Social Democratic party is eye catching. 
The adherents to the limitless exploitation discourse constantly articulate an extremely progress 
oriented and neoclassical worldview, and much like some MPs of the Alliansen coalition parties 
describe environmental legislation as an issue that only serves to obstruct competition between 
businesses.273 The faction adhering to the risk discourse brings different aspects into the debate, 
aspects that threaten the dominance of the limitless exploitation discourse and its sub-
discourses. This is interesting in several ways, not least because it is interesting to ponder upon 
how two so fundamentally different factions can exist within the same political party. This is 
however mainly meant to illustrate the relevance of the risk discourse during this period, as it 
constitutes a discourse that is almost diametrically opposite to the dominant discourses. It 
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brings in another way of conceptualizing the mineral politics, and MPs adhering to it ask 
questions that adherents to the dominant discourse do not. This is another reason to consider it 
a sub-discourse to the alternative visions discourse.  

Overall the dominant discourse and its sub-discourses seem extremely strong during this period. 
As previously mentioned, the risk discourse mainly emerge when uranium mining is discussed, 
and very rarely when mining overall is debated. But even when this is considered, as the 
presence of the risk discourse illustrates, there are some themes that the dominant discourses 
appear to have problems to handle within their framework, much like the theme of property 
rights proved very difficult during 1998-2006. Another example of this is a certain view on the 
rights to natural resources theme that appear throughout this period, stressing the importance 
of the spatial dimension. Lise Nordin of the Green Party articulate the following during an open-
ended debate on mineral politics in 2010:  

In questions of mineral politics there is an obvious conflict between for example foreign companies’ right 
to extract minerals in Sweden and the people who live in these places where there is a risk of extraction. It 
is not possible to give both what they want, and in these instances it is a political task to decide what is to 
be prioritized /…/ As far as I know there is not one single example in the whole world where uranium is 

extracted where there is an economically or democratically strong population. This shows with all clarity 
that uranium extraction is a dirty activity that is undesirable for all societies.274 

Another idea that relates to the centrality of the spatial dimension and the right to natural 
resources is articulated by Jonas Sjöstedt of the Left party in a debate on environmental 
consequences of mines. He states that part of the profits from a mine should be reinvested in the 
local community where the mine is located, thus implying an idea of the right to resources based 
on the specific location of the extraction of this natural resource.275 Both Sjöstedt’s and Nordin’s 
quotes illustrate something that the dominant discourses have trouble handling, as they both 
articulate ideas that are difficult to align with the basic assumptions of the limitless exploitation 
discourse and especially the ecologically modernized exploitation sub-discourse. This is because 
within the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse such conflict of interests as Nordin 
described are not acknowledged, and there is no need to make difficult political choices. As the 
dominant discourse is very strong during this period, arguments such as these does not seem 
difficult to simply ignore, but by the end of this period the debate once again seems to gradually 
open up, and this becomes a serious problem for the dominant discourses.   
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7.3.4 Discussion 

To summarize, the order of discourse is composed of the nodal discourse of limitless 
exploitation and its sub-discourses of ecologically modernized exploitation and state-run 
ecomodernism. The alternative visions counter discourse is virtually non-present for this period, 
however a discourse of risk emerges sporadically to challenge the dominant discourses. There is 
however no doubt about how dominant the nodal discourse and its sub-discourses are, 
especially considering the influence of ecological modernization.  

The very strong dominance of the nodal discourse of limitless exploitation and its sub-
discourses of ecologically modernized exploitation and state-run ecomodernism certainly stands 
out. There is an overall tendency to debate the mineral politics with a technocratic language, and 
view the whole area as one of technical governance rather than as a highly contentious political 
arena where large-scale societal and ideological issues are debated. Recall that the opposite was 
the case 1990-2006. I have already touched upon several possible explanations for this, but 
considering the disappearance of the alternative visions discourse it does seem likely that it has 
to do with the tendencies of political and social debate overall to view politics as purely a matter 
of governance technique and polis.276 There is no doubt about governance in a technical sense is 
also a part of politics, but I strongly disagree with the notion that this is all that politics are 
about.  

Another instance where it becomes obvious how strongly influenced the debate is by ecological 
modernization during this period is what was described earlier about the critique MPs adhering 
to the limitless exploitation discourse and the ecologically modernized exploitation discourse 
aim toward environmental legislation. These MPs generally state the strong mineral legislations, 
including environmental legislation, as the main argument for retaining political status quo. The 
way they consequently aim this critique toward it, on the basis that it intrudes on more 
important goals of for example the mining industry’s competitiveness, I called a contradiction in 
the analysis. This is in line with research that shows how ecological modernization generally 
prioritizes classic industrial values and values of economic growth above environmental values 
when these different values come to a head.277 This at least holds true for weak ecological 
modernization, but some would argue that it is an inherent tendency of ecological 
modernization.278  

Also interesting during this period is the risk discourse and the way it manages to challenge the 
dominant discourses. The contents of this discourse reminds of German sociologist Ulrich Beck’s 
theory of risk society.279 Beck wrote about large-scale risks produced by the successes of 
industrial modernity, and how these risks eventually come to permeate both individual people’s 
lives and different political arenas.280 He wrote that the production of “goods”, i.e. the fruits of 
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economic growth and modernity, gradually becomes pushed aside by the distribution of “bads”, 
i.e. the need for contemporary society to face and legitimize the risks it produces.281 He also 
stated that these risks were stretched in time and that their detection hinges on scientific 
knowledge, but that even with scientific knowledge these risks are impossible to see and 
understand fully. Chernobyl unfortunately became a prime example of Beck’s ideas. All of these 
ideas are present and permeates the risk discourse in the plenary debate; for example when 
Åström talks about the environmental and health risks associated with uranium and nuclear 
fuel, and that these risks would be present for a 100 years or more.282  

This risk perspective stands in obvious contrast to the dominant technocratic perspective, and it 
might be a key factor in understanding why the debate seems to gradually open up again during 
the end of this period. Beck stated that industrial societies have no choice but to face these risks, 
a logic that follows his theory of risk society and reflexive modernization.283 Within the 
framework of the dominant discourses, these risks and conflict of interests are very difficult to 
explain or understand. Even though correlation does not necessarily imply causation, this line of 
thought seems to partly capture this development in the plenary debate on mineral politics. The 
likeliness of this having bearing on the plenary debate increases when one considers Foucault’s 
theories on exclusion mechanisms. The risk discourse seems to be a “step back” compared to the 
alternative visions discourse, thus indicating that the risk discourse becomes a way to articulate 
critique against the dominant discourses. I.e. the MPs have to relate to the dominant discourses, 
otherwise being marginalized or excluded, and the risk discourse becomes a less radical way to 
articulate this critique.  When also considering the importance of the spatial dimension, stressed 
by e.g. Nordin and Sjöstedt, it seems as though the conditions for a return to a more open-ended 
debate are present. It is also interesting to reflect upon how the seemingly incompatible 
discourses can exist simultaneously within the same political party, the Social Democrats. 
However when one considers their somewhat ambivalent stance on environmental issues 
historically, this might seem less perplexing.284   

                                                           
281 Beck, Ulrich, Lash, Scott & Giddens, Anthony.  Reflexive modernization: politics, tradition and aesthetics in the 
modern social order. Polity, Oxford, 1994, 6.  
282 Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:29. Address 4, Karin Åström (S). 
283 Beck, Giddens & Lash. Reflexive modernization: politics, tradition and aesthetics in the modern social order, 5-8. 
284 See Anshelm. Socialdemokraterna och miljöfrågan: en studie av framstegstankens paradoxer. 



  

54 
 

7.4 2012-2015: Ideological ambivalence  

7.4.1 Introduction 

There is one major political event that is frequently referenced during the plenary debate of this 
period, the publication of Sveriges Mineralstrategi 2013.285 This strategy stipulates the direction 
of the Swedish mineral politics for the years to come after its publication. The strategy states 
that Sweden has exceptionally good prerequisites for mining, natural as well as institutional. It 
also states that Sweden is a leading mining nation within the EU, and an explicit goal of the 
strategy is to maintain and strengthen that position.286 Its central features are a focus on 
creating favorable conditions for prospecting companies, a focus on regional economic growth 
and job creation, shorter processes for environmental assessments, and also an overall 
perspective permeated by notions of win-win situations where mineral extraction and 
environmental values reinforce one another, summed up by the strategy’s focus on “green 
growth”.287 There is also a dedicated commitment to the tourism sector in the strategy, where it 
is stated that by making areas connected to the mining industry more attractive there is 
potential for more win-win situations and more economic growth.288 

The mineral strategy is the political outcome of what might be referred to as a “mining boom” in 
Sweden. As metal prices rose around 2008 and continued rising for several years, a historic 
annual high number of permits for prospection were issued in 2011.289 As such, big investments 
were made in mining. One of the biggest investments, carried out by the mining firm Northland 
Resources, got into financial trouble in 2012 and eventually filed for bankruptcy in December 
2014. In hindsight, it has been dubbed “one of the biggest business failures in contemporary 
Swedish history”.290 Northland Resources was often referred to as a concrete example of the 
mining industry as a “savior for the countryside” in the plenary debate earlier in the material,291 
thus it is plausible that this event might have had some impact on the plenary debate during this 
period. This was also covered in the media, for example one of the biggest daily newspapers 
Svenska Dagbladet published a series on Northland Resources in its business segment,292 
increasing the likeliness that it affected the plenary debate. Anshelm shows how the mining 
industry became a matter of national environmental political concern during these years, and 
how the mineral strategy was met by fierce local resistance as well as extensive public debate in 
all forms of media.293 It is difficult to imagine this not having an effect on the plenary debate.  

The material of this period is mainly comprised of similar debates as earlier, i.e. yearly debates 
in the Committee for Industry and Trade about reports on non-government bills about mineral 
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politics.294 There are also interpellations to a specific minister,295 interpellations on rural policy 
and job creation,296 a debate on excise taxes,297 and interpellations on mining industry and 
regional economic growth.298 A government bill about information and responsibility when 
prospecting for minerals is also debated.299 What stands out during this period however, is that 
there is one debate on overarching environmental questions where mineral politics is 
debated,300 perhaps a reflection on what is mentioned above, i.e. that mining is viewed as a 
national environmental issue during this period. What also stands out is that the Green party 
requests an open debate on mineral politics, which is explicitly about conflicts of interest and the 
opposing national interests.301 The Green party explicitly connects the debate request to the 
local resistance events around the country.302  

7.4.2 Re-enter the state: the ideological emphasis returns  

As was the case with the previous period, the theme of the role of the state is mainly discussed in 
terms of different governance ideals, especially in the beginning of this period.303 As was stated 
at the end of the previous chapter however, the overall tone of the debate undergoes a gradual 
shift. Even in the earlier debates, and more so further into the period, the debate becomes more 
open and increasingly reminds of 1990-1998.  

This tendency can be seen when the role of the state is discussed. Beside the more technically 
oriented discussions on governance ideals, the ideologically accentuated debate on the role of 
the state which was a central focal point during 1990-1998 return as well. A prominent example 
of this is Jonas Eriksson of the Green party, in an address from a debate on mineral politics from 
2013. In this address, he radically departs from the assumptions and basic storyline of the 
dominant discourses. The whole content of this address differs entirely from the dominant, 
technocratic framing of the mineral politics of the previous period. Eriksson problematizes the 
logic of the market, i.e. the cornerstone of the dominant nodal discourse and its sub-
discourses.304 He states that Sweden is faced with an exploitation pressure, and with it entirely 
new challenges. This statement seems far away from the win-win notion of the dominant 
discourses as well. Eriksson also pose the following question: 

The jobs are important, but at what cost?305 

That this departs even more from the dominant discourse does not need saying. Eriksson paints 
a picture of the mineral politics as a conundrum, brimming with conflicts of interest, especially 
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national interests that might not be possible to reconcile.306 From his address it seems as though 
the basic assumptions permeating the dominant discourse, such as the strong belief in 
contemporary legislation and perfect balance between interests, are refuted. Instead, a societal 
perspective is reinstated in the debate, where the gaze is fixed on the future, thus also involving 
the time perspective. From this viewpoint, Eriksson say that: 

It must first and foremost be the task of the state to take responsibility for the long-term interests.307 

As illustrated by this quote, the state is once again an object of dispute in a large-scale manner. 
Here, the state is looked upon as the prime institution responsible for governing and steering 
toward a desirable future. In another address from a debate on information and responsibility 
when prospecting in 2014, Eriksson connects his main arguments to the same perceived need 
for the state to steer the economy toward better management of finite resources.308 This is very 
similar to earlier articulations of the alternative visions discourse, which seems to resurface 
during this period. A similar way of problematizing the logic of the market can be seen in the 
same debate, in an address by Kent Persson of the Left party:  

It is time for the mining communities and those regional parts of Sweden to be afforded the riches. By 
raising the [mineral] fee and introducing a mining fund, we will have the possibility to face the 

development and the challenges facing us.309 

The essence of Persson’s address is that the logic of the market does not involve a care for the 
local communities where minerals are extracted, nor about environmental issues that occur as a 
consequence of mineral extraction, and thus the state is needed to curb the inherent flaws of 
unrestrained capitalism.310 He also articulate the argument of “the state’s unique character”, 
which was used frequently 1990-1998. This entails that the state as an institution have many 
different built-in tasks, in contrast to private actors whose primary goal is to create revenue, and 
also a long-term gaze that is not built into the private sector.311 Thus, the role of the state is once 
again explicitly connected to the theme of the time perspective. This frequently occurs during 
this period,312 indicating that the role of the state is conceptualized as an ideological question 
again, rather than a technical one.  

Further indications of this can be observed in addresses by Johan Johansson of the Moderate 
party, Helena Lindahl of the Centre party, and Mats Odell of the Christian Democratic party in 
the same debate. Johansson states that: 

An important motif then was that the role of the state is to create favorable conditions for enterprise, not 
to grant special support for prospection.313 

In addition to the notion expressed by this quote, Johansson also argues that a private actor’s 
investment in mineral extraction is in itself such a long-term commitment, that further 
regulating or taxing the mining industry is not only unnecessary but also harmful as it would 
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scare off investors.314 This is clearly in line with how the role of the state was debated and 
conceptualized within the limitless exploitation discourse during 1990-1998. This is indicative 
of how open the debate gradually seems to become during this period, i.e. that the discourses 
that were so dominant and taken for granted during the previous periods suddenly have to go 
on the offensive to defend themselves against the re-emerging counter discourse of alternative 
visions. To further exemplify, in the same debate Lindahl is cornered by Karin Åström of the 
Social Democrats on the role of the state and the need for the state to take a “societal 
responsibility” in the moving of the city of Kiruna.315 Lindahl replies that: 

The mineral strategy specifies the direction forward.316 

In her address, Lindahl articulate the technocratic belief in contemporary legislation and a 
balance between interests, as is illustrated by the quote where it is implied that the existence of 
the mineral strategy render governing by the state, as proposed by Åström, unnecessary. Odell 
convey similar notions in his address: 

But it still comes down to some people investing financially. That is where it is up to us politicians to 
create favorable conditions.317 

As this quote is meant to illustrate, the notions of the role of the state as an institution that 
should create favorable conditions for businesses is suddenly expressed all the more frequent 
once again. As the debate took on more of a technocratic character, and the fact that the 
dominant discourses seemed largely unthreatened during the previous period, this notion was 
hardly expressed at all, even though it still permeated the dominant discourses. In this particular 
address, Odell even characterize the suggestion by the oppositional Left party and Green party of 
an increased mineral fee, in his words a “mining tax”, as a threat.318 He states that: 

There simply is no majority to pile more taxes on top of the, which must be said in an international 
competiveness perspective, already high taxes on work, capital and entrepreneurship that we have here in 

Sweden.319 

This quote also illustrates the idea of “competition states” resurfacing within the limitless 
exploitation discourse. Odell also articulates an idea of the market and economic logic as 
superior in relation to governance by the state, in a debate from 2014.320 

7.4.3 Fluid framings: risk, alternative visions and limitless exploitation   

There are several other examples of the debate opening up and becoming more fluid than the 
revival of the more ideologically accentuated debate on the role of the state. Another indication 
of this is that the sub-discourse of ecologically modernized exploitation, and centrally its 
emphasis on balance between interests, appears to be constantly challenged throughout this 
period. Crucially, these challenges are varied and based on entirely different core assumptions 
than the dominant discourse. It does still seem however as though the dominant discourses 
remain so, as well as the framing of the question as mainly a question of business policy. To 
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exemplify, one prominent problematization of the notion of balance surfaces in an open-ended 
debate on environmental issues where mineral politics are discussed: 

The Swedish fell areas constitute an important part of an international world heritage that we have to 
steward. There are different interests there, for example economic interests in mines that extract precious 

natural resources, an important foundation of the Swedish prosperity. There are also cultural interests, 
the tourism, the important reindeer management and the environmental interest, to preserve the 

biological diversity of these areas. These interests sometimes collide, and these collisions are not likely to 
decrease.321 

The quote illustrates a way of conceptualizing the mineral politics which is clearly not in line 
with the dominant discourses. Karlsson states that there are different important national 
interests that risks colliding in the mineral politics, a problematization that was largely absent 
during the previous period. There are many other examples of this type of problematization 
from this period, for example Christian Democrat Stefan Attefall in a debate on the moving of the 
mining communities of Kiruna and Malmberget: 

It is the handling of different national interests. /…/ There we see a problem in contemporary legislation. 
We have said from the government’s side that we are prepared to review that in a special investigation.322 

There are further examples of this as well during this period.323 Nonetheless it appear as though 
the dominant discourses are still dominant. When analyzing the debate on environmental issues, 
there are several articulations of the dominant discourses of limitless exploitation and 
ecologically modernized exploitation that indicate this: 

The other thing I think is important to point out is economic questions, because economy and 
environment are naturally closely linked. We have an overarching task in Sweden and the world to try and 
break the pattern of economic growth being dependent upon fossil energy and increased emissions. But it 

is also important, because if we are to have the possibility of maintaining high environmental political 
ambitions it has to go hand in hand with an arbetslinje324 and orderliness in the economy. /…/ It is about 
weighing public interests and see how we can protect jobs and economy in the Swedish forest sector and 

how we can weigh environmental interests that are about biodiversity against for example the climate 
issue.325 

This quote is meant to illustrate that notions detailed as central to the ecologically modernized 
exploitation discourse are definitely present during this period as well, and are even articulated 
more clearly than during the previous period. Hjälmered’s address contain both the notion of 
balance between interests and a strong belief in economic growth as a solution in itself.326 The 
last sentence also illustrate that neoclassic economic values are considered more important than 
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other values, coupled with the strong belief in win-win situations where environmental issues 
becomes business opportunities, as climate change and forest management are pitted against 
each other rather than deforestation and climate change against economic growth and job 
creation. Another example from the same debate is an address by People’s party MP Anita 
Brodén: 

Recently the government presented a mineral strategy. It is necessary with a concerted strategy and a 
coherent structure as demand for minerals increase. This increase and ensuing extraction must proceed in 

accordance with environmental, nature and cultural values where residents of the local mining 
communities are respected. Not least the Sami people have been mentioned in this context. It is important 
to balance the exploitation interests with all the important interests that are essentially about maintaining 

a healthy environment and be thoughtful of waters and our soils.327 

Similar sentiments are also expressed by Inger Fredriksson of the Centre party in the same 
debate.328 Another prominent example of this is an address by then-minister for industry and 
trade Annie Lööf of the Centre party, from another debate on mineral politics. She essentially 
expresses the same notions and storyline of progress as Hjälmered, but with an even stronger 
emphasis on balance between interests, win-win situations and “sustainable growth”. She ends 
her address with the following words: 

A green world need the products produced by the mining and mineral business. Sweden will maintain a 
good climate for investments, a rigid environmental regulatory framework and a good dialogue with 

proximal businesses. That is the only way to create a sustainable mining and mineral politics where all 
interests really can be accommodated.329 

This quote, as is the case with the rest of the address, echo many of the central assumptions and 
values of the dominant discourses. The idea of perfect balance, the role of the state in terms of 
creating favorable conditions for firms, economic growth and the belief in progress and 
reconciliation of opposing values are all present.  

These articulations indicate that the dominant discourses remain so during this period as well, 
even if the MPs adhering to them have changed certain aspects of their articulations. What is 
interesting is that when the problematization on national interests as well as other 
problematizations surface, the articulations of adherents to the dominant discourses appear to 
become more intense and explicit. The sense of urgency which permeated the debate during 
1990-2006 seems to have reappeared. One example to illustrate this is an address by Moderate 
MP Johan Johansson from a debate on mineral politics in 2013: 

As more people rise from poverty, residences are built and industries developed, demand for minerals and 
metals increase. Sweden has a responsibility to contribute to the global supply of these metals and 

minerals. This is good. It increases the living standard for people all over the world. It is good for the 
environment and the Swedish mining and metal industry that meet strict environmental demands. It 
creates jobs in the communities where minerals are extracted or metals are smelted and in the whole 

value chain /…/. 330 
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This quote illustrates the notion of progress and “development” that has essentially followed the 
project of modernity for a long time,331 an idea that is central to the dominant discourses and 
frequently expressed during this period.332 It is essentially the same notion that permeates 
Hjälmered’s line of reasoning detailed above.333 The articulations where this discursive storyline 
of progress appear are also often closely connected to a similar view on science, i.e. an idea of 
science in the name of progress and wise politics.334 This is also an idea that has historically gone 
hand in hand with the project of modernity,335 but also an idea that has been questioned.336  

These ideas have permeated the dominant discourses across all of the studied periods, but they 
have not been as pronounced as here, especially when compared to the previous period. During 
the previous period, these notions were ever-present but in a more subtle way. The notion of 
progress, coupled with the ecological modernization assumptions, permeated the debate and 
seemed implicitly understood for the most part of the previous period. Here it is more openly 
and intensely expressed. My interpretation is that this is an indication of the loosening and 
opening up of the debate during this period, i.e. that adherents to the dominant discourses 
suddenly have to defend their beliefs in a manner that was not necessary during the previous 
period. It is most likely that this is connected to the extensive public debate and local resistance 
movements around the country.337 

Coupled to the dominant discourses’ apparent need to explicitly engage in discursive battle 
again, they are challenged by other discourses in a way that occurred very seldom during the 
previous period. One prominent example of this is an exchange between Johansson of the 
Moderate party, adhering to the limitless exploitation discourse, and Holm of the Left party, 
articulating the risk discourse, taken from a debate on mineral politics in 2013. They are 
discussing fracking, a technique used to extract e.g. natural gas by pumping high-pressurized 
liquids (usually sand, chemicals and water) into the earth crust.  During this discussion, Holm 
states that: 

The environmental consequences this method entails can be disastrous. It is usually methane gas that is 
extracted, and it is a gas that generally leaks in big quantities when fracking. Methane gas has a warming 

potential that is 20 times stronger than carbon dioxide. The chemicals that leak risks polluting the 
groundwater. Mikael Höök, researcher at the institution for geoscience at Uppsala University, recently told 
the paper Riksdag & Departement regarding fracking of shale gas: It is sort of like a party where the vodka 
runs out. Then you switch to the “folköl” [beer with low alcohol percentage]. When that runs out you take 

the mash. That is where we are now. Increased oil prices and new technology perhaps makes it interesting 
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and profitable to drill even deeper, to use chemicals and to blow up the shale layers by fracking. Only 
because it is technically possible it is not necessarily right.338 

Holm use the example of fracking to illuminate large-scale environmental risks that, from his 
viewpoint, is not worth taking. He connects new technology to politics by stating that “only 
because something is technically possible it is not necessarily right”. Thus he brings in a 
dimension that was not present for large parts of the previous period, i.e. questions of values. 
This is very much in line with the opening up of the plenary debate, and the return of the 
ideological emphasis. Johansson replies that: 

I share Jens Holm’s concerns about fracking. There are many doubts about this. It is a new technology, and 
as a technology optimist the hopes are that the technology in this area will develop as well. Thus there 

might not be reason enough to forbid a method that might develop.339 

Johansson states that he agrees upon the reservations that Holm have about fracking, but as the 
quote illustrates there is a basic difference between their positions. From the horizon of the risk 
discourse, Holm states that only because something is technologically possible it might not be 
the right thing to do. What he does by saying this is basically making the question of fracking a 
question of values rather than technology, i.e. he connects technology to politics. This is a 
framing of the question that differs completely from the dominant framing, indicating that the 
risk discourse simply does not agree upon the basic foundations of the dominant discourses. 
Johansson on the other hand express the strong belief in progress and science detailed earlier, 
and from this perspective, the horizon of the limitless exploitation discourse, fracking is seen as 
a possibility rather than a risk. He does not connect technology to politics; for adherents to the 
limitless exploitation discourse technology in itself is often looked upon as a solution, thus 
rendering the need for value-driven political debate unnecessary. This connects to the 
technocratic tendency in the debate, which was very strong in the previous period. This 
exchange does however further indicate an opening up of the debate, and a need for adherents 
to the dominant discourses to defend their positions.  

There are many other examples of the same kind, i.e. the tendency to frame the question as 
ideological and as a question of values versus the framing of the question as simply a matter of 
the need for more progress, “development” and science.340 A consequence of this is that 
adherents to the dominant discourses increasingly argue that the issues at stake are not as high 
as adherents to the counter discourses argue. It is often argued that the arguments expressed by 
adherents to the counter discourses are unfounded opinions, and that they need to understand 
facts. Thus the question is framed instead as a question of knowledge, and the need for more 
science and knowledge rather than a question of ideology and values, very much in line with the 
notion of progress permeating the dominant discourses.341 An example of this can be taken from 
a debate on mineral politics in 2014. Helena Lindahl of the Centre party begins her address with 
the progress-oriented storyline as well as the firm belief in balance between interests detailed 
before, and continues by stating that: 
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One has to respect that the mining industry is contentious and brings both positive and negative reactions.  
I have respect for that. That is why it is so important to take different opinions and worries seriously, but 
it is also important to clearly straighten out things that are unclear and often creates misconceptions.342 

This quote is meant to illustrate that Lindahl implies that the mineral politics are in fact not 
about different values or opposing interests, nor about having to choose a political path as is 
argued by adherents to the risk discourse. It is a question about unfounded opinions and 
worries, which can be straightened out by more knowledge and facts.343 Another example of this 
is from the open-ended debate on mineral politics from 2013, where then-minister for industry 
and trade Annie Lööf of the Centre party articulates essentially the same viewpoint.344 In 
another debate on mineral politics, from 2013, Lindahl again express the same notions of 
balance between interests, progress and a distinction between opinions and facts.345 In this 
instance however she gets challenged by an articulation of the risk discourse, expressed by Kent 
Persson of the Left party. In this debate, he has talked about large-scale environmental risks 
stretched in time, especially connected to uranium mining which Lindahl talks about in her 
address.346 When Persson replies to Lindahl’s address, he state that:  

The Centre party’s politics on this issue is pure hypocrisy. One cannot eat the cake and still have it. It is 
one or the other.347 

Here, the dominant discourses’ notions are challenged by the risk discourse. The quote 
illustrates the stressing of political choices; the need to choose a path, something that is not 
present within the framework of the dominant discourses. This problematization of the notion 
of progress, science and reconciliation of interests indicate that the risk discourse poses a real 
challenge to the dominant discourses, which was more or less absent during most of the 
previous period.  

As already mentioned, the counter discourse of alternative visions also reemerge during this 
period. This pose further challenges to the dominant discourses. A prominent example of this is 
an address by Jonas Eriksson of the Green party, from a debate on mineral politics in 2014. In his 
address he brings up aspects that were present in the first period, but has rarely surfaced since 
then. For example, he states that: 

/…/ a mine can never be sustainable in the long term.348 

This notion is obviously the complete opposite of the dominant discourses. He also state that it is 
impossible to reconcile mining with other interests:  

A socio-economic analysis must consider that this type of large-scale industrial activity affects other 
interests. Supplanting effects occur. What effects does mining operations have on tourism in nature, on 
forestry and agriculture, on the Sami culture and on the reindeer herding business? This is a question of 

land use conflicts that are mentioned in the mineral strategy but no solution is provided.349 

As this quote illuminates, Eriksson rejects the idea of balance between interests and win-win 
notion that characterize the dominant discourses. Instead, from the horizon of the alternative 
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visions discourse, political responsibility is called for and the question is framed as a zero-sum 
game that is essentially about making decisions on land use. Even though the terms differ 
slightly, the central meaning content and storyline expressed by Eriksson resembles 
articulations of the alternative visions discourse from 1990-1998. Another example comes from 
a debate on environmental issues in 2013, where Helena Leander of the Green party questions 
the capacity of the juridical system in relation to mining operations. She states that there is need 
for reviewing the environmental code as well as the mineral law, and also the practices when 
these laws are enforced.350 She also connects this to the perceived impossibility of perfect 
balance between interests, which permeate the discourse of alternative visions. She uses the 
juridical status of the Sami as well as the negative impacts mining has on tourism as examples of 
this.351 

Both Eriksson and Leander articulates basic assumptions and arguments that strongly resemble 
the alternative visions discourse during the first period, indicating that it has resurfaced. It 
challenges the dominant discourses in several ways, and it is clear that this period marks an 
invigoration of the plenary debate. One articulation of the alternative visions discourse, by Åsa 
Romson of the Green party during an open-ended debate on mineral politics in 2013, strongly 
reminds of articulations of the alternative visions discourse during the first period as well. She 
essentially problematizes the very idea of weighing interests that are fundamentally different 
against each other on the basis of a single common scale. The possibility to make such rational 
decisions based on quantitative and economic calculations is problematized by Romson. She 
states that: 

The weighing of interests is not supposed to be between the existing small-scale reindeer herding 
business and the large potential mining operation. The weighing of interests must include the Sami 

culture, the cultural heritage, the natural heritage and how best to manage resources.352 

This is strongly reminiscent of earlier articulations of the alternative visions discourse, and a 
perspective that was entirely absent during the previous period due to the dominance of the 
technocratic tendency and win-win orientation of the dominant discourses. Romson does 
acknowledge a necessity to weigh interests against each other in the mineral politics, which was 
not the case when this argument was expressed by adherents to the alternative visions 
discourse earlier in the material. This still appear to be an articulation of this discourse however, 
only slightly adapted to fit the overall tone of the debate. The core assumptions remain, as 
Romson states that it is not possible to convert these essentially different values to a single 
common quantitative scale, and seems to imply that the mining industry should not be 
prioritized as highly as is currently the case.  

Additional challenges to the dominant discourses emerge as well during this period, as do new 
perspectives and the re-emergence of themes that have been largely absent for a long period of 
time, further indicating the increasingly fluid and open setting of the plenary debate. The debate 
increasingly revolves around what society is desired and how to reach it, and the values at stake 
seem significantly higher than during the previous period. Once again, it seems relevant to 
connect this to the public debate and political arenas outside of the Swedish parliament. It is 
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likely that this acts as fuel for the debate during this period, as the mineral politics become a 
matter of national concern and public debate.353 

7.4.4 Conflicts of interest: national interests, rights to natural resources, the Sami 
and power  

The theme of conflicts of interest has already been touched upon, but it is articulated in a new 
way during this period that appear very central to the debate which make it relevant to revisit. 
During this period there is, as mentioned, much debate on national interests, and how to weigh 
these against each other.354 In the context of national interests, the Sami people and their 
situation are debated throughout this period. This has not been the case during previous 
periods, the Sami have rarely figured in the debate at all. When they have, it has been about the 
reindeer herding business. During this period their situation appear central to the debate, and is 
closely connected to the theme of conflicts of interest. This is another instance where the debate 
seem more fluid and open again.  

The theme of conflicts of interest, when it comes to national interests and the Sami, is 
conceptualized differently from the frameworks of the different discourses. The dominant 
discourse of limitless exploitation and the sub-discourse of ecologically modernized exploitation 
continually express the belief in balance between interests. An interpellation by Moderate Party 
MP Johan Johansson to then-minister for industry and trade Annie Lööf of the Centre party can 
be used as an example. This interpellation is titled “conflict of interests in mineral extraction”, 
and Johansson asks Lööf how the many national interests, sometimes opposing, should be 
handled in the mineral politics. Lööf replies: 

The purpose of the mineral strategy is to create long-term sustainable mining communities, to strengthen 
the local communities and to create a mining industry in harmony with nature as well as adjacent 

businesses. /…/The county administrative board in Norrbotten has, among other things, been tasked with 
the development of a consultation plan or a dialogue plan for the Sami where a dialogue forum between 

the Sami and the mineral industry is to be introduced to find a way forward. I believe it is very important 
to institutionalize a platform for communication of that kind.355 

In this quote, Lööf express the well-established win-win notion of the ecologically modernized 
exploitation discourse, as well as a firm belief in balance between interests. She states that this 
balance can be achieved by dialogue between the Sami and the mining industry, which is in line 
with the discourses she adhere to. Johansson replies:  

I believe it is imperative that the businesses are developed together in symbiosis. The dialogue also has to 
be improved.356 

Johansson essentially articulates the same arguments and beliefs as Lööf, which are 
representative of how the dominant discourses conceptualize the theme of conflict of interests 
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during this period.357 The solutions presented are about creating symbiosis between different 
businesses, and creating dialogue forums. Another prominent example of this, which connects 
more explicitly to the notion of progress and other basic assumptions of the limitless 
exploitation discourse, is expressed by Social Democrat MP Mikael Damberg in an open-ended 
debate on mineral politics from 2013:  

The mining industry needs long-term ground rules to handle the challenges we are facing. /…/ I believe 
that Sweden has everything to gain on broad and long-term agreements on the future of the mining 

industry.358 

Damberg’s address, as many other addresses in the same debate, is permeated by the same 
belief in balance between interests, but is also even more in line with the neoclassical economic 
assumptions of the limitless exploitation discourse. In his address, he constantly express that 
there is a need for dialogue and consensus in favor of the most important values, implied to be 
economic growth and competitiveness for Swedish businesses.359 

In contrast to this conceptualization of the conflicts of interest theme, other aspects are brought 
up by adherents to the alternative visions discourse. A prominent example can be taken from a 
debate on information and responsibility when prospecting, from 2014. Here, Jonas Eriksson of 
the Green party states that: 

Better information and increased clarity regarding responsibility does not change the power relations 
between individuals, municipalities, the Sami people and the Sami villages or the public interest. Us 

members of the Green party think that bigger changes to both the mineral law and the environmental code 
are necessary to strengthen the protection of the environment.360 

In this quote, relations of power are highlighted as the main question that needs to be handled 
for change to be possible. Notable as well is that the theme of private property owners return in 
this debate as well, a theme that has been rarely touched upon since the second period. There is 
a big difference between the MPs talking about relations of power and the MPs who believe in 
dialogue, leading to several clashes. One example is from the debate on mineral politics from 
2013, and an exchange between Åsa Romson of the Green party and Eva Flyborg of the People’s 
party. In her address, Romson states that the contemporary environmental legislation is not 
nearly as comprehensive and solid as is often stated in the plenary debate. She continues with:  

Last but not least I am very worried about Alliansen’s belief that all conflicts can be solved by 
conversation. One cannot simply tell the Sami people: you can get along with the mines and be happy 

together through counseling, it does not work like that. First one has to acknowledge people’s rights and 
thus give them power in a conversation. That is how it works.361 

In this quote the focus on relations of power are present, as well as an outright attack on the 
belief in communication and dialogue heralded by adherents to the dominant discourses. To this, 
Flyborg answer: 
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When Åsa Romson and the Green party talk about these conflicts, which exist in some places, they make it 
sound as if they were everywhere. That, however, is not the case. There are tons of good examples all over 

Sweden that shows the dialogue is there and where the cooperation is very good between for example 
Sami villages and the mining industry. Do not make it sound as if everyone is angry with each other and 
fighting everywhere! That is certainly not the case. Dialogue is always the key, and we will keep focusing 

on that.362  

This indicates that there is a discursive divide between adherents to the dominant discourses, 
where dialogue and contemporary legislation are seen as key, as Flyborg’s quote exemplifies, 
and adherents to the alternative visions discourse, where neither contemporary law nor 
dialogue are considered enough. From the viewpoint of this discourse, the key is relations of 
power. This can be connected to the overall tendency of the opening up of the debate during this 
period, and the fact that the counter discourse of alternative visions and the risk discourse 
challenges the dominant discourses. Specifically, the different framings of the question detailed 
in the previous section seems of relevance to explain this dividing line. The articulations by, for 
example, Flyborg can also be seen as a manifestation of the tendency to view the question as 
simply a matter of the need for more progress, science and knowledge. The belief in dialogue 
and contemporary legislation also echo this basic storyline of “development”, and the fact that 
Flyborg accuses her opponents in the debate of unfounded beliefs, i.e. not knowing the facts, is 
also reminiscent of earlier articulations of the dominant discourses where facts and opinions 
were separated. Adherents to the alternative visions discourse, in this case Romson, instead 
frames the question as one of ideological character and involving power relations and a societal 
perspective, much like for example Holm did earlier, thus rejecting the progress-oriented basic 
assumption of the dominant discourses.  

The theme of the right to natural resources, also largely absent during the previous period, is 
intensely debated and conceptualized within the frameworks of the different discourses during 
this period.363 The theme of the time perspective is regularly connected to this. A common 
argument is that not only the people living today have a right to the natural resources, an idea 
that was prominent earlier, but has largely faded since. During this period this argument is used 
for example in relation to the fell areas, i.e. that the fell areas are a world heritage that has to be 
preserved for future generations.364 The Sami’s right to their own territory and natural 
resources on this territory is another way to conceptualize the theme of rights to natural 
resources, one that has not been present at all before this period.365 Another view on the rights 
to natural resources is one that connects to the centrality of the spatial dimension established 
during the previous period. This is the idea that the local communities where mining is 
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conducted should be afforded a share of the profits, on the basis that they have a right to the 
natural resources as they have a relation to the place where the mines are located.366 

These different ways to conceptualize the theme of the right to natural resources, articulated 
from the horizon of the alternative visions discourse, culminates in a questioning of the entire 
political order of priority and the juridical supremacy of the exploitation interests.367 When this 
line of reasoning appear, it is often connected to another framing of the question, one that focus 
on the need to see a line that runs through several political areas that the mining politics are part 
of. For example, mineral politics are connected to environmental and climate politics, rural 
policy, and transportation policy, and it is implied that a legitimate politics has to be coherent in 
all of these areas.368 

These types of problematizations and conceptualizations on the right to natural resources theme 
is absent from the dominant discourses. Instead, when the right to natural resources is debated 
during this period, it seems that the state-led mining sub-discourse from the first period has 
resurfaced. Here, the general idea is that natural resource rights is conditioned by territory, thus 
making natural resources in Sweden property of the Swedish state and Swedish citizens.369 In 
this discourse however, foreign companies and foreign investment are often considered a threat 
rather than a political goal as is the case within the discourses of limitless exploitation and 
ecologically modernized exploitation. The idea that the state should control the natural 
resources that was prominent during 1990-1998 is frequently expressed during this period, but 
is also coupled to the notion that local communities and the Swedish citizens needs to be 
granted a bigger part of the profit, something that the state should see to.370 This is expressed 
often in particular by Social Democratic MP Sven-Erik Bucht, for example in a debate on the 
moving of the cities of Kiruna and Gällivare, where he states that:  

The people are saying: no more mines. What do we get in return? It will only result in fly in/fly out. Why 
should we raise the tax for this? These are foreign companies that come here and exploit. The mines are 
threatening our business. /…/ We need these jobs. We need the economic growth inherent in the mining 

industry of this country. The whole country benefits from it.371 

Bucht is essentially expressing the core traits of the state-led mining discourse that was present 
during the first period, i.e. economic growth and job creation as main political goals, but the view 
that this is best achieved when mining is run by the state and that the state should protect the 
Swedish industry from foreign influence. Another example of Bucht expressing a similar 
discursive storyline is his addresses from a debate on mineral politics in 2013. Here, he talks 
about the need for consensus to “take a hold of the market”,372 a pitting of Swedish industry 
against foreign industry,373 and the idea that the state should be more active in the mining area 
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to secure that “Swedish minerals ends up in the hands of the Swedish industry” and that the 
thought of all Swedish mines being owned by foreign companies and investors is not a situation 
he wants for future generations.374 Another example of this is Thoralf Alfsson of the Sweden 
Democrats in a debate on excise taxes from 2014. He states that the state should be more active 
in the mining sector than is currently the case, and that the state needs to get a bigger part of the 
profits from mining in Sweden.375 He also share with Bucht the view on foreign companies as 
more of a threat than an opportunity, which he connects to the view that the right to natural 
resources is based on territory and thus minerals in Swedish lands belong to the Swedish 
people.376 These articulations indicate a partial return of the state-led mining sub-discourse 
rather than being expressions of state-run ecomodernism, as environmental aspects are not 
touched upon at all.  

Another notion on the right to natural resources theme that was also prominent mainly during 
the first period resurface here, which is the main way to conceptualize this theme within the 
limitless exploitation discourse. This is the idea that the right to natural resources is earned 
through an economic endeavor, often accompanied by the idea of positive spillover effects from 
the presence of capital in the form of foreign investment and large companies.377  

Thus, the theme of rights to natural resources once again appear central to the debate, and is 
debated often and quite intensely from within the frameworks of the different opposing 
discourses. These different articulations further underscore the opening up of the debate during 
this period.  

7.4.5 Discussion 

It appears as though the plenary debate gets reignited during this period. In order of discourse 
terms, the discursive battle taking place within the social setting of the plenary debate has 
become more open. This can be observed in almost all of the debates that constitute this period, 
as well as by the fact that many of the central themes that were not very prominent during the 
previous period also re-emerge and are debated with a newfound sense of urgency. The 
different ways to conceptualize the themes within the frameworks of the different discourses 
are indications of the opening up of the debate. The two very different ways of framing the 
questions at hand, on one side the technocratic and ecomodernist framing, and on the other the 
ideologically accentuated and value-underlined framing, are interesting to reflect upon. It is no 
doubt a big difference when compared to the previous period, where the technocratic and 
ecomodernist framing was very dominant. During this period, adherents to the dominant 
discourses have to defend their position in a way that was not necessary during the previous 
period. This results in an order of discourse that is less distinct in comparison. The counter 
discourses of alternative visions and risk appear to have gained ground and constantly challenge 
the dominant nodal discourse of limitless exploitation and its sub-discourses of ecologically 
modernized exploitation and the resurgent state-led mining.    

The theme of the rights to natural resources becomes central to the debate during this period as 
well, further illustrating the fluidity of the debate as well as the rift between the different 
discourses’ conceptualization and incorporation of this theme. This theme has been present 
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throughout 1990-2015, but it has not been debated as explicitly and intensely as during this 
period. The reasoning offered by adherents to the different discourses regarding this theme 
strongly reminds of the theories on territorial rights in contemporary political philosophy.378 
Different views on the right to natural resources are imbued in the different discourses, and 
there are several examples of clashes between these different conceptualizations throughout the 
period. This is yet another example of a theme that appears reinvigorated during this period, 
further highlighting the opening up of the debate.  

Discursively, the fluidity of the debate is marked by the return of the alternative visions 
discourse and the consolidation of the risk discourse. Looking only in the material, the discourse 
of alternative visions appear to re-emerge as a consequence of the risk discourse’s challenges to 
the dominant discourses during the previous period, by latching on to the concepts of political 
leadership and the need to make choices. These discourses consider mineral politics more of 
zero-sum game than adherents to the dominant discourses do, as both the risk discourse and the 
alternative visions discourse claim that perfect balance between interests is not possible, and 
that it is a political task to choose a path. This is essentially what the ideologically accentuated 
framing is based on, i.e. the recognition of irreconcilable clashing values, while the technocratic 
and ecomodernist framing is based upon the notion of perfect balance and economic growth as 
the prime political goal. This is coherent with the main storyline of progress and “development” 
that this discourse is based upon.  

It is likely however that there are external reasons for this opening up of the debate as well, not 
least the mineral strategy and political events outside the parliament. I believe another 
dimension to be relevant as well, to be able to account for the change in the debate. Political 
scientist and historian David Williams suggest that there is a dynamic interplay between 
concrete political change in specific cases and ideas and events on the global political arena.379 In 
trying to understand the opening up of the plenary debate on mineral politics, I believe one has 
to consider one such major event that sparked an ideational debate globally, i.e. the financial 
crisis of 2008. Bearing Williams’s reflection in mind, I believe that the ideational debate the 
financial crisis sparked to be of relevance in understanding the change in the plenary debate on 
mineral politics. This global debate on ideas has been ongoing for some time now.380 One of the 
main results of this debate is that ideological issues that have not been very prominent for some 
time have reappeared, and many scholars as well as practitioners once again call for a bigger 
role of the state as well as the need for unrestrained capitalism to be regulated.381 These are 
ideas that were prominent during 1990-1998 in the plenary debate on mineral politics, and 
resurfaced again during this last period.  

Considering that change often occur gradually, and coupled to the ideational debate the financial 
crisis sparked as well as to the mineral political events, I believe this is a relevant factor in 
understanding the change in the plenary debate on mineral politics. As is apparent from the 
debate, the MPs see the mineral politics as part of socio-technological, socio-economic as well as 
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socio-ecological systems, including the global economy and several globalization processes. Of 
course it is very difficult, if not impossible, to scientifically support causality in these instances, 
something that Williams also recognize.382 My overall epistemological view that ideas are 
important to understanding politics however makes it relevant to contextualize in this instance, 
as the ideational debate following the financial crisis as well as the financial crisis as a political 
event can be considered one of the major formative events on the global political arena of late. It 
seems reasonable to think that the plenary debate on mineral politics have taken a certain 
impression of this; it would be more surprising if it was the other way around.  

The line of reasoning I suggested in the end of the previous chapter, concerning the impact of the 
risk discourse, also seems relevant to understand this opening up of the debate. I stated during 
the end of the previous chapter that there were tendencies toward the debate opening up 
already, and attributed this at least partly to the risk discourse’s entrance. The dominant 
discourses have had to relate to the risk discourse to a greater extent during this period, and it 
seems as though the alternative visions discourse’s re-emergence can also be partly explained by 
the entrance of the risk discourse, as articulations of it include several key aspects of the risk 
discourse during this period. Here I believe it to be relevant to think as Beck did, regarding the 
fact that the political arena is forced to focus gradually more on the distribution and legitimation 
of “bads” that the institutions of industrial modernity produces rather than the production of 
goods.383 When this line of reasoning is combined with the reflections above, it could help 
explain why the dominant discourses have to relate to the articulations of the counter discourses 
to a larger extent during this period. The risks that the counter discourses’ call attention to 
simply cannot be ignored, especially when considering the public opinion that the MPs have to 
relate to (recall that a heated public debate on mineral politics correlates with this period) as 
well as the global political event of the financial crisis, which was essentially the exposition of 
risks inherent in the current financial system.384 Beck called this sub-politics, i.e. that actors 
outside of the official political system, such as resistance movements and instances in the public 
debate in this case, circumvents the political system and forces it to incorporate their 
conceptualizations, at least partly.385 This line of reasoning can help contextualize and partly 
explain the opening up of the debate.  
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8. Concluding discussion 

The purpose of this paper has been to analyze the Swedish plenary debate on mineral politics, to 
try and understand how political meaning on this issue is constructed and if and how this has 
changed during the past 25 years. The following research questions were stipulated:  

• Which goals for the mineral politics are constructed by the members of parliament 
(MPs)?  

• How is the question framed by the MPs? What values appear to be at stake?   
• Which central themes can be identified, and how are they shaped and reshaped within 

the frameworks of the different discourses? 

The analysis in this paper has thus essentially been about how the Swedish MPs have expressed 
conceptualizations of the mineral political area in the plenary debate, as it is argued that 
conceptualizations are crucial in opening up and closing political options. The main result of the 
analysis is that there are essentially two ways to conceptualize the mineral politics in the 
Swedish plenary debate 1990-2015.  

The dominant understanding, or framing, is essentially technocratic, rationalistic and 
economistic, epitomized in the limitless exploitation nodal discourse. It is significative that 
almost every debate on mineral politics take place within the framework of the Committee on 
Industry and Trade. This political framing of the mineral area is permeated by an extremely 
strong belief in limitless exploitation and progress, which is made possible by technological 
development and economic growth, reminding of Dryzek’s Promethean discourse.386 There is 
reason to suspect that this framing cripples the political imagination, as it renders value driven 
debate unnecessary with its almost deterministic emphasis on “development”, science, 
knowledge accumulation and technology, not least when considering the “locked” setting of the 
debate during 2006-2012 when this framing is at its strongest. This is exactly what was 
criticized by Jens Holm (V) when he used the “party metaphor” and stated that something is not 
necessarily right only because it is technically possible.  

The other way to understand the mineral politics in the plenary debate is as an ideological area 
that necessitates choosing a path. Based on this framing, the dominant discourses’ adamant 
belief in perfect balance between interests becomes problematic. An indication of this is the 
proprietary prioritization discourse and the difficulty in reconciling private property values and 
economic growth, which is very difficult to handle at first within the dominant, technocratic 
framing. There are many examples within the debate of adherents to the ideologically 
accentuated framing questioning and problematizing the notion of balance, i.e. that it is possible 
to reconcile all the opposing interests and that progress and more knowledge erase the need to 
choose and prioritize politically.  

The ideologically accentuated framing appear to gain momentum as a result of politics outside of 
the political system, since it is often connected to the public debate and resistance movements 
outside of the official political arena. This is what Beck called sub-politics, i.e. politics on other 
arenas by other actors.387 I believe this to be a consequence of the apparent incapacity of the 
political system to handle the conflicts inherent in the mineral politics, or at least the fact that 
when the official political system incorporates the sub-political dimension the 
conceptualizations and descriptions of sub-political actors are downplayed as a consequence of 
                                                           
386 Dryzek. The politics of the earth: environmental discourses, 52-53.  
387 Beck. World at risk, 93-108.  
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the political system’s logic. Sub-politics is thus a consequence of the political system being 
perceived as not adequately handling, or even debating, political issues. Local (and global) 
resistance movements, action groups, networks, scientists etc. that pops up are essentially doing 
politics on different arenas. This is something that not only Beck but also several of the so called 
post-political theorists referred to in the analysis recognize, albeit drawing somewhat different 
conclusions.388 In the case of the mineral politics, these political acts appear to force the MPs in 
the official political arena to relate to these alternative political understandings of the mineral 
politics, a consequence of the configuration of parliamentary democracy. This is also remarkably 
similar to Beck’s theory of risk society, as this is essentially a result of risks and threats inherent 
in modernity; the risks gets institutionalized by actors outside of the political system.  

The relationship between the risk discourse and the discourse of alternative visions also relates 
to Beck’s theories. In the analysis I called the risk discourse a “step back” compared to 
alternative visions. This implies that the risk discourse is in line with the first part of Beck’s 
analysis and theory of reflexive modernization, where modernity is forced to confront and 
reflect upon the risks produced by its successes. Alternative visions, on the other hand, goes all 
the way and also embrace the cosmopolitical reformulation potential inherent in Beck’s theory, 
or what he called the reinvention of politics. This is also very similar to the resurgence of 
political theory for the past years, where a renewed discussion on community and belonging has 
taken off as a result of globalization processes. This makes sense as well when considering that 
the risk discourse appear during the period where the technocratic framing is at its strongest, i.e. 
it is not “possible” to articulate a more radical critique in the technocratic and ecomodernist 
context, as Foucault’s exclusion mechanisms tell us.  

The mineral politics are essentially an intricate, complex and even slightly awkward political and 
knowledge area. It partly confirms the general history of Swedish political history and culture, 
and partly problematizes it. Considering the systems and logics the mineral politics are 
intimately connected to, such as socio-ecological and sociotechnical systems and globalization 
processes, it is obvious that it is a political area that require political decision making and 
choosing of paths. The dominant framing contradicts itself when it neither recognizes this nor 
the need for deliberation on values, as it is obvious that the Swedish mineral politics have 
favored certain goals and interests above others for a long time.  

  

                                                           
388 See e.g. Swyngedouw. Anthropocenic Politicization: From the Politics of the Environment to Politicizing 
Environments.  



  

73 
 

9. References 
9.1 Printed material 

Allenby, Braden R. & Sarewitz, Daniel R. The techno-human condition. MIT Press, Cambridge, 
Mass., 2011.  

 
Altvater, Elmar. Demokrati eller kapitalism?: Europa i kris. Daidalos, Göteborg, 2015.  

 

Anshelm, Jonas,.Socialdemokraterna och miljöfrågan: en studie av framstegstankens paradoxer. B. 
Östlings bokförl. Symposion, Stockholm, 1995. 

 

Anshelm, Jonas. Mellan frälsning och domedag: om kärnkraftens politiska idéhistoria i Sverige 
1945-1999. B. Östlings bokförl. Symposion, Eslöv, 2000. 

 

Anshelm, Jonas. Bergsäkert eller våghalsigt?: frågan om kärnavfallets hantering i det offentliga 
samtalet i Sverige 1950-2002. Arkiv, Lund, 2006. 

 

Anshelm, Jonas. Kampen om klimatet: miljöpolitiska strider i Sverige 2006-2009. Pärspektiv, 
Storå, 2012.  

 

Anshelm, Jonas & Hultman, Martin. Discourses of global climate change: apocalyptic framing and 
political antagonisms. Abingdon, Oxon, Routledge, 2015.  

 

Archibugi, Daniele, Koenig-Archibugi, Mathias & Marchetti, Raffaele (eds.). Global democracy: 
normative and empirical perspectives. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2012.  

 

Armstrong, Chris. Against “permanent sovereignty” over natural resources. Politics Philosophy 
Economics. 14:2 (2015): 129-151.  

 

Bachrach, Peter & Baratz, Morton S. Power and poverty: theory and practice. Oxford U.P., New 
York, 1970. 

 

Ball, Terence. & Dagger, Richard. Political ideologies and the democratic ideal. 8th ed., 
International ed., Pearson Education, Harlow, 2011. 

 

Barry, John. Environment and social theory. 2. ed., Routledge, London, 2007.  



  

74 
 

 

Bauman, Zygmunt. Liquid modernity. Polity, Cambridge, 2000. 

 

Beck, Ulrich. Att uppfinna det politiska: bidrag till en teori om reflexiv modernisering. Daidalos, 
Göteborg, 1996. 

 

Beck, Ulrich. Risksamhället: på väg mot en annan modernitet. Daidalos, Göteborg, 2000. 

 

Beck, Ulrich. World at risk. Polity Press, Cambridge, 2009. 

 

Beck, Ulrich, Lash, Scott & Giddens, Anthony.  Reflexive modernization: politics, tradition and 
aesthetics in the modern social order. Polity, Oxford, 1994.  

 

Bergmann-Winberg, Marie-Louise von & Wihlborg, Elin (eds). Politikens entreprenörskap: kreativ 
problemlösning och förändring. 1. uppl., Liber, Malmö, 2011.  

 

Betänkande 2004/05:NU8. Ändringar i minerallagen. Stockholm: Näringsutskottet.  

 

Bonnedahl, Karl Johan. Från ekonomiskt till hållbart, från exploatering till samexistens: en bok om 
att tänka om. 1. uppl., Studentlitteratur, Lund, 2012.  

 

Boykoff, Maxwell T. The cultural politics of climate change discourse in UK tabloids. Political 
Geography. Vol. 27, (2008): 549-569. doi:10.1016/j.polgeo.2008.05.002. 

 

Brodén Gyberg, Veronica. Aiding science: Swedish research aid policy 1973-2008. Diss., 
Linköpings Universitet, 2013. 

 

Christensen, Tom, Lægreid, Per, Roness, Paul G., Røvik, Kjell Arne. Organisationsteori för offentlig 
sektor. 1. ed., Liber, Malmö, 2005.  

 

Clapp, Jennifer & Dauvergne, Peter. Paths to a green world: the political economy of the global 
environment. 2nd ed., MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 2011. 

 



  

75 
 

Dahl, Robert A. Who governs?: democracy and power in an American city. 24 pr., New Haven, 
Conn., 1975[1961] 

 

van Dijk, Teun. Text and Context of Parliamentary Debates. In Cross-cultural Perspectives on 
Parliamentary Discourse, Bayley, Paul (ed.), John Benjamins Publishing Company, 
Amsterdam/Philadelphia, 2004.  

 

Dyball, Rob & Newell, Barry. Understanding human ecology: a systems approach to sustainability. 
Oxon, Routledge, 2014.  

 

Dryzek, John S. The politics of the Earth: environmental discourses. 3. ed. Oxford University Press, 
Oxford, 2013. 

 

Ellemor, Heidi. White skin, black heart? The politics of belonging and Native Title in Australia. 
Social & Cultural Geography. Vol. 4, No. 2, (2003): 233-252. DOI: 
10.1080/1464936032000079943.  

 

Esping-Andersen, Gøsta. The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Polity, Cambridge, 1990. 

 

Evans, Chris & Rydén, Göran. From Gammelbo Bruk to Calabar: Swedish Iron in an Expanding 
Atlantic Economy. In Scandinavian colonialism and the rise of modernity: small time agents in a 
global arena, Naum, Magdalena & Nordin, Jonas M. (eds.), New York, Springer, 2013.  

 

Fairclough, Norman. Language and globalization. Routledge, Abingdon, 2006. 

 

Fairclough, Norman. Critical discourse analysis: the critical study of language. 2. ed., Longman, 
Harlow, 2010. 

 

Fairclough, Norman. Language and power. Third edition. Routledge, Milton Park, Adingdon, 
Oxon, 2014. 

 

Foucault, Michel. Diskursens ordning: installationsföreläsning vid Collège de France den 2 
december 1970. B. Östlings bokförl. Symposion, Stockholm, 1993.  

 



  

76 
 

Foucault, Michel. Essential works of Foucault, 1954-1984. Vol. 3, Power. The New Press, New York, 
2000.  

 

Foucault, Michel. The order of things: an archaeology of the human sciences. Routledge, London, 
2002. 

 

Foucault, Michel. Sexualitetens historia. Bd 3, Omsorgen om sig. [New ed.], Daidalos, Göteborg, 
2002. 

 

Foucault, Michel. Övervakning och straff: fängelsets födelse. 4. ed., Arkiv, Lund, 2003. 

 

Foucault, Michel. Vansinnets historia under den klassiska epoken. 6. ed., Arkiv, Lund, 2010. 

 

Foucault, Michel. Vetandets arkeologi. 2. ed., Arkiv, Lund, 2011. 

 

Fraser, Nancy. Rättvisans mått: texter om omfördelning, erkännande och representation i en 
globaliserad värld, Atlas, Stockholm, 2011.  

 

Fukuyama, Francis. The end of history and the last man. [New ed.], Penguin, Harmondsworth, 
1992.  

 

Georgescu-Roegen, Nicholas. The entropy law and the economic process. Cambridge, Mass., 1971.  

 

Giddens, Anthony. Runaway world: how globalisation is reshaping our lives. New ed., Profile 
Books, London, 2002.  

 

Gyberg, Per. Energi som kunskapsområde: om praktik och diskurser i skolan. Diss., Linköping, 
2003. 
 

Habermas, Jürgen. Den rationella övertygelsen: en antologi om legitimitet, kris och politik. 
Akademilitteratur, Stockholm, 1984.  

 

Habermas, Jürgen. The lure of technocracy. Polity, Cambridge, 2015.  

 



  

77 
 

Hague, Rod, Harrop, Martin & Breslin, Shaun. Comparative government and politics: an 
introduction. 4. ed., Macmillan, Basingstoke, 1998.  

 

Hajer, Maarten A. The politics of environmental discourse: ecological modernization and the policy 
process. Clarendon, Oxford, 1995. 

 

Hajer, Maarten A. & Wagenaar, Hendrik (eds.). Deliberative policy analysis: understanding 
governance in the network society. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2003.  

 

Hay, Colin. Political analysis: a critical introduction. Palgrave, Basingstoke, 2002.  

 

Hay, Colin. Failure of Anglo-Liberal Capitalism. Palgrave, Basingstoke, 2013. 

 

Hay, Colin & Payne, Anthony. Civic capitalism. Polity, Cambridge, 2015.  

 

Held, David & McGrew, Anthony. Globalization/Anti-Globalization: Beyond the Great Divide. 2nd 
Edition. John Wiley & Sons, 2007.  

 

Hermele, Kenneth. Land matters: agrofuels, unequal exchange, and appropriation of ecological 
space. Diss., Lund, 2012. 

 

Holton, Robert. Globalization. In Modern social theory: an introduction, Harrington, Austin (ed.), 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2005. 

 

Hornborg, Alf. The power of the machine: global inequalities of economy, technology, and 
environment. AltaMira Press, Walnut Creek, 2001.   

 

Hornborg, Alf. Global ecology and unequal exchange: fetishism in a zero-sum world. Routledge, 
London, 2011. 

 

Hornborg, Alf, Clark, Brett & Hermele, Kenneth (eds.). Ecology and power: struggles over land and 
material resources in the past, present, and future. Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon, 2012.  

 



  

78 
 

Howarth, David & Stavrakakis, Yannis. Introducing discourse theory and political analysis. In 
Discourse theory and political analysis, Howarth, David, Norval, Aletta, & Stavrakakis, Yannis 
(eds.), Manchester University Press, Manchester, 2000.  

 

Howitt, R., Doohan, K., Suchet-Pearson, S., Cross, S., Lawrence, R., Lunkapis, G. J., Muller, S., Prout, 
S. and Veland, S. Intercultural capacity deficits: Contested geographies of coexistence in natural 
resource management. Asia Pacific Viewpoint, 54, (2013): 126–140. doi: 10.1111/apv.12014.  

 

Joyce, Paul. Strategic Leadership in the public services. Routledge, London, 2012.  

 

Kall, Ann-Sofie. Förnyelse med förhinder: den riksdagspolitiska debatten om omställningen av 
energisystemet 1980-2010. Diss., Linköping, 2011.  

 

Lawrence, Rebecca. 'Governing Warlpiri Subjects: Indigenous Employment and Training 
Programs in the Central Australian Mining Industry'. Geographical Research, 43:1, (2005): 40-48. 

 

Lidskog, Rolf & Sundqvist, Göran, Miljösociologi, 1. ed., Studentlitteratur, Lund, 2011.  

 

Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Om markägarens, upptäckarens och statens inflytande över mineraler i 
Sverige: en historisk återblick från medeltiden till år 2000. Stockholm, 2000.  

 

Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Rights to minerals in Sweden: Current situation from a historical 
perspective. Journal of energy and natural resources law. Vol.19, (2001).  

 

Liedholm Johnson, Eva. ”Interface between mineral and environmental legislation: The example 
of Sweden as an historic mining country in the European Union.” In International and 
comparative mineral law and policy, Bastida, Wälde & Warden Fernández (eds.), 1067-1080, 
Kluwer Law International, Netherlands, 2005.  

 

Liedholm Johnson, Eva. Mineral rights: legal systems governing exploration and exploitation. Diss., 
Stockholm, 2010.  

 

Linde, S., Matti, S., & Jagers, S. Political and institutional prerequisites for successful mining 
establishment and development: a synthesis of social science research. Luleå: Luleå tekniska 
universitet. 2012, (Research report / Luleå University of Technology).  

 



  

79 
 

Lindmark, Daniel. En lappdrängs omvändelse: Svenskar i möte med samer och deras religion på 
1600- och 1700-talen. Umeå: Umeå University, 2006a.  

 

Lindmark, Daniel. Pietism and colonialism: Swedish schooling in 18th-century Sápmi. Acta 
Borealia: A Nordic Journal of Circumpolar Society, 23:2, (2006b): 116–129. 

 

Lindmark, Daniel. När samerna ville använda trumman som kompass: Om samiskt motstånd mot 
kolonisationen. Saga och Sed: Kungl. Gustav Adolf Akademiens Årsbok, (2010): 95–104. 

 

Lindmark, Daniel. Colonial Encounter in Early Modern Sápmi. In Scandinavian colonialism and 
the rise of modernity: small time agents in a global arena, Naum, Magdalena & Nordin, Jonas M. 
(eds.), New York, Springer, 2013a. 

 

Lindmark, Daniel. Colonial education and Saami resistance in early modern Sweden. In 
Connecting histories of education : Transactions , transculturalisms and transnationalisms, 
B.Bagchi, E. Fuchs & K. Rousmaniere (eds.), New York: Berghahn, 2013b.  

 

Lukes, Steven. Power: a radical view. 2. expanded ed., Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, 2005. 

 

Lyotard, Jean-François. The postmodern condition: a report on knowledge. Manchester Univ. 
Press, Manchester, 1984. 

 

Magone, José María. Contemporary European politics: a comparative introduction. Routledge, 
London, 2011.  

 

Merchant, Carolyn. The death of nature: women, ecology, and the scientific revolution. 1. ed., 
Harper & Row, San Francisco, 1980.  

 

Moore, Margaret. Natural Resources, territorial right, and global distributive justice. Political 
Theory. 40:1 (2012): 84-107.  

 

Mouffe, Chantal. On the political. Routledge, London, 2005.  

 

Naum, Magdalena & Nordin, Jonas M. (eds.). Scandinavian colonialism and the rise of modernity: 
small time agents in a global arena. Springer, New York, 2013.  



  

80 
 

 

Nine Cara. Global justice and territory. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2012.  

 

Nozick, Robert. Anarchy, state, and Utopia. Blackwell, Oxford, 1974. 

 

Näringsutskottets betänkande 1990/91:NU7. Minerallagstiftning m.m. (prop. 1988/89:92). 

 

Näringsutskottets betänkande 2008/09:NU18.   

 

Näringsutskottets betänkande 2009/10:NU14.  

 

O'Brien, Robert & Williams, Marc. Global political economy: evolution and dynamics. 4. ed., 
Palgrave, Basingstoke, UK, 2013.  

 

Ostrom, Elinor. Governing the commons: the evolution of institutions for collective action. 
Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1990.  

 

Palan, Ronen & Abbott, Jason (with Phil Deans). State Strategies in the Global Political Economy. 
Pinter, London, 2005.  

 

Pierre, Jon. Globalization and governance. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 2013.  

 

Piketty, Thomas. Capital in the twenty-first century. Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 
Cambridge, Mass., 2014.   

 

Poulton, M. M., Jagers, S., Linde, S., Van Zyl, D., Danielson, L. J., & Matti, S. State of the world’s 
nonfuel mineral resources: supply, demand, and socio-institutional fundamentals. Annual Review 
of Environment and the Resources, 38, (2013): 345-371. Doi. 10.1146/annurev-environ-022310-
094734.  

 

Rancière, Jacques. Hatred of democracy. Verso, London, 2006.  

 

Rawls, John. A theory of justice. Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 1973. 



  

81 
 

 

Regeringskansliet. En hållbar energi- och klimatpolitik för miljö, konkurrenskraft och trygghet. 
Press release, 5 februari 2009.    

 

Regeringskansliet. Sveriges mineralstrategi: för ett hållbart nyttjande av Sveriges 
mineraltillgångar som skapar tillväxt i hela landet. Stockholm, Näringsdepartementet, 2013.  

 

Regeringens proposition 2004/05:40. Ändringar i minerallagen. Stockholm.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39 Minerallagstiftning m.m. 

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Mineralförsörjning och minerallagstiftning.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Mineralförsörjning.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:96. Mineralförsörjning m.m. 

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:120. Ändringar i minerallagen.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1993/94:87. Näringspolitik.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1995/96:41. En politik för arbete, trygghet och utveckling.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1996/97:90. Vissa näringspolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1996/97:110. Frågestund.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1997/98:83 Ändring i minerallagen.  

 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1998/99:83. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 



  

82 
 

Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2001/02:61. Svar på interpellation 2001/02:89 om minerallagen.  

 
Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2001/02:78. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2003/04:123. Gruv- och mineralpolitik i EU.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2004/05:87. Ändringar i minerallagen.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:46. Gruv- och mineralpolitik.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:79. Svar på interpellation 2005/06:125 om uranbrytning i Sverige.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:14. Svar på interpellation 2006/07:12 om svenskt uran till 
kärnvapen. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:83 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:120. Svar på interpellation 2006/07:540 om den byråkratiska 
miljöprövningen. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2007/08:76. Svar på interpellation 2007/08:403 om uranbrytning i Sverige. 
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:21. Svar på interpellation 2008/09:22 om neutralisering av 
hyresläget i Kiruna.  
 
 
Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:84. Svar på interpellation 2008/09:325 om uranbrytning i Sverige 
med anledning av regeringens utbyggnadsplaner av kärnkraften.  
 
 
Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:95. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:122. En strategi för att stärka utvecklingskraften i Sveriges 
landsbygder. 

 



  

83 
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:9. Svar på interpellation 2009/10:1 om statens ansvar för 
malmfälten.  
 
 
Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:29. Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:30, 41, 54 och 58 om 
uranbrytning i Sverige.   
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:94 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:145  Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:384 och 431 om en 
regionalpolitik för att hela Sverige ska leva.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:41. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:118 om utsläpp från gruvor.  
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:64. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:166 om gruvindustrin som 
utvecklingskraft.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:92 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:18. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:26 om uranbrytning.  
 
 
Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:73. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:202 om näringslivets 
förutsättningar i Västerbotten.  
 
 
Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:87. Näringspolitiska frågor.  
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:73. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:202 om näringslivets 
förutsättningar i Västerbotten.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:79. Mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:87. Näringspolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:36. Svar på interpellation 2012/13:133  om 
samhällsomvandlingen i Malmfälten.  

 



  

84 
 

Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:78. Intressekonflikter vid mineralutvinning. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:81. Mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:87. Svar på interpellation om 2012/13:286 om nya jobb i 
Storuman och Tärnaby.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:93 Övergripande miljöfrågor. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:3. Meddelande om aktuell debatt om mineralpolitiken.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:8 Aktuell debatt: Mineralpolitiken. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:25. Svar på interpellation 2013/14:50 om gruvnäring och regional 
tillväxt.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:82 Punktskatter. 

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:86 Mineralpolitiska frågor.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:123. Bättre information och tydligare ansvar vid 
mineralprospektering.  

 

Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:131. Svar på interpellation 2013/14:493 om skydd av Vättern.  

 

Sandel, Michael J. What money can't buy: the moral limits of markets. 1st paperback ed., Farrar, 
Straus & Giroux, New York, 2013[2012].  

 

Sassen, Saskia. Territorium, makt, rättigheter: sammansättningar från medeltiden till den globala 
tidsåldern. Atlas, Stockholm, 2007.  

 

Schmidt, Vivien A. The futures of European capitalism. Oxford University Press, New York, 2002. 



  

85 
 

 

Scholte, Jan Aart. Globalization: a critical introduction. 2. ed. [rev. and updated], Palgrave 
Macmillan, New York, 2005. 

 

Siaroff, Alan. Corporatism in 24 Industrial Democracies: Meaning and Measurement. European 
Journal of political research. 36 (1999): 175-205.  

 

Sinclair, Timothy J. Global governance. Polity, Cambridge, 2012. 

 

Sismondo, Sergio. An introduction to science and technology studies. 2nd ed., Wiley-Blackwell, 
Chichester, West Sussex, U.K., 2010.   

 

SOU 2000:89. Minerallagen, markägarna och miljön. Betänkande från utredning om markägarnas 
rättigheter m.m. i minerallagen (Dir 1999:11). Stockholm.  

 

Swyngedouw, Erik. Anthropocenic Politicization: From the Politics of the Environment to 
Politicizing Environments. In Green utopianism: perspectives, politics and micro-practices, 
Bradley, Karin & Hedrén, Johan (eds.), Routledge, New York, 2014.  

 

Swyngedouw, Erik. Interrogating Post-Democracy: Reclaiming Egalitarian Political Spaces. 
Political Geography. 30 (2011): 370-380.  

 

Sörlin, Sverker, Pianona i Västerbotten: det politiska och politikens platser, Premiss i samarbete 
med Arena Idé, Stockholm, 2014.  

 

Tidholm, Po. Norrland: essäer & reportage. Teg Publishing, Luleå, 2012.  

 

Uhrqvist, Ola. Seeing and knowing the earth as a system: an effective history of global 
environmental change research as scientific and political practice. Diss., Linköping, 2014.  

 

Vandekerckhove, Nel. ”We are sons of this soil” The Endless Battle over Indigenous Homelands 
in Assam, India. Critical Asian Studies. Vol. 41:4 (2009): 523-548. DOI: 
10.1080/14672710903328013.  

 



  

86 
 

Wendt, Alexander. Social theory of international politics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 
1999. 

 

Williams, David. International development and global politics: history, theory and practice. 
Routledge, London, 2012. 

 

Winther Jørgensen, Marianne & Phillips, Louise. Diskursanalys som teori och metod. 
Studentlitteratur, Lund, 2000.  

9.2 Unprinted material 

Anshelm, Jonas. Unpublished manuscript.  

 

9.3 Digital material 

Larsson Hultin, Therese. Hemberg: ”En av vår tids största företagsskandaler”, 2013-05-25. 
Svenska Dagbladet. http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/branscher/energi-och-ravaror/hemberg-
northland-resources-en-av-var-tids-storsta-foretagsskandaler_8208896.svd (2015-04-30). 

 
Lawrence, Rebecca. Current research projects, 2015. 
http://www.statsvet.su.se/forskning/v%C3%A5ra-forskare/rebecca-lawrence/rebecca-
lawrence-1.165432 (2015-04-24). 

 
Nationalencyklopedin. Gruvindustri, 2015. 
http://www.ne.se.e.bibl.liu.se/uppslagsverk/encyklopedi/l%C3%A5ng/gruvindustri (2015-04-
28).  

 
Svenska Dagbladet. Gruvkokursen i Pajala. http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/gruvkonkursen-i-
pajala_4288607.svd (2015-04-30).  

 
Sveriges Geologiska Undersökning. Bergverksstatistik 2013. Elanders Sverige AB, 2014, 40. 
http://resource.sgu.se/produkter/pp/pp2014-2-rapport.pdf (2015-05-20).  

 
Sveriges Radio P4 Västerbotten. FN-kritik mot minerallagen, 2013-09-05. 
http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=109&artikel=5636663 (2015-04-23). 

 
Wikipedia. Arbetslinjen, 2015. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arbetslinjen (2015-04-23).  

 

 

 

http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/branscher/energi-och-ravaror/hemberg-northland-resources-en-av-var-tids-storsta-foretagsskandaler_8208896.svd
http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/branscher/energi-och-ravaror/hemberg-northland-resources-en-av-var-tids-storsta-foretagsskandaler_8208896.svd
http://www.statsvet.su.se/forskning/v%C3%A5ra-forskare/rebecca-lawrence/rebecca-lawrence-1.165432
http://www.statsvet.su.se/forskning/v%C3%A5ra-forskare/rebecca-lawrence/rebecca-lawrence-1.165432
http://www.ne.se.e.bibl.liu.se/uppslagsverk/encyklopedi/l%C3%A5ng/gruvindustri
http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/gruvkonkursen-i-pajala_4288607.svd
http://www.svd.se/naringsliv/gruvkonkursen-i-pajala_4288607.svd
http://resource.sgu.se/produkter/pp/pp2014-2-rapport.pdf
http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=109&artikel=5636663
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arbetslinjen


  

87 
 

10. Appendix 

The analysis was performed on the following protocols from the plenary debate, in the instances 
where mineral politics were debated:  

• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:39 Minerallagstiftning m.m. 
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1990/91:82. Mineralförsörjning och minerallagstiftning.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1991/92:84. Mineralförsörjning.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:96. Mineralförsörjning m.m. 
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1992/93:120. Ändringar i minerallagen.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1993/94:87. Näringspolitik.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1995/96:41. En politik för arbete, trygghet och utveckling.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1996/97:90. Vissa näringspolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1996/97:110. Frågestund.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1997/98:83 Ändring i minerallagen.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 1998/99:83. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2000/01:10. Gruvnäringen.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2001/02:61. Svar på interpellation 2001/02:89 om 

minerallagen.  
• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2001/02:78. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2003/04:123. Gruv- och mineralpolitik i EU.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2004/05:37. Svensk gruv- och mineralnäring. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2004/05:87. Ändringar i minerallagen.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:22. Gruvnäringen.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:46. Gruv- och mineralpolitik.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:79. Svar på interpellation 2005/06:125 om uranbrytning i 

Sverige.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2005/06:98. Vissa näringspolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:14. Svar på interpellation 2006/07:12 om svenskt uran till 

kärnvapen. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:48. Svar på interpellation 2006/07:130 om uranbrytning i 

Sverige.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:66. Svar på interpellationerna 2006/07:287, 261 och 300 

om stärkt naturskydd vid gruvverksamhet.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:83 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2006/07:120. Svar på interpellation 2006/07:540 om den 

byråkratiska miljöprövningen. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2007/08:76. Svar på interpellation 2007/08:403 om uranbrytning i 

Sverige. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:21. Svar på interpellation 2008/09:22 om neutralisering 

av hyresläget i Kiruna.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:84. Svar på interpellation 2008/09:325 om uranbrytning i 

Sverige med anledning av regeringens utbyggnadsplaner av kärnkraften.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:95. Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2008/09:122. En strategi för att stärka utvecklingskraften i Sveriges 

landsbygder. 
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• Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:9. Svar på interpellation 2009/10:1 om statens ansvar för 
malmfälten.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:29. Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:30, 41, 54 och 58 
om uranbrytning i Sverige.   

• Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:94 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:127. Uranbrytning i Sverige.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2009/10:145  Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:384 och 431 om 

en regionalpolitik för att hela Sverige ska leva, Svar på interpellationerna 2009/10:390 och 
460 om kärnkraft och brytning av uran i Sverige.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:41. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:118 om utsläpp från 
gruvor, Svar på interpellation 2010/11:57 om järnväg till Kaunisvaara.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:51. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:93 om stopp för 
utvinning av fossila bränslen.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:64. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:166 om gruvindustrin 
som utvecklingskraft.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:86. Svar på interpellation 2010/11:241 om uranbrytning i 
Sverige.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2010/11:92 Vissa mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:18. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:26 om uranbrytning. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:73. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:202 om näringslivets 

förutsättningar i Västerbotten.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:79. Mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:83. Mineralstrategi.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:87. Näringspolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:88. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:294 om 

miljöprövningen och gruvnäringens tillväxtmöjligheter.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:93. Svar på interpellationerna 2011/12:308, 311 och 314 

om sammanhållet program för gruvnäringen.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2011/12:134. Svar på interpellation 2011/12:365 om industrins och 

basnäringens betydelse för Dalarnas utveckling.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:36. Svar på interpellation 2012/13:133  om 

samhällsomvandlingen i Malmfälten.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:78. Intressekonflikter vid mineralutvinning. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:81. Mineralpolitiska frågor.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:87. Svar på interpellation om 2012/13:286 om nya jobb i 

Storuman och Tärnaby, Svar på interpellation 2012/13:305 om företag i 
glesbygdskommuner.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2012/13:93 Övergripande miljöfrågor. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:3. Meddelande om aktuell debatt om mineralpolitiken.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:8 Aktuell debatt: Mineralpolitiken. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:13. Allmänpolitisk debatt (forts. från prot. 12). Jobb och 

tillväxt.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:25. Svar på interpellation 2013/14:50 om gruvnäring och 

regional tillväxt.  
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:82 Punktskatter. 
• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:86 Mineralpolitiska frågor.  
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• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:123. Bättre information och tydligare ansvar vid 
mineralprospektering.  

• Riksdagens protokoll 2013/14:131. Svar på interpellation 2013/14:493 om skydd av 
Vättern.  

• Riksdagens snabbprotokoll 2014/15:45. Statliga företag.  
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