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Abstract

Corporatist Nordic welfare states are largely thought to have exemplary environmental
policies. Finland, however, was labeled “a failing ecostate” by a recent study owing to its weak

climate change policy. Why is Finland different? We use data from a survey of organizations
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belonging to the Finnish climate change policy network to investigate two alternative
explanations related to policy networks. According to the Cooptation Thesis, inclusive
corporatist polities, where environmental NGOs (ENGOs) have support from and access to the
state, formulate less ambitious policies because environmentalists moderate their views to secure
state funding and political access. Second, according to the Treadmill of Production Theory, the
decisive feature of Nordic corporatism with regard to environmental policy is the tripartite
system linking business interests, labor unions, and the state in a coalition that prioritizes
economic over ecological values. The results indicate that the ENGO Coalition is the least
influential, least resourceful, smallest, least linked to the others, and not particularly moderate.
The Treadmill Coalition is the most influential, most resourceful, second largest, well linked to
the state, and least ecological in its beliefs. Thus, of the two policy network explanations, the

dominance of the Treadmill Coalition rather than cooptation of ENGOs gets support.
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Introduction: Why is Finland Different?

Finland is the land of a thousand lakes and countless hectares of open wilderness. Travel
brochures and websites are filled with images of beautiful empty landscapes and texts about
escaping the hustle and bustle of city life to embrace the silent beauty of nature (Visit Finland
2015). “Clean” was chosen as the number one strategic theme of communication about Finland

by the Country Brand Working Group set up by the government in a report filled with words and

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢

phrases such as “pristine,” “organic,” “green technologies,” and “each Finn has a close

relationship with nature” (Team Finland 2014). Along with the other Nordic countries, Finland



generally boasts an image of a progressive, environmentally friendly, high-tech country, rather
than a big polluter.

In climate change policy, however, Finland is different. As shown in figure 1, based on
the latest available World Bank data, at 10.2 tons per capita, Finland’s Co2 emissions are the
highest of all Nordic countries, compared to Norway (9.2), Denmark (7.2), Iceland (5.9), and
Sweden (5.5) (World Bank 2015a). Furthermore, Finland’s emissions (along with Norway) have
followed a rising trajectory since 1990 (the reference year for the Kyoto Protocol), whereas the

other Nordic countries have managed to reduce their emissions.?

[Figure 1 about here]

Looking at things beyond simple emission levels, Finland does not fare any better. In
2015, the Germanwatch Climate Change Performance Index places Finland at 32" position in a
list of 64 countries, in the company of Belarus (33", Indonesia (34™), and Ukraine (35™)
(Germanwatch 2015). Denmark tops the entire ranking, Sweden and Iceland are included in the
top 10, and even oil-rich Norway is placed above Finland at 24™. Furthermore, Finland was
recently labeled “a failing ecostate” owing to its climate change policy performance (Koch &
Fritz 2014).

Finland has committed to a national Energy and Climate Strategy that includes plans on

how to meet the EU-imposed target of reducing emissions 20 per cent by the year 2020. The

2 The global economic recession since 2008 has hit Finland harder than most other European countries. The
decline in emissions since that year is more due to falling economic output than changes in climate policy. Owing to
the recession, Finland did meet its commitments to the Kyoto protocol in 2012 by lowering emissions to below 1990
levels. Being the worst of the Nordic countries, then, is still far from being the worst in the world—some countries,
of course, either never ratified the Kyoto protocol or just did not meet their targets and opted out later.
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principal projected means to achieve this goal are the increasing energy use of wood chips,
increased energy efficiency and increase in wind power (currently 1% of the energy supply)
(Ministry of Economy and Employment 2013). However, when this policy was being negotiated
in EU, Finland strongly opposed ambitious targets, in stark contrast to forerunner countries like
Sweden and Denmark (Terdvéinen 2012). There are also some national policies that ostensibly
look ambitious, but have nevertheless failed to reduce emissions to a considerable etent. A case
in point is the carbon tax. Finland was the first country to act such a tax, in 1990. However,
energy intensive industries were exempted, rendering the tax rather ineffective (Vourc’h and
Jimenez 2000).

Popular explanations for Finnish climate performance often reference things such as low
population density (18 habitants per square kilometer) and the resulting long transport distances
or the cold weather that leads to increased energy use. However, Sweden is nearly as sparsely
populated (24/ sq. km)? and Iceland is hardly a tropical paradise either. Yet, these countries have
fared much better than Finland in responding to climate change. Hence, in addition to simple
geographic and demographic factors, other factors must be at play.

The point of departure of this paper, guided by the Advocacy Coalition Framework
(ACF), is that a key determinant of policy output is the constellation of organized actors in a
given policy domain and the power relationships between the different coalitions involved in that
domain (Sabatier 1998; Kriesi and Jegen 2003; Broadbent forthcoming). Simply put, we

investigated which properties of the climate change policy network, comprising governmental

3For reference, Germany has 232 habitants per sq. km, South Korea 518, and Bangladesh 1218 (World
Bank 2015Db).



and non-governmental organizations, business groups, and research institutions, could explain
the relative underperformance of Finland in climate change policy.

The relationships among these organizations are structured in different ways in different
polity types. In various classifications of polity types, Finland is included in the category of
Nordic Corporatist polities (Jepperson 2002; Lijphart 2012). Two characteristics of this polity
model are particularly relevant to our argument in this paper. One is the close relationship
between nongovernmental organizations and the state. The other is the strong role of the
tripartite bargaining system comprising trade unions, business peak organizations, and state
organizations. The influence of this system extends far beyond collective bargaining, to
policymaking in areas such as environmental policy.

Most literature on environmental policymaking has claimed that the corporatist polity
model is conducive to progressive environmental policy (Jacob and Volkery 2006; Janicke 2005;
Liefferink et al. 2009). The case of Finnish climate change policy speaks against this argument.
What could be the factors hindering successful climate change policy in a corporatist polity?

We investigate two alternative explanations. First, Dryzek et al. (2002) argued that not all
types of corporatism are, in fact, conducive to progressive environmental policy. The particular
Nordic variant of actively inclusive corporatism, they claim, integrates environmental NGOs
(ENGOs) so closely with the State that they become toothless in their efforts to push for
ambitious environmental policies. Thus, ENGOs are coopted.

Second, according to the Treadmill of Production Theory (Schnaiberg and Gould, 1994;
Schnaiberg 1997), in advanced capitalist societies, trade unions, business peak organizations, and
state actors tend to form a constellation privileging economic growth over environmental

concerns. Because the tripartite structure consisting of these three types of organizations is



particularly strong in Nordic corporatist polities such as Finland, we should expect the treadmill
effect to be of particular importance in this context: the lack of ambitious climate change policy
could be explained by the coalition of unions, businesses, and the State.

We test these alternative explanations using data from a survey of 96 organizations
involved in the Finnish climate change policy network. We use variables pertaining to both inter-
organizational collaboration and policy beliefs to discern advocacy coalitions, going beyond
most existing research that tends to operationalize the coalitions based on beliefs only and
assumes that collaboration follows automatically (Sabatier 1998, 115; see also Fischer 2014;
Grossman 2014; Leifeld 2013). We discerned three advocacy coalitions: the ecologically minded
ENGO Coalition, economically minded Treadmill Coalition, and the Government and Research
Coalition.

Our results support the Treadmill but not the Cooptation explanation. The ENGO
Coalition is the least influential, least resourceful, smallest, least linked to the others, and not
particularly moderate. The Treadmill Coalition is the most influential, most resourceful, second
largest, well linked to the state, and least ecological in its core beliefs. In addition to business and
labor organizations, this coalition includes the Ministry of the Economy and Employment and
the three largest political parties. The results suggest that the weak policy outcomes are related to
the dominance of the Treadmill Coalition and its penetration into the state rather than the

cooptation of ENGOs. The implications of this finding are discussed in the last section of the

paper.

Advocacy Coalition Framework

The ACF posits that organizations with similar policy beliefs cluster in networks of

collaboration to further their shared political objectives. The institutional or sectoral affiliation of



organizations is not necessarily the defining feature in the policies they advocate. Rather, the
advocacy coalition that they belong to is more important. Policy domains (such as the climate
change policy domain) usually consist of two to three coalitions with diverging, and often
opposing, objectives. Competing coalitions have different capabilities to implement their views
on desirable policy based on their resources such as finances and access to official political
decision making. Hence, policy outcomes depend on how the actors involved in a particular
policy domain are clustered into coalitions and the coalitions that happen to have better
resources. Sometimes, for example, a dominant coalition may block policy change even though
all other actors see it as desirable. In other situations, changes in the resources or beliefs of
competing coalitions or successful efforts at mediation between competing coalitions may lead to
rapid policy change.

The ACF holds that “the principal glue holding a coalition together is agreement over
policy core beliefs” (Sabatier 1998, 105). Policy core beliefs refer to basic value priorities and
ideas about the basic causes of the problem in question. Sharing policy core beliefs is seen as a
source of in-group cohesion and as a factor producing mistrust of other coalitions. Although the
ACEF is designed to explain policy changes, it can be used to explain existing policy—or even the
lack of policy change—because “certain coalition structures are more prone to policy change,
while others favor a status quo output” (Fischer 2014, 345). For example, if a coalition has dense
internal ties and similar beliefs in addition to having political and financial resources, it is often
an indication of a dominant coalition that has policy monopoly. Such situations are not likely to
lead to policy change.

A well-known problem in most studies using the ACF is that while advocacy coalitions

are defined by the dual condition of both collaboration and similarity of beliefs, collaboration is



usually assumed to follow automatically from belief homophily (Grossmann 2014). Thus, it is
often presumed that “actors who hold similar policy core beliefs will act in concert — [...] the
first condition of coalition formation is sufficient for the second” (Sabatier 1998, 115).
Operationalizing just one aspect of coalitions—either beliefs or coordinated activity—is usually
for the sake of convenience because it is difficult to obtain data pertaining to both beliefs and
cooperation. However, even the main protagonists behind the ACF, Hank C. Jenkins-Smith and
Paul Sabatier, have argued that the precise role of beliefs in coalition formation needs to be
refined theoretically because the evidence is mixed (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014).

We endeavor to overcome this limitation of most existing research by using a social
network approach and outlining the advocacy coalitions using a measure of their actual (self-
reported and dyadic) collaboration. We then empirically examined the extent of similarity of
beliefs within and across coalitions acting in collaboration rather than assuming that

collaboration and belief homophily are necessarily linked.

Corporatism and weak environmental policy outcomes: Cooptation of ENGOs or
Treadmill of Production?

Finland is a corporatist country. For example, according to Lijphart’s (2012) ranking of
countries based on their interest group pluralism versus corporatism, Finland is the fifth most
corporatist of the 36 countries compared. The particular variety of corporatism in Finland is
similar to that in the other Nordic countries and is thus labeled Nordic corporatism in many
classifications. This polity type is characterized by tripartite agreements, strong peak
organizations, and multi-party polities (Lane and Ersson 2002).

The literature comparing environmental policy outcomes in different polity types usually

holds that corporatism has a positive effect on environmental policy. Jacob and Volkery (2006)



found corporatism to be important for explaining the pioneering environmental behaviors of
countries. They argued that this has to do with the “integrative capacity of a country, i.e., a style
of governance that does not restrict participation to general elections but organizes it in a broad
and consensual way” (ibid., 84). Janicke (2005) arrived at similar conclusions in his framework
of trendsetters in environmental policy. According to him, a policy style centered on dialogue
and consensus is one of the conditions for successful environmental policy. Liefferink et al.
(2009) found that corporatist countries are more likely to implement environmental policies than
pluralist or statist ones.

The case of weak climate change policy in Finland challenges these arguments. At the
very least, it shows that not all environmental policy in all corporatist countries is strong and that
the issue warrants further investigation. Is it, then, the particular type of corporatism in Finland
that produces weak climate change policy outcomes? And if so, how is corporatism linked with
advocacy coalitions in this case? Gupta (2014) has argued that coalitions face different
opportunity structures based on the enabling and constraining aspects of institutions that
characterize the political system that coalitions operate in. She postulates that “when decision-
making authority is concentrated and access to decision-making is restricted, coalitions will
adopt confrontational strategies such as public protest” (Gupta 2014, 359). Nordic corporatism is
consensual and open to access and should thus be prone to produce what Gupta calls assimilative
strategies (such as reliance on appeals and petitions).

Dryzek at al. (2002) have argued that the inclusive opportunity structure of Nordic
corporatist states and the resulting lack of confrontation can actually be bad for the environment.
Comparing Germany and Norway, Dryzek and colleagues argued that only passively exclusive

corporatism—the German version—tends to produce ambitious environmental policy, unlike



actively inclusive corporatism, found in Norway. The reason is that an active state takes
measures to ensure that civil society is included in decision-making processes. These measures
include granting political access and funding to NGOs. In exchange, the ENGOs need to
moderate their views to the extent that they are coopted by the State. As a result, they may be
well funded and have access to decision-making, but they are toothless in their efforts to push for
policy change. To the extent that the coalition opportunity structure in Finland is actively
inclusive like in Norway, this argument could also explain Finnish policy outcomes. In terms of
the two coalition variables suggested by the ACF—collaboration ties and policy beliefs—this
would mean that ENGOs are strongly connected to a dominant policymaking coalition but are

very moderate in their beliefs. Thus, the Cooptation Thesis states:

The weak climate change policy outcome in Finland is the result of the actively
inclusive corporatist state coopting ENGOs. In terms of the policy network, the
ENGOs are well-connected to a dominant advocacy coalition but are very moderate

in their beliefs concerning climate change mitigation.

A competing explanation is derived from the Treadmill of Production Theory
(Schnaiberg and Gould 1994; Schnaiberg 1997). As far as we are aware, this theory has not been
considered thus far in the literature discussing what sort of news corporatism spells for the
environment. The Treadmill of Production Theory was originally conceived in the US context
and it was assumed that as “owners and managers focus on productivity and profits, firms ignore
concerns such as workers’ rights and environmental protection” (Rudel et al. 2011, 224).

However, there are reasons to expect that factors identified by the Treadmill Theory as nearly
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universal in hindering environmental policy progress play an especially large role in corporatist
polities, particularly those of the Nordic type. The theory argues that economic growth has
become institutionalized as the most important objective of the political-economic system that
currently prevails worldwide. The economic component of this political-economic system has
the publicly stated goal of expanding industrial production and economic development, as well
as concomitantly increasing consumption. The political component of this system has a public
confluence of interests among private capital, labor, and governments in promoting industrial
and economic expansion (Schnaiberg 1997).

In the Nordic context, the political component of the Treadmill of Production can be
expected to be particularly strong. Not only are the interests of capital, labor and government
confluent, but in this context, the tripartite ties of collaboration are exceptionally close. In the
particular case of Finnish climate change policymaking, we may expect this tripartite
collaboration to extend to this domain. In ACF terminology, we would then expect to find a
dominant coalition of industry, labor, and government based on close collaboration ties and
shared policy core beliefs that stress economic growth at the expense of ecological goals.

Therefore, the Treadmill Thesis states:

The weak climate change policy outcome in Finland is the result of the existence of a
dominant policy coalition that includes business, labor and government
organizations and which is strong in its resources and prioritizes economic growth

over ecological objectives.
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Data and Methods

The data was obtained from an online survey done in 2014 on Finnish climate change
policy. The respondents were representatives of the major national organizations with a stake in
climate change policy in Finland. A preliminary list of respondents was compiled based on
previous research on Finnish climate change policy by the other author of this paper. This list
was presented to four experts on climate change policy representing different types of
organizations. These experts suggested a few changes. In addition, the list was compared with a
computer-assisted analysis of media data on climate change, also collected for a previous
research project, consisting of 729 newspaper articles on climate change published between 1997
and 2013 in Finland’s most widely circulated newspaper Helsingin Sanomat. We ran an
algorithm that listed all proper nouns in this media data to see if we had missed any important
organizations having to do with climate change in Finland. A comparison of our original list and
the computer-generated list did not lead to any new additions. Our final list included 96
organizations. The list of respondents was identical to a roster used in the questionnaire to list
potentially influential organizations and partners with whom respondents had long-term, mutual
relationships of collaboration. The respondents we targeted were either in charge of climate
related issues or environmental policy in general (in case the organization in question did not
have anyone specializing in climate policy). To maximize the response rate, the survey was
carefully designed, made short and easy to follow. The respondents were first contacted by
phone by a research assistant who then sent out links to the online survey, and followed up
several times by email and phone to get the maximum number of responses. The response rate

was 83%.
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The network of collaboration originally consists of directed (i.e. not necessarily
reciprocal) ties. For our analyses, all ties were made reciprocal by symmetrizing them with the
maximum criterion in UCINET. In other words, if organization A reports having a collaboration
relationship with organization B, we consider a collaboration tie to exist even if B has not
reported collaboration with A. This often-used procedure ensures that different reporting criteria
that may be used by different respondents do not influence the results.* Moreover, using this
criterion allows one to include non-respondent nodes in the network.

The density of a network refers to the relation between actual versus potential
connections. In the collaboration network in our case, density is relatively high at .27, meaning
that 27 per cent of all possible ties between the organizations in the network are actualized. The
clustering coefficient indicates whether there are densely populated neighborhoods, or in other
words, subgroups in the network. The overall clustering coefficient of our collaboration network
is .53. This is about twice as high as the overall density, which indicates that subgroups are likely
to be found.

The network of collaboration was split into subgroups using the factions routine in
UCINET. This algorithm identifies subgroups with dense internal ties. In other words, it attempts
to fit nodes into groups with high within-group density. A coalition, thus defined, is a group of
organizations that have many collaboration ties among each other, but relatively few with those
outside the group. Using the factions algorithm, the analyst has to decide the number of factions
the algorithm tries to fit the nodes into. In practice, several solutions (typically with 2,3,4 and 5,

sometimes more factions) are tested, and the best one chosen using the twin criteria of theoretical

4 Two organizations reported having collaborations with almost all of the 96 organizations. These responses
deviated so much from the other responses that the ties of these organizations were symmetrized using the minimum
criterion, which includes reciprocal ties only.
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interpretability and statistical fit of the solution. The measure of the latter is called proportion of
correctness. It is a measure of the total number of "errors" which refers to absent within-faction
and present between-faction ties. Ansell, Reckhow, and Kelly (2011), too, used the factions
algorithm to find coalitions. Their research strategy is similar to ours, in that they start with
collaboration and then see the extent to which the factions fulfill the criteria of belief similarity
(see also Matti & Sandstrom 2013). However, we paint a more nuanced picture of coalitions by
looking at several variables measuring coalition resources as well: reputational power, and
political and financial resources.

The policy core beliefs were analyzed using a composite variable that indicates the
relative importance given by respondents to economic development versus the environment in
combating climate change. This level of beliefs should correspond with the idea of policy core
beliefs because “economic development versus environment protection” is one of the
fundamental value priorities that Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999, 122) used as an example of
policy core beliefs.

To measure policy core beliefs concerning the importance of climate change mitigation
(henceforth pro-mitigation beliefs), we created a composite variable consisting of six items
measuring these beliefs in our survey. Based on inter-item correlation tables and a series of
exploratory factor analyses of 21 belief variables, we identified six strongly correlated items that
constituted the final scale. The items ranged from the validity of climate science to prioritization
of mitigation over economic competitiveness and desirability of governmental mitigation efforts.
All items were measured on a five-point Likert scale. We calculated the simple sum of all items
(as opposed to summing by factor scores) to maximize transparency of interpretation and scaled

the final composite variable so that values ranged from 0 to 1 to maximize readability.
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Cronbach's Alpha for the composite variable is .875. Appendix 1 lists the six items and the
results of the principal component analysis performed for constructing the composite variable.
To measure reputational power, we asked the respondents whom they find influential in
Finnish climate change policy. The standard measure for reputational power is indegree
centrality, i.e. the number of ties a node has in the reputational matrix. In practice, this equals the
number of survey respondents that have identified a particular organization as influential. In
addition, the respondents were asked to report their political (participation in official political

activities) and financial resources (annual budgets).

Results

The Finnish climate change policy network is clustered into three coalitions: The
Treadmill Coalition, the ENGO coalition, and the Government and Research Coalition. This
section presents our evidence for this clustering, looks at the leading organizations of each
coalition, connections among them, and, finally, the policy core beliefs and resources of each

coalition.

Three Coalitions

We began by clustering the network data into groups using the factions algorithm. A
solution of four factions finds three advocacy coalitions plus a heterogeneous group of outsiders.
The proportion of correctness of this solution is high at .74. We performed several reruns to

ensure that the composition of the factions was not accidental.’ Increasing the number of factions

3 The reruns placed one or two nodes into different factions, but for all practical purposes, this makes no
difference. We also compared the results of the factions routine to results given by other clustering methods such as
Louvain community detection and CONCOR block modeling. The results were fairly similar in all instances, but the
factions routine produced the most solid model in terms of its proportion of correctness.
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to five and six returns a slightly better proportion of correctness, but the differences are relatively
minor. Moreover, adding more than four factions produces subgroups with low internal density
(i.e. low degree of collaboration among group members), which can hardly be interpreted as
collaborating coalitions. Reducing the number of factions to three, in turn, reduces the proportion
of correctness to 0.69. This is because the three-faction solution forces outsider nodes (i.e.
organizations that collaborate with hardly anyone) to one of the three factions, lowering the fit of
the solution. These outsider nodes are indeed at the periphery of the network, as one would
expect, and they lack direct ties with each other. All in all, splitting the network into three
advocacy coalitions plus outsiders seems justified. A figure of the collaboration network is
shown in Appendix 2.

In our three-coalition grouping, the within-densities of the subgroups are .59
(Government and Research Coalition), .51 (Treadmill Coalition), and .54 (ENGO coalition). All
these values are considerably higher than the average density of the network (.27). This finding
indicates that these subgroups can indeed be thought of as coalitions since their members are in
contact with each other more than with others in the network. Within the coalitions, 59, 51 and
54 per cent of possible ties are actualized, respectively, compared to just 27 per cent in the whole
network. The outsider group’s density is very low (.04), which is, again, a sign that it is not a
coalition, because it consists mostly of disconnected nodes. Thus, this group will be excluded

from further analysis.

Composition of the Coalitions
We named the coalitions based on an assessment of their composition, emphasizing the
organizations considered the most influential by other organizations. Table 1 presents the top

fifteen organizations in each coalition ranked by their reputational power. Reputational power is
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a measure of influence, as perceived by other organizations within the network. Each respondent
was asked to indicate the organizations they considered influential in Finnish climate change
policymaking from the aforementioned roster of 96 organizations. This resulted in a network
matrix where reputational power of an organization was defined as its indegree centrality. Thus,
the figure for each organization can be read as the proportion of actors in the network that

consider the organization influential.

[Table 1 about here]

The Treadmill Coalition is led by the Ministry of Employment and the Economy. It is
perhaps telling of the Finnish institutional framework that such a ministry, linking issues of
employment (represented by trade unions) and the economy (represented by business peak
organizations), exists. Indeed, an alternative English translation for the Finnish name of the
ministry, 7yo- ja elinkeinoministerio, would be the Ministry of Work and Business, but we have
used the official English translation. Finland’s energy policy falls under the mandate of this
ministry, which explains why it is perceived as the most influential organization in the entire
network (reputational power .77). Perhaps not surprisingly, the coalition led by this ministry
includes the main business peak organizations and labor unions. The business organizations are
perceived as more influential than labor, with the umbrella organization Confederation of
Finnish Industries at .75 and its member organizations the Energy Industries Federation at .68,
Forest Industries Federation at .55, and Federation of Technology Industries at .47. The largest
trade union umbrella organization, Central Organization of Trade Unions, rated at .36, and the

Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners, rated at .39, belong to this coalition
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as well. Furthermore, all of the three largest political parties from the right wing National
Coalition (.64), to the Social Democrats (.46) in the left, and the Center Party (traditionally
representing rural Finland) (.54), too, belong to this coalition. In sum, the Treadmill Coalition
groups unions and business interests under the leadership of a ministry dedicated to mediating
between these two in a system of collective bargaining, in addition to the large political parties
representing both sides of this system.

The ENGO coalition is, overall, much less influential. It consists of the main international
and national ENGOs such as the WWF (.58), Greenpeace (.44), The Finnish League for Nature
Conservation (.49), and two smaller political parties: the Greens (.49) and the Left Alliance (.18).

The Government and Research Coalition lies between the other two coalitions in terms of
its overall perceived influence. This coalition groups four ministries whose mandates are related
to climate change policy: the Ministry of Environment (.75), Finance (.60), Agriculture and
Forestry (.55), and Transport and Communications (.52). The second important group in this
coalition includes research institutions, with Sitra (.53), the Finnish Environmental Institute
(.51), and the Finnish Meteorological Institute (.45) being the three most influential ones. In
addition, two government-owned energy corporations, Fortum (.60) and Neste Oil (.46), belong
to this coalition.

In sum, as argued by the Treadmill Thesis, we find an influential coalition of business
interests, labor unions, and the state, the latter being present both through a key ministry and
through the three major political parties. Within the coalition, business organizations are clearly
more influential than the unions. Thus far, we do not find support for the Cooptation Thesis.
While some key ENGOs are relatively influential, they belong to a coalition of their own instead

of being integrated into an influential dominant coalition.
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Connections among the Coalitions

As pointed out above, all coalitions are internally dense. What about the connections
between the coalitions? Are the coalitions highly distinct and competitive, or is there
collaboration across coalition lines? Figure 2 shows the inter-coalition densities in the

collaboration network.

[Figure 2 about here]

The Treadmill Coalition is well connected to the Government and Research coalition: the
network density between the two is .27. This means that 27% of all possible collaboration ties
between individual member organizations of the two coalitions are actualized. The ENGO
coalition is on its own to a greater extent. Its connectedness to the Government and Research
Coalition is only slightly higher (.19) than its connectedness to the Treadmill Coalition (.18).
These results further support the Treadmill Thesis instead of the Cooptation Thesis. For the

ENGQOs to be coopted, they would need to be more tightly connected to state actors.

Policy Core Beliefs and Resources

An analysis of the policy core beliefs of the collaborating groups we have identified
confirms our interpretation that they are, indeed, competing advocacy coalitions. On our
composite scale measuring pro-mitigation beliefs (scale 0—1, see the methods section for details),
none of the standard deviations within the three coalitions exceeds the standard deviation in the
beliefs of the entire network. We suggest this as an additional criterion for the existence of
advocacy coalitions. In other words, coalitions exist if they exhibit a high degree of internal

collaboration and at the same time, are relatively homogeneous in their beliefs and clearly

19



differentiated from the other coalitions in this respect. Both of these criteria are filled in our case;
the coalitions we find are based on collaboration ties (as shown above) and shared policy core
beliefs. Table 2 lists the differences in the beliefs and resources of the coalitions. It also shows

the percentage of organizations in each coalition that belongs to the core of the whole network.

[Table 2 about here]

The Treadmill coalition is the least supportive of climate change mitigation policies
(mean .65) and the ENGO coalition the most supportive (.90). The Government and Research
Coalition lies in between these two (.75). All of these values are above the midpoint of the scale
(.50), showing that outright anti-mitigation beliefs are rare anywhere in the network. The
differences among coalitions, however, are clear and statistically significant (One-way ANOVA
(3,78) = 5,09, p=0.003). Moreover, the score of the ENGO faction is relatively close to the
upper extreme of the scale, suggesting that this coalition is not particularly moderate in its
beliefs, which is contrary to the Cooptation Thesis. The ENGO coalition is also the most
homogeneous in its beliefs (standard deviation .13 compared to .21 in the entire network).

Turning to coalition resources, the Treadmill Coalition has the highest (.37) reputational
power (or influence as perceived by the other network members), whereas the ENGO coalition
(.19) has the lowest. Analysis of variance shows that these differences are statistically significant
F(3,92) =791, p =.000.

In terms of political resources, as measured by self-reported participation in
policymaking via hearings, governmental advisory committees, and drafting legislation, there are

no statistically significant differences among the coalitions, F (3,75)=1,75, p=.165. It seems that
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the ENGO coalition seems to think they have as much access to official policymaking as the
other two coalitions, but their influence as perceived by others does not confirm this self-image.
This finding could also indicate that ENGOs do have formal political access but no informal
recognition that is needed to actually influence policy. Their reputational power is lower, and
they are in a more peripheral position in the collaboration network than the other two coalitions,
as shown above.

In terms of financial resources, the ENGO coalition also looks the weakest (mean .51),
behind the Treadmill (.67) and the Government and Research Coalitions (.83). These results,
however, slightly miss the mark of being statistically significant F(3,53) = 2,63, p = .060, so they
must be interpreted with care. Ministries and large corporations tend to be the organizations with
the highest budgets in the network, and the absence of both from the ENGO coalition explains its
financial weakness. Of the ENGOs themselves, none report budgets in our highest category
(50ME and over).

Finally, occupying a position in the core of a policy network can also be considered a
resource for an organization. In a core-periphery structure, actors in the core have high within-
density and those in the periphery low within-density. This makes it possible for those in the core
to coordinate their actions more easily than for those in the periphery; thus, nodes in the core are
at a structural advantage (Hanneman & Riddle 2005). We performed a core-periphery analysis of
the collaboration network and calculated the percentage of organizations in each coalition
belonging to the core. By this measure, the ENGO coalition is the least advantaged: less than a
third of its member organizations belong to the core of the collaboration network, whereas in the

case of the other two coalitions, the share is around half.
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These results on the beliefs and resources lend support to the Treadmill but not the
Cooptation Thesis. The Treadmill Coalition is the least supportive of climate change mitigation
and the most influential, while the reverse is true for the ENGO Coalition. The pro-mitigation
beliefs of the ENGOs are fairly close to the extreme of the scale and deviation within the
coalition is small, thus negating the hypothesis that inclusive corporatism would necessarily lead
to cooptation of ENGOs.

Guided by the two alternative network explanations derived from previous literature, our
analysis so far has focused mainly on the Treadmill and ENGO coalitions. But the role of the
Government and Research coalition does also merits some attention. It does not seem to be a
broker coalition between the other two, at least in the sense of being an impartial spectator. The
role is, thus, different from the role played by the government coalition in the case studied by
Jenkins-Smith et al. (1991), for instance. The beliefs of the Government and Research Coalition
(.75), while in between the two others, fall somewhat closer to those of the Treadmill Coalition
(.65) than the ENGO coalition (.90; see Table 2). Moreover, in the collaboration network the
Government and Research Coalition is much more closely connected with the Treadmill
(between-coalition density .27) than the ENGO Coalition (.19; see Figure 2). In fact, the ENGO
coalition has almost as little connections to the Government and Research Coalition (.19) as it
has to its “opponent,” the Treadmill Coalition (.18). The Government and Research Coalition,

thus, is clearly closer to the Treadmill Coalition both in terms of beliefs and collaboration.

Discussion

Many previous studies in the ACF tradition assume that collaboration of organizations
automatically follows from belief similarity. While it has been shown that belief correspondence

— or perceived belief correspondence (Matti & Sandstrom 2013) — does predict coordination
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between organizations, we argued that one should not assume that this is always the case. Our
analysis has thus contributed into ACF literature by proposing an approach that uses data both on
collaboration ties and beliefs, as well as organizational resources. We first detected coalitions
using network analysis of collaboration ties, then proceeding to analyze belief similarity and the
distribution of resources between and within these coalitions. We have also suggested that an
analysis of the share of organizations in the core of the network per coalition can shed light into
power relations in a policy network. Furthermore, most ACF literature takes the US pluralist
polity model as given and does not discuss its applicability in the context of other polity types.
The ACF approach and network analysis, we have argued, can also be useful in understanding
corporatist polities such as Finland, and contributing to debates such as the one on the
relationship of corporatism and environmental policy outcomes (for applications of ACF beyond
pluralist polities, see Ingold 2011; Fischer 2014).

The empirical starting point of our article was the somewhat surprising finding that
Finland has fared the worst of all the Nordic Countries in terms of its climate change
policymaking. In this study, we tested two competing explanations for this state of affairs. The
Cooptation Thesis predicted that the actively inclusive corporatist state has coopted ENGOs,
which play a central role in the climate policy network but have moderated their beliefs in
exchange for access to and funding from the state, thus becoming toothless in their efforts to
push for ambitious climate change policy. The Treadmill Thesis predicted that in the context of a
Nordic corporatist polity, businesses, trade unions, and state organizations form a powerful
advocacy coalition that prioritizes economic growth over ecological objectives.

Our results support the Treadmill but not the Cooptation Hypothesis. The Treadmill

Coalition is the most influential, most resourceful, second largest, well linked to the state, and
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least pro-mitigation in its policy core beliefs. It is led by the most influential actor in the entire
network, the Ministry of Employment and Economy (MEE), which brings together business
interest groups (which also score very high on reputational power) and labor unions. This
coalition is strongly linked to the state through the MEE, as measured by inter-coalition network
densities, and through the three largest political parties (right, center and left), all of which
belong to this coalition. The ENGO Coalition is the least influential, least resourceful, smallest,
least linked to the others, and not particularly moderate in its beliefs — unlike the cooptation
argument would lead us to believe.

It must be emphasized our analysis has not addressed all the relevant factors in explaining
Finnish climate change policy. We have approached the issue from a policy network perspective
and thus, have mainly been interested in seeing which one of two competing policy network
related theories found in the earlier literature fits the evidence best. However, advocacy
coalitions in policy networks influence policies only insofar as they are supported by favorable
coalition opportunity structures (COS, Gupta 2014), or, are at least not too severely hindered by
unfavorable ones. COS refers to institutional and macro-structural factors such as economic
institutions and their political power, respective mandates and power positions of government
institutions such as ministries, and voter preferences and the structure of the party political field.

To begin briefly considering the influence of such factors on the coalition structure and
policy outcomes, it is interesting to note that our results run contrary to the picture of the
inclusive Finnish polity painted by most literature in political science and sociology. There is a
widespread consensus in the literature that in general, the Finnish opportunity structure is very
open. Specifically, it has been argued that civil society and the state are particularly close in the

Finnish polity model, and civil society organizations have open access to and much influence
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over state institutions (Luhtakallio 2012; Y1a-Anttila 2010; Alapuro 2005; Alapuro and Stenius
1987). Why does this not seem to be the case when it comes to climate policy, as the position of
the ENGO Coalition in our data shows?

To be precise, what is at stake is not so much the lack access but rather the lack of
influence. As we have shown, ENGOs do seem to have access to the policymaking process (at
least according to their own estimate). However, according to the estimate of all organizations in
the network, their level of influence is low. There are at least three probable reasons for this state
of affairs.

First, the Finnish economy is exceptionally export oriented (Vartia and Y1a-Anttila 2003,
102) and concerns over national economic competitiveness have directed policymaking on
several issues more than in the other Nordic countries since the 1970°s (Lounasmeri and Yl1a-
Anttila 2015, 66-69; Kosonen 1987, 183—186). The leading sectors of the export industry happen
to be very energy-intensive (IEA 2013). Pulp and paper as well as steel and machinery industries
require much electricity, and the economic weight of these industries has — as the rhetoric of
national competitiveness shows — been translated into political power that can be seen in our
measures of network connectedness and influence (cf. Terdvdinen 2010; 2012; Ruostetsaari
2010).

Second, and related to the first point, climate policymaking has been subsumed under
energy policy (witness the title National Strategy for Energy and Climate) and national
policymaking on energy issues falls under the mandate of the Ministry of Employment and
Economy. The Ministry of Environment only bears the administrative responsibility of the
international climate negotiations. This division of mandates, it has been argued, is related to the

political influence of the export industries that are well-connected to the MEE, which has
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hindered ambitious climate policymaking (Terdvdinen 2012). In other words, while the general
political opportunity structure may be relatively open, the coalition opportunity structure in the
specific policy domain of climate change is more open to the industry lobby, through the MEE,
than to ENGOs.

Third, as we have shown, Finnish climate policy is not only influenced by the industry
lobby, the Conservative Party and an opportunity structure that is favorable towards these actors.
The Treadmill Coalition also includes the Confederation of Labor Unions, the Social Democratic
Party, as well as the Union of Agricultural Producers and the Center Party (representing rural
Finland). Thus, there seems to be a degree of consensus across the principal political cleavages
(left-right and rural-urban) on prioritizing economic competitiveness over ecological goals.
These three parties have ruled in a relatively stable manner in varying coalitions since the early
1990's (despite a recent populist challenge represented by the True Finns) (Y14-Anttila and Yla-
Anttila 2015). Thus, the opportunity structure has not been favorable to environmental coalitions

as far as voter preferences and party politics are concerned either.

Conclusion

To conclude, we briefly consider the implications that our results have for the possibility of
policy change in the future. The kind of change required goes beyond simply implementing
legislation that would stop energy-intensive industries in Finland. While such change would
improve the standing of Finland in international emission comparisons, it would not necessarily
be a good thing for the environment; if the same industries were moved to a country with less
developed technology and even less strict environmental legislation, such as China, the same
products would still be made and probably cause much more emissions. Rather, the challenge

would be to find policy instruments that would make the industry not to stop but to clean itself
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up by using less energy, producing it in a less carbon-intensive way, and innovating products that
replace energy-intensive ones.

What are the prospects for such policy learning in the Finnish climate change policy
network? The tripartite power structure in the Finnish corporatist policy may have led to a type
of path dependency, where the long-standing economic dominance of energy-intensive export
industries has shaped the power structure of the policy network and has, in turn, blocked radical
changes in climate change policy. If one problem is the informal exclusion of ENGOs, as our
results suggest, widening the scope of participation to grant them more influence would be an
obvious part of the solution. One possible step towards that direction would be changing the
mandates of the ministries in the climate change policy domain, strengthening the role of the
Ministry of Environment and its connections to the ENGOs, at the expense of the Ministry of
Economy and Employment that provides access mainly to the Treadmill Coalition actors.

Despite the existence of competing coalitions, the Finnish climate change policy network
is dense overall: collaboration across coalitions does take place — as one would expect in a
corporatist polity. Network theorists have pointed out that in dense networks, once change is
initiated, it is likely to spread across the entire network. Centola and Macy (2007) argued that
complex contagion in networks, such as changes in social norms, requires a relatively dense
network structure. Unlike the spreading of a virus that may occur through a single network link,
complex contagions occur only if nodes receive the same “message” from more than one contact.
The ACF has highlighted the importance of policy learning as a prerequisite for policy change.
Changes in policy core beliefs are similar to changes in social norms because both are relatively
resistant to change. Thus, policy learning as a change in an actor’s policy core beliefs is an

example of a complex contagion. The relatively high overall density of the Finnish climate
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change policy network may, thus, provide relatively favorable structural conditions for policy
change. Policy change might be difficult to initiate, but once an impulse in that direction is
initiated, it may occur quickly across the entire network due to its density. This is because
density provides the structural preconditions for complex contagions.

Thus, density of the policy network can act as a precondition for such large-scale
departures from past policies that, for example, punctuated equilibrium theory envisages
(Baumgartner et al. 2014). For example, increasing public attention, changes in electoral politics,
or interstate accords can act as external shocks to the policy subsystem in question and this can
act as an initiator of radical changes (cf. Jenkins et al. 2014).

Regarding Finnish climate policy, an external shock may have been delivered by a
process that began from the results of the parliamentary elections in 2011. The landslide victory
of the populist Finns Party led to a situation where forming a government was extremely
difficult, and the Green Party finally emerged as a savior by accepting to serve as part of a
coalition government on the condition that legislation setting national limits to GHG emissions
would be put in place. The climate change act, modeled on the one passed in the UK in 2008,
entered into force in 2015. The law was formulated through a process that widened the scope of
participation in the climate change policy domain by giving ENGOs more say than they have
previously had (Lietonen 2014). This process and the resulting legislation, together with the
Paris Agreement of 2015 under the UNFCCC, may provide just enough of a push for policy

change to begin—even in the sometimes slowly moving corporatist policy networks of Finland.

28



Antti Gronow is a postdoctoral researcher at the Department of Social Research, University of
Helsinki, Finland. His research interests have to do with social network analysis, policy
networks, environmental politics, and social theory.

Tuomas Yla-Anttila is a Research Director at the Helsinki Research Group on Political
Sociology, Department of Social Research, University of Helsinki, Finland. His work focuses on
the role of policy networks, civil society organizations and media reporting in the politics and

policymaking on climate change.

29



References

Alapuro, Risto. 2005. "Associations and contention in France and Finland: Constructing the
society and describing the society." Scandinavian Political Studies 28: 377-399.

Alapuro, Risto and Stenius, Henrik (1987) Kansanliikeet loivat kansakunnan [Social movements
created the nation]. In Risto Alapuro & Ilkka Liikanen & Kerstin Smeds & Henrik Stenius
(eds.) Kansa liikkeessd [ The people in movement]. Helsinki: Kirjayhtyma, 7-52.

Ansell, Chris, Sarah Reckhow, and Andrew Kelly. 2011. “How to Reform a Reform Coalition:
Outreach, Agenda Expansion, and Brokerage in Urban School Reform.” Policy Studies
Journal 37: 717-743.

Baumgartner, Frank R., Bruyan D. Jones and Peter B. Mortensen. 2014. Punctuated Equilibrium
Theory: Explaining Stability and Change in Public Policymaking. In Theories of the Policy
Process, eds. Paul A. Sabatier and Christopher M. Weible. Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
59-103.

Broadbent (forthcoming): Climate Change Policy Networks Cross-Country. In Oxford Handbook
of Political Networks, eds. Jennifer Nicoll Victor, Mark Lubell, and Alexander H.
Montgomery. Oxford University Press.

Centola, Damon and Michael Macy. 2007. “Complex Contagions and the Weakness of Long
Ties.” American Journal of Sociology 113, 702-234.

Dryzek, John S., Christian Hunold, David Schlosberg, David Downes and Hans-Kristian Hernes.
2002.“Environmental Transformation of the State: the USA, Norway, Germany, and the
UK.” Political Studies 50: 659—682.

Fischer, Manuel. 2014. “Coalition Structures and Policy Change in a Consensus Democracy.”

Policy Studies Journal 42: 344-366.

30



Germanwatch. 2015. The Climate Change Performance Index 2015.

https://germanwatch.org/en/9472

Germanwatch. 2016. The Climate Change Performance Index 2016.

https://germanwatch.org/en/11390

Grossmann, Matt. 2014. Artists of the Possible: Governing Networks and American Policy
Change Since 1945. New York: Oxford University Press.

Gupta, Kuhika. 2014. “A Comparative Policy Analysis of Coalition Strategies: Case Studies of
Nuclear Energy and Forest Management in India.” Journal of Comparative Policy
Analysis: Research and Practice 16: 356-372.

Hanneman, Robert A. and Mark Riddle. 2005. Introduction to social network methods.

Riverside, CA: University of California, Riverside.

IEA. 2013. Energy Policies of IEA Countries: Finland 2013 Review. OECD/International Energy
Agency.

Ingold, Karin. 2011. “Network Structures within Policy Process: Coalitions, Power, and
Brokerage in Swiss Climate Policy.” Policy Studies Journal 39: 435—-459.

Jacob, Klaus and Axel Volkery. 2006. Modelling Capacities for Environmental Policy-Making in
Global Environmental Politics. In Environmental Governance in Global Perspective, eds.
M. Jénicke & K. Jacob. FFU Report 01/2006.

Jenkins-Smith, Hank C., Daniel Nohrstedt, Christopher M. Weible, and Paul A. Sabatier. 2014.
“The Advocacy Coalition Framework: Foundations, Evolution, and Ongoing Research.” In
Theories of the Policy Process, eds. Paul A. Sabatier and Christopher M. Weible. Boulder,

CO: Westview Press, 183-223.

31



Jenkins-Smith, Hank C., Gilbert K. St. Clair and Brian Woods. 1991. “Explaining Change in
Policy Subsystems: Analysis of Coalition Stability and Defection over Time.” American
Journal of Political Science 35: 851-880.

Jepperson, Ronald L. 2002. “Political Modernities: Disentangling Two Underlying Dimensions
of Institutional Differentiation.” Sociological Theory 20:1, 61-85.

Janicke, Martin. 2005. “Trend Setters in Environmental Policy.” European Environment 15:
129-142.

Koch, Max and Martin Fritz. 2014. Building the Eco-Social State: Do Welfare Regimes Matter?
Journal of Social Policy 43, 679—703.

Kosonen, Pekka. 2011. Hyvinvointivaltion haasteet ja pohjoismaiset mallit. [Challenges of the
welfare state and the Nordic models.] Tampere: Vastapaino, 1987.

Kriesi, Hanspeter and Maya Jegen. 2003. The Swiss Energy Policy Elite: The Actor
Constellation of a Policy Domain in Transition. European Journal of Political Research
39: 251-287.

Kulha, Keijo. 1998. Mahtitalonpoika: Heikki Haaviston matkassa yleislakosta EU:hun. [The
powerful peasant. With Heikki Haavisto from the general strike to the European Union. ]
Helsinki: Edita.

Lane, Jan-Erik and Svante Ersson. 2002. “The Nordic Countries. Contention, Compromise and
Corporatism.” In Political Institutions in Europe, Second Edition, ed. Josep M. Colomer.
London & New York: Routledge, 245-278.

Leifeld, Philip. 2013. “Reconceptualizing Major Policy Change in the Advocacy Coalition
Framework: A Discourse Network Analysis of German Pension Politics.” Policy Studies

Journal 41: 169—-198.

32



Liefferink, Duncan, Bas Arts, Jelmer Kamstra, and Jeroen Ooijevaar. 2013. “Leaders and
Laggards in Environmental Policy.” Journal of European Public Policy 16: 677-700.

Lietonen, Anni. 2014. “There Should Be a Law Against Climate Change!” How And Why
Finnish Civil Society Organizations Succeeded in Pushing for the Climate Change Act
2015. Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Department of Social Research, University of
Helsinki.

Lijphart, Arend. 2012. Patterns of Democracy. Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-
Six Countries. Second Edition. New Haven & London: Yale University Press.

Lounasmeri, Lotta and Y1a-Anttila, Tuomas. 2015. Ruptures in National Consensus: Economic
versus Political Openness in the Globalization Debate in Finland. In The Promise of
Openness: Cultures and Paradoxes, eds. Norbert Gotz and Carl Marklund. Leiden: Brill.

Luhtakallio, Eeva. 2012. Practicing Democracy: Local Activism and Politics in France and
Finland. Eastbourn: Palgrave-MacMillan.

Matti, Simon and Annica Sandstrom. 2013. “The Defining Elements of Advocacy Coalitions:
Continuing the Search for Explanations for Coordination and Coalition Structures.” Review
of Policy Research 30: 240-257.

Ministry of Economy and Employment 2013. Kansallinen energia- ja ilmastostrategia [ The
national energy and climate strategy]. http://www.tem.fi/files/36279/Kansallinen_energia-
_ja ilmastostrategia_taustaraportti.pdf Accessed June 13, 2016.

Rudel, Thomas K., J. Timmons Roberts and JoAnn Carmin. 2011. “Political Economy of the
Environment.” Annual Review of Sociology 37: 221-238.

Ruostetsaari, Ilkka. 2010. “Changing Regulation and Governance of Finnish Energy Policy

Making: New Rules but Old Elites?”” Review of Policy Research 27: 273-297.

33



Sabatier, Paul A. 1998. “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: Revisions and Relevance for
Europe.” Journal of European Public Policy 5: 98—130.

Sabatier, Paul A. and Hank C. Jenkins-Smith. 1999. “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: An
Assessment.” In Theories of the Policy Process, First Edition, ed. Paul A. Sabatier.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 117-168.

Schnaiberg, Allan. 1997. “Sustainable Development and the Treadmill of Production.” In The
Politics of Sustainable Development: Theory, Policy and Practice within the European
Union, eds. Susan Baker, Maria Kousis, Dick Richardson, and Stephen Young. London &
New York: Routledge Press, 72—88.

Schnaiberg, Allan, and Kenneth A. Gould. 1994. Environment and Society: The Enduring
Conflict. New York: St. Martin's Press.

Team Finland. 2014. Workbook on Finland’s country brand.

http://team.finland.fi/public/default.aspx?contentid=268815&nodeid=46803 &contentlan=2

&culture=en-US

Terdvéinen, Tuula. 2012. The Politics of Energy Technologies. Debating Climate Change,
Energy Policy, and Technology in Finland, the United Kingdom, and France. Helsinki:
Into.

Terdvéinen, Tuula. 2010. “Political Opportunities and Storylines in Finnish Climate Policy
Negotiations.” Environmental Politics 19: 196-216.

Vartia, Pentti. and YI4-Anttila, Pekka. 2003. Kansantalous 2028 [The national economy 2028].
Helsinki: Taloustieto.

Visit Finland. 2015. Silence Please. http://www.visitfinland.com/silence-please/

34



World Bank 2015a.CO2 Emissions (metric tons per capita) in 2011.

http://data.worldbank.ore/indicator/EN.ATM.CO2E.PC/countries

World Bank. 2015b. Population Density. http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EN.POP.DNST

Vourc’h, Ann and Jimenez, Miguel . (2000). Enhancing environmentally sustainable growth in
Finland. OECD Economics Department Working Papers No. 229.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/370821866730.

Yl4-Anttila, Tuomas. 2010. Politiikan paluu. Globalisaatioliike ja julkisuus [ The Return of
Politics. The Global Justice Movement and the Public Sphere.] Tampere: Vastapaino. 269
p.

Yl4-Anttila Tuomas & Yla-Anttila, Tuukka. 2015. Exploiting the Discursive Opportunity
Created by the Euro Crisis: The Rise of The Finns Party. In European populism in the

shadow of the Great Recession, eds. Hanspeter Kriesi and Takis Pappas. ECPR Press.

35



Table 1. Fifteen most influential organizations in each coalition.

1. | Ministry of 75 Ministry of 77 WWF 58
Environment Employment and the
Economy
2. | Fortum Corporation .60 Confederation of 75 Green Party 57
Finnish Industries
3. | Ministry of Finance .60 Energy Industries .68 Finnish Association for .49
Federation Nature Conservation
4, | Ministry of Agriculture .55 National Coalition Party .64 Greenpeace 44
and Forestry
5. Sitra .53 Forest Industries .55 Confederation of Unions .24
Federation for Professional and
Managerial Staff
6. Ministry of Transport .52 Center Party 54 Finnish Nature League 21
and Communications
7. Finnish Environmental Sl Federation of 47 KEPA 20
Institute Technology Industries
8. Prime Minister’s Office .48 Social Democratic Party .46 Left Alliance Party .18
9. | VTT Technical A7 UPM-Kymmene 44 Friends of the Earth .16
Research Centre Corporation
10. | Neste Oil 46 TVO Energy 43 Centre for Economic 13
Corporation Development, Transport
and the Environment
(Pirkanmaa)
11. Meteorological Institute .45 Central Union of .39 Centre for Economic .09
Agricultural Producers Development, Transport
and Forest Owners and the Environment
(Varsinais-Suomi)
12. | Stora Enso 44 Energy Authority 38 Finnish UN Association .08
13. | Climate Panel 42 Metsd Group .36 Finn Church Aid .06
14. | Aalto University 41 Central Organization of .36 Dodo .05
Trade Unions
15.  Tekes Funding Agency .41 Outokumpu Corporation .34 Finnish NGO Platform .05
for Innovation to the EU
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Table 2. Coalition properties, means: beliefs, influence, resources, and core percentages
(std. deviations in parentheses)

Percentage of

Pro- organizations

mitigation Political Financial belonging to
beliefs® Influence® resources® resources? core
Government & 75 (.16) 35(.18) .80 (.28) .83 (.25) 56 %

Research

Treadmill .65 (.21) .37 (.19) .81 (.32) .67 (.37) 48 %
NGO .90 (.13) .19 (.19) 72(.36) 51(.28) 32 %
Total 75 (.21) .30 (.19) .76 (.32) .68 (.34) 40 %

®Scale normalized between 0 and 1. For details of this composite variable, see the methods section and
Appendix 1. One-way ANOVA (3,78) = 5,09, p=0.003.

®Normalized in degree centrality. One-way ANOVA F(3,92) = 7,91, p = .000.

Self-reported, answering the question “How often does your organization participate policymaking
through activities such as formal testimony at hearings, participation in government advisory committee,
and drafting legislation proposals or text?” (never/sometimes/often). Scale normalized between 0 and 1.
One-way ANOVAF (3,75)= 1,75, p = .165.

4The higher the value, the higher is the annual budget. Measured on an 8-point scale, normalized between
0 and 1. One-way ANOVA F(3,53) = 2,63, p =.060.

Figure 1. CO2 emissions per capita in Nordic Countries, 1990-2011.2
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*Data source: World Bank (2015a).
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Figure 2. Collaboration network connections between coalitions®®

Government

0,19
ENGOs

0,18

N

Treadmill

Line weight reflects strength of collaboration ties between coalitions.
"Node size reflects the reputational power (perceived influence) of each coalition.
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Appendix 1. Composite variable measuring pro-mitigation beliefs®™ ¢

Survey item Loading Communality
Climate change is not caused by human activities 742 551
Climate science is too uncertain to be a basis for policymaking 736 .542
National economic competitiveness is more important than taking care of .822 .676
climate change

Securing national energy supply is more important than taking care of .825 .681
climate change

Government puts too much effort into reducing Co2 emissions .843 710
Finland should not try to take a leading international role in international 789 .623

negotiations on climate change

*Extraction method: principal component analysis.
®All items load onto one component explaining 63,06 % of total variance.
“Cronbach’s Alpha for composite variable consisting of these items is .875.
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Appendix 2. The coalition structure of the climate policy network based on
collaboration® ¢

X
T
S

¥The coalitions are color coded as follows: Blue=The Treadmill Coalition,
Red=Government and Research Coalition, Green=The Ecology Coalition.

®Black nodes are outsiders and do not belong to any of the coalitions.

“Node size indicates influence (reputational power), three most influential organizations
in each coalition are named.
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