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ABSTRACT
Citizen juries are suggested as an effective tool for promoting just transition to low-carbon societies. However, citizen juries 
are influenced by participation rules, accepted discourses, and participants' perceptions about the need for climate policies. 
Therefore, it is crucial to better understand how citizens comprehend and deliberate justice in sustainability transition contexts. 
We analyzed two citizen juries conducted in Finland. One jury focused on the low-carbon transition in the transport sector, and 
the other on forest governance. We identified citizens' justice claims regarding the key aspects of justice (distributive, procedural, 
recognition, and restorative justice), supplemented by global, intergenerational, and ecological justice considerations. We ana-
lyzed how these claims developed during the deliberation. The transport jury emphasized distributive and recognition justice 
and increased awareness of diverse capacities and vulnerabilities related to the mobility transition. This jury also reinforced the 
participants' expectations regarding the legitimacy of certain nonsustainable lifestyles, such as private motoring. The forest jury 
emphasized procedural justice and forests as an intergenerational common good, but they also recognized forest owners' rights 
and legitimate claims for forest income. The juries demonstrate that citizen deliberation helps address justice concerns by reveal-
ing jurors' expectations regarding lifestyles and livelihood sources and proposing practical solutions. Our results suggest that 
citizen juries can enhance the formation of more informed and consistent, and thus legitimate, expectations.

1   |   Introduction

Sustainability transitions are urgently needed to combat cli-
mate change and biodiversity loss. At the same time, the costs 
and benefits of these transitions can be distributed unfairly, 
leading to unemployment, diminished economic security, lim-
ited opportunities for mobility, or other negative consequences 
(McCauley and Heffron  2018; Haas  2022). Moreover, transi-
tions involving, for instance, wind and solar farms or mineral 
extraction for battery production can introduce new environ-
mental challenges with associated social impacts (Heffron 2020; 

Mueller and Brooks 2020). Even conscious attempts to promote 
just energy transitions have, in some cases, exacerbated existing 
inequalities by focusing narrowly on specific groups, like coal 
workers, without considering the broader welfare of affected 
communities and their intersecting vulnerabilities (Weller 2019; 
Gürtler and Herberg 2021).

To better address justice in transitions governance, schol-
ars have begun to explore the role of citizens in knowledge 
production and governance processes (Huttunen, Ojanen, 
et  al.  2022; Daw et  al.  2022). It is argued that improving 
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participation opportunities can foster the fairness of sustain-
ability transitions and their outcomes (Pickering et al. 2022; 
Ross et  al.  2021; MacKenzie and Caluwaerts  2021). This 
perspective considers citizens as potential agents of regime 
change, capable of challenging vested interests and offering 
deeper insights on the potential impacts of transition pol-
icies on people's well-being and daily lives (Ross et al. 2021; 
MacKenzie and Caluwaerts 2021). However, citizens can also 
play a role in maintaining the status quo, and their perspec-
tives may conflict with ambitious climate policies (Ciplet and 
Harrison  2020; Bowden et  al.  2021; Huttunen et  al.  2024; 
Pickering et  al.  2022). Consequently, further exploration is 
required to comprehend how different understandings of 
justice are constructed in public deliberation. New empirical 
research is needed on how citizens themselves understand 
justice in sustainability transitions (Huttunen, Turunen, and 
Kaljonen  2022) and how these perspectives are negotiated 
within deliberative processes.

In this article, we focus on a specific deliberative design, the 
design of a citizen jury (CJ), and scrutinize how it enables citi-
zens to address the complexities of low-carbon transitions and 
identify just solutions. Thus, we study how justice is “done” 
in the deliberative processes. CJs represent a form of a delib-
erative mini-public (DMP), defined as participatory spaces 
that bring together a representative cross-section of ordinary 
citizens to discuss and debate pressing decision-making ques-
tions, to hear experts, and to provide informed policy recom-
mendations (Smith and Wales 2000; Grönlund et  al.  2020). 
DMPs have emerged as a promising means for achieving 
agreement on justice claims and ensuring the fairness and 
acceptability of climate policies (Ross et al. 2021; MacKenzie 
and Caluwaerts 2021). DMPs are especially seen as capable of 
addressing the trade-offs inherent in sustainability transitions 
by tapping into the practical and moral intelligence of citizens 
in their everyday lives (Daw et al. 2022).

Regarding the conception of justice, we adopt a dimensional 
perspective encompassing the distributive, procedural, recog-
nition, and restorative tenets (Schlosberg  2007; McCauley and 
Heffron  2018; Williams and Doyon 2019). These are supple-
mented by global, intergenerational, and ecological consider-
ations. We apply the aspects of justice to two CJs and explore 
which aspects gain prominence and how the jurors' perceptions 
are affected by their expectations regarding legitimate lifestyles 
and livelihood sources in the future. The analysis provides an 
understanding of how justice is “done” in the deliberative pro-
cesses. Thus, we are not focusing on the realization of objective 
justice but on how the aspects of justice are used in deliberation. 
The first CJ focused on reducing automobile carbon emissions in 
the Uusimaa region of Southern Finland and the other on forest 
management in Lapland, Northern Finland. In the densely pop-
ulated Uusimaa, meeting the regional goals to achieve carbon 
neutrality by 2030 requires drastic measures to cut down auto-
mobile emissions. Conversely, in sparsely populated Northern 
Finland, a critical question is balancing timber production with 
the need to retain carbon sinks, maintain biodiversity, and sus-
tain opportunities for the recreational use of forests. These two 
regional cases provide an understanding of the diverse transition 
challenges encompassing both urban and rural populations and 
various dimensions of justice.

2   |   Deliberating Just Transitions

2.1   |   A Just Transition

A just transition is commonly approached through distributive, 
recognition, and procedural justice with the addition of a restor-
ative dimension (Schlosberg 2007; McCauley and Heffron 2018; 
Williams and Doyon 2019). Distributive justice refers to the equi-
table allocation of benefits and burdens arising from transitions. 
In the transport context, the pressing distributive concerns 
revolve around the accessibility and affordability of emerging 
transportation modes and services from the users' perspective 
(Mullen and Marsden 2016). Regarding the utilization of forest 
resources, equitable access to the multiple benefits of forests 
has been a recurring issue (see, e.g., Satyal et al. 2020; Martinez 
et al. 2023).

Accounts of distribution in climate transitions typically start 
with delineating the principles guiding the equitable distribu-
tion of transition impacts or responsibility. The principles of 
the fair distribution of impacts usually emphazise that people 
should have equal or sufficient opportunities to central goods, 
such as livelihoods and other resources for well-being. Other 
distributive principles focus on assigning responsibility for the 
environmental burdens. The “polluter pays” principle assigns re-
sponsibility to those who have caused the burdens, while “bene-
ficiary pays”assigns it to those who have benefitted from causing 
the burdens, and “ability to pay” assigns it to those who have the 
capacity to deal with the burdens (Caney 2010; Kortetmäki and 
Huttunen  2022). In the transport transition, distribution con-
cerns, for instance, car owners' responsibility for emissions. In 
forestry, the fair allocation of responsibility especially relates to 
the asymmetry of benefits and burdens: those who are responsi-
ble for the activities in the forests and are benefitting from them 
are often regionally and/or temporally distant from those who 
experience the burdens (see, e.g., Forsyth and Sikor 2013; Hoang 
et al. 2019; Satyal et al. 2020).

To measure legitimate distributive impacts, accounts of a just 
transition also need to specify the metric of the goods subject 
to the legitimate claims of just distribution. Since the metric 
should allow comparisons of people's distributive claims, ob-
jective metrics—such as basic needs, income, or job opportuni-
ties are—usually applied (see, e.g., Anderson 2010). However, 
in transitions, subjective expectations regarding the continu-
ity of institutional rules and structures can become import-
ant. People's expectations about the possibilities of continuing 
their lifestyles based on, for example, private motoring or live-
lihoods obtained from fossil fuel production can strongly in-
fluence what they regard as just. Thus, expectations may play 
an important role when people contest transition policies—or 
when justice is formulated in deliberative processes, the focus 
of this study.

Despite their subjective nature, some expectations may still 
ground a legitimate metric for fair distribution. Since people's 
ability to formulate and pursue long-term life plans is often 
considered a central component of their good life (see, e.g., 
Rawls  1999), expectations about pursuing one's life plan can 
ground legitimate claims for compensation when transition dis-
rupts an expectation based on good epistemic reasons (Meyer 

 17569338, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/eet.70010 by U

niversity of T
urku, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/08/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



3

and Sanklecha 2014). This brings forward the restorative aspect 
of justice (McCauley and Heffron  2018). It implies that some 
of the distributional burdens resulting from transitions justify 
redistribution or compensation, particularly those that deprive 
people of their livelihoods and basic needs.

Recognition justice focuses on identifying and understand-
ing sociocultural differences and the associated power dis-
parities among different groups. The same policies can affect 
demographic groups differently, accentuating the accumula-
tion of vulnerabilities (Fraser 2009) and the varying capaci-
ties of individuals to respond to transitions (Tribaldos and 
Kortetmäki 2022). For instance, ethnicity and gender dispari-
ties, as well as the challenges faced by the elderly or disabled, 
can influence access to transport (Karner et al. 2023). In for-
estry, the experiences, identities, and values of local commu-
nities have often been disregarded, resulting in insufficient 
recognition of multiple uses of forests beyond timber produc-
tion (Poe et al. 2013; Morales 2021). Just recognition and inclu-
sion also have an epistemic dimension: current understanding 
of the effects of transition policies may be insufficiently sen-
sitive to people's lived experiences, historical injustices, and 
actual capabilities (Schwanen  2021). Therefore, failure in 
epistemic justice (Fricker  2007)—failure in recognizing the 
affected people's epistemic status—may undermine other as-
pects of justice.

Procedural justice concerns public decision-making principles, 
encompassing transparency, impartiality, accountability, and 
opportunities for public participation (Kivimaa et  al.  2023). 
By creating spaces that facilitate the meaningful participation 
of marginalized and previously excluded groups, procedural 
justice directly relates to recognition and epistemic justice and 
provides means to enhance distributive justice. Distributional 
justice problems often stem from the marginalization of local 
communities in decision-making processes, be it forest manage-
ment (see, e.g., Satyal et al. 2020; Martinez et al. 2023) or trans-
port policy-making (Haas 2022).

In sustainability transitions, the notions of global, intergenera-
tional, and ecological justices are especially relevant. These as-
pects draw attention to impacts across different nations and 
geographic locations, on future generations, nonhuman animals, 
and other environmental considerations arising from transi-
tions (Tribaldos and Kortetmäki  2022; Celermajer et  al.  2021). 
Concerning the above discussion on expectations, these notions 
of justice can be highly relevant in evaluating the potential legit-
imacy of expectations. As Meyer and Sanklecha (2014, 385–386) 
suggested, the legitimacy of people's expectations in climate 
transitions depends on whether they align, at least to some de-
gree, with general claims of just global and intergenerational 
distribution: if one accepts that reducing global emissions is nec-
essary to ensure that future generations can live decent lives and 
that the responsibilities for the reductions need to be distributed 
so that people today can live decently, then one's legitimate ex-
pectations should be within a range that is consistent with these 
claims. As a part of recognition justice, these expansions under-
score the importance of addressing the historical and ongoing 
exclusion of certain groups, along with the disproportionate 
impacts experienced by them. This encompasses vulnerable and 
marginalized communities, future generations, and nonhumans 

(Williams and Doyon 2019, 148). In the forest sector, it is consid-
ered essential to address current social injustices to ensure the 
fair implementation of carbon policies (Satyal et al. 2020). In the 
transport sector, global justice concerns relate to electrified trans-
portation and the associated demand for rare minerals (Prause 
and Dietz 2022). In both sectors, global justice issues related to 
climate change and the responsibilities for mitigating its effects 
are highly relevant (Schroeder and McDermott 2014).

Figure  1 illustrates the connections between different dimen-
sions and core issues related to just transition that are used as 
the theoretical basis in the empirical analysis.

2.2   |   DMPs as Means to Facilitate Just Transitions

DMPs are forums for citizen participation, characterized by 
their combination of (stratified) random participant selection 
and structured deliberation. Examples of DMPs include CJs, 
citizens' assemblies, and deliberative polls. They all involve a 
representative subgroup of the population, provide participants 
with information, and engage them in an open and inclusive ex-
change of views concerning a given political issue. The process 
feeds into decision-making and public debate in the form of a 
statement, a report, or poll results (Curato et al. 2021; Smith and 
Setälä  2018). DMPs vary in their remit, defined by the DMP's 
convener, and also in duration and scale. CJs usually consist of 
12–30 participants and convene over 2–5 days. Resembling the 
model of legal juries, CJs typically include expert or advocate 
testimonies and the scrutiny of evidence regarding the topic at 
hand. Jurors may also identify gaps in information and ask for 
further evidence. After weighing the evidence and deliberating, 
they collectively craft a statement in response to the task given 
to them (Smith and Setälä 2018; Crosby 1995). While our empir-
ical focus is on CJs, here we discuss DMPs generally as the key 
design features (and challenges) relevant to our argument are 
shared across different formats of DMPs.

At a broad level, the mere organization of a DMP can be seen 
as enhancing procedural and recognition justice because it in-
creases participation opportunities and enables the voicing of 
citizens' diverse concerns (Ross et al. 2021), though one could 
also argue that it risks crowding out other participation oppor-
tunities (Lafont 2015). Overall, it remains unclear if DMPs can 
promote more just outcomes—and if so, through which mecha-
nisms they can do so—and how participants perceive justice in 
different contexts (Daw et al. 2022). According to Dryzek and 
Tanasoca (2021), the moral work required to apply the theoretical 
principles of justice in specific policy contexts is best conducted 
through democratic deliberation. They argue that deliberation 
is likely to promote justice because it facilitates the due consid-
eration of competing interests and, by enhancing the epistemic 
competence of participating individuals, enables the identifica-
tion of the best available solutions (Dryzek and Tanasoca 2021). 
Ideally, DMPs are valuable tools in advancing recognition and 
epistemic justice since DMPs aid affected communities in voic-
ing their experiences and concerns (Ross et al. 2021). In DMPs, 
citizens learn from experts as well as learn the perspectives and 
values of other participants (Dryzek and Pickering  2019, 133). 
When DMPs are tasked with weighing various aspects of jus-
tice, they enable citizens to exercise formative agency (Dryzek 
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and Tanasoca 2021), that is, to formulate the meaning of fair-
ness within each policy context. In this way, DMPs are “doing” 
justice.

In the context of climate change, DMPs have increased partici-
pants' understanding of the issue, their readiness for action, and 
their ability to embrace a wider range of policy options (see, e.g., 
Niemeyer 2013; MacKenzie and Caluwaerts 2021). This suggests 
there is potential to foster distributive and recognition justice 
in relation to the burdens of climate change impacts on future 
generations and nonhuman others (Grönlund et al. 2020; Kulha 
et al. 2021; Willis et al. 2022). Furthermore, climate assemblies 
have recognized the needs of different communities and em-
phasized polluters' responsibility for their emissions (Scotland's 
Climate Assembly 2021). However, the ability of DMPs to foster 
intergenerational and global justice remains poorly evidenced 
(Daw et al. 2022).

Regarding procedural and recognition justice, the protected 
spaces created by DMPs can mitigate the influence of dominant 
groups in shaping political agendas (Willis et  al.  2022; Daw 
et al. 2022). However, depending on their design, DMPs can also 
inadvertently perpetuate existing power imbalances (Pickering 
et al. 2022; Ross et al. 2021), for instance, by imposing a dominant 
definition of the common interest or emphasizing rationality in 
argumentation (Bond 2011). In addition, randomly selected ju-
rors may not bring up the voices of disadvantaged groups; rather, 
deliberative forums need to be coupled with enclave deliberation 
for the disempowered (Karpowitz et  al. 2009; Abdullah et  al. 
2016). Thus, the design and execution of deliberative processes 
strongly shape the outcomes (Chilvers and Longhurst 2016) and 
are instrumental in determining the DMP's capacity to address 
justice-related concerns.

The addressing of justice in DMPs faces similar design-related 
issues as those faced by DMPs in general. In particular, the fram-
ing of the task has been identified as central in affecting the de-
liberative quality, as well as the outcome, of DMPs. According to 
Bryant and Stone  (2020), tight framing of the task can provide 
clear policy recommendations, but it may limit genuine citizen 
engagement by restricting citizens to preprepared options and a 
more consultative role, which can then contribute to problems 
such as perpetuating power imbalances. Thus, the framing of the 
task should be sufficiently wide-ranging to enable deliberative 
quality and a variety of potential recommendations (Niemeyer 
et al. 2024), but there is a trade-off between breadth and depth 
that also involves other factors, such as time, the resources pro-
vided, and the complexity of the issue (Wells et al. 2021; Elstub 
et  al.  2021). In relation to promoting justice, DMPs with broad 
mandates have been identified as being promising for transcend-
ing conventional assumptions. They have the potential to gener-
ate novel insights into complex issues and stimulate innovative 
thinking, all while ensuring a more inclusive representation of 
marginalized perspectives (Daw et al. 2022). Thus, a broad task 
could enable deliberation on priorities and the general direction 
of climate policies (Wells et al. 2021) in a manner particularly use-
ful regarding justice. However, citizens' formative agency in doing 
justice in policy contexts might benefit from a more specific task 
(Dryzek and Tanasoca 2021). Torney's (2021) analysis of climate 
assemblies in Ireland and France illustrates that, despite distinct 
tasks and designs, both assemblies clearly recommended the en-
hancement of climate policies. This suggests that the role of fram-
ing might be less important, but no previous studies empirically 
analyze justice dimensions in the deliberation process.

In our analysis, we approach the juries as forums for doing 
justice in the transport and forest policy contexts. We ask: (1) 

FIGURE 1    |    The justice dimensions, their relationships and the more specific issues associated with each, drawing from the justice literature 
(Anderson 2010; Meyer and Sanklecha 2014; Schlosberg 2007) and supported by just transition studies (Williams and Doyon 2019; Tribaldos and 
Kortetmäki 2022).

 17569338, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/eet.70010 by U

niversity of T
urku, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/08/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



5

Which aspects of justice are relevant for the jurors? (2) What 
becomes of justice when it is deliberated in a CJ process and 
what role do expectations play in this?, and (3) How does the 
framing of the task of the jury influence the doing of justice 
in CJs?

3   |   Data and Methods

3.1   |   The Organized Juries

3.1.1   |   The Uusimaa Transport Jury

Uusimaa is Finland's most populous region with approxi-
mately 1.7 million residents spread across 26 municipalities of 
varying sizes. The regional authority, the Uusimaa Regional 
Council (URC), has prepared a Uusimaa Climate Roadmap 
(Uudenmaan liitto 2022) that sets the ambitious goal of achiev-
ing carbon neutrality by 2030. Of particular concern is automo-
bile transport, which accounts for 30% of climate emissions in 
Uusimaa. The URC was interested in citizens' perspectives on 
the roadmap's policy measures aimed at reducing carbon emis-
sions from private cars. It was anticipated that some of these 
measures would be controversial as they may restrict private 
motoring and potentially increase transport costs. The task of 
the jury was framed relatively narrowly to assess the feasibility 
and acceptability of the proposed policy measures and craft rec-
ommendations for their implementation (not to choose among 
them). They were also invited to propose their own initiatives. 
The jury was convened together with the research team and the 

URC in the spring of 2022. The jury process is described in de-
tail in (Saarikoski et al. 2023).

We recruited the jurors via a letter posted to 6000 randomly se-
lected residents of Uusimaa. From the 440 volunteers interested 
in participating, we selected a stratified sample to ensure that 
the participants were representative of the broader Uusimaa 
population in terms of gender, age, place of residence, and edu-
cation level. We also maintained a balance between car owners 
and non-owners.

The 32-member jury convened over two consecutive Saturdays 
and one weekend in April 2022. In addition, the jury's process 
encompassed one online expert information session (Table 1). 
Following a standard CJ process, the jurors received informa-
tion about the Uusimaa Climate Roadmap and its transport 
policy measures. They heard experts and discussed the pol-
icy measures in small groups. The first session engaged with 
the effectiveness of the proposed policy measures related to 
climate targets, while the second session directly discussed 
justice, focusing on the fairness and social impacts of the mea-
sures. The two last sessions focused on preparing a set of rec-
ommendations in the form of a statement that was published 
and presented to the URC in a press conference in May 2022.

3.1.2   |   The Lapland Forest Jury

Lapland, the northernmost region of Finland, has approximately 
175,000 inhabitants and covers around 30% of the total land area 

TABLE 1    |    The phases of the juries and the data used in the analysis.

Jury Day Phases of the jury Data

Transport jury Day 1, face to face Initial discussions about the 
effectiveness of policy measures

Six breakout groups with 5–6 jurors 
in each group, 2 h per group.

Day 2, face to face Direct discussion on justice Six breakout groups with 5–6 jurors 
in each group, 1 h per group.

Online meeting Expert information session No collected data

Days 3–4, face to face Preparing the statement Five breakout groups with 5–6 jurors, 
3.75 h of discussion per group in total.

Final written output The statement The is statement available at: https://​
sites.​utu.​fi/​factor/​en/​citiz​en-​panel/​​

citiz​ens-​jury-​on-​carbo​n-​neutr​al-​
road-​traff​ic-​in-​uusim​aa-​region/​

Forest jury Day 1, face to face Initial discussions on forest 
use and related problems

Six breakout groups with 5–6 jurors, 
3.5 h of discussion per group.

Day 2, face to face Direct discussion on justice Six breakout groups with 5–6 jurors 
in each group, 1 h per group.

Online meeting Expert information session No collected data

Days 3–4, face to face Preparing the statement Four breakout groups with 8–9 jurors, 
3.75 h of discussion per group in total.

Final written output Statement The statement is available at: https://​
sites.​utu.​fi/​factor/​wp-​conte​nt/​uploa​ds/​
sites/​​948/​2022/​11/​Lapin​-​metsa%​CC%​
88raa​ti-​julki​lausu​ma-​saavu​tetta​va.​pdf
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of Finland (National Land Survey of Finland 2024). Forests cover 
98% of the land area, with more than 50% being productive for-
est land, making forestry and the wood industry significant for 
Lapland's economy (Natural Resources Institute Finland 2023), 
further reinforced by the construction of a new biomill in Kemi 
in 2022. However, these economic activities have been accompa-
nied by growing concerns about declining carbon sinks and bio-
diversity. The region has also witnessed disputes over land use 
between the indigenous Sámi people and the state-owned forest 
management company Metsähallitus, which manages almost 
two-thirds of the region's forests (Jokinen 2019). In addition to 
forestry, Lapland's economy relies on tourism, where forests also 
play an important role. Simultaneously, the emergence of wind 
farm and mining projects has triggered additional land use con-
flicts (Sorvali et al. 2023).

In 2021, the Lapland Regional Council (LRC) adopted a “Green 
Deal” roadmap for Lapland, aimed at guiding the region's 
sustainability transition (Lapland Regional Council  2021). 
Sustainable forest use was one of the roadmap's main goals, and 
the LRC had identified the consolidation of various forest use 
interests as a challenge in the roadmap's implementation. They 
sought the perspectives of citizens on this matter and jointly 
initiated the Lapland Forest Jury with the research team in the 
Autumn of 2022. The Forest Jury was broadly tasked with pro-
viding recommendations for just and climate-smart forest use 
in Lapland.

We selected the 33 jury members through a stratified two-stage 
random sampling. We sent invitations to 6000 randomly se-
lected Lapland residents. Among the 240 individuals who vol-
unteered to participate, we randomly picked the jury members 
using quotas for age, gender, education, and place of residence to 
form a representative sample of Lapland residents. Additionally, 
we ensured a balanced representation of both forest owners and 
non-owners.

The jury convened over two weekends in November 2022. The 
process encompassed small group discussions and expert hear-
ings during the first weekend, including discussions on forest 
use and challenges related to current forest uses. During the 
first weekend, we also held a session directly discussing justice 
related to forest use. The second weekend focused on the craft-
ing of a joint statement. An online expert information session 
took place between the face-to-face meetings to address the 
participants' information needs. The finalized statement was 
unanimously adopted by the jury and submitted to the Green 
Transition Committee of Lapland.

The authors of the paper acted as facilitators in the small group 
discussions in both juries.

3.2   |   Data and Analysis

We analyzed the recorded and transcribed group discussions 
and the final statements of both juries (Table 1) using theory-
guided content analysis. First, we identified the justice claims 
related to the dimensions of justice. We focused on under-
standing how the participants interpreted these dimensions in 
the specific policy contexts. Using the framework outlined in 

Figure 1, we discerned the justice-related claims put forward by 
the jurors and examined how these claims evolved during de-
liberation. Specifically, we investigated whether certain justice 
issues became more prominent while others were downplayed. 
To monitor the development of justice claims, we followed the 
jury design and analyzed the three distinct phases of the juries: 
initial discussions, discussions with an explicit focus on justice, 
and discussions related to working with the statement (Table 1). 
We identified the justice claims relevant to each of these stages, 
paying attention to how frequently the same claims were reiter-
ated and whether they gained support among the participants 
or were mentioned only once. The jurors raised justice issues 
throughout the discussions. The focused justice discussion 
functioned as a prompt to consider broader justice aspects, elab-
orating the justice perspectives compared with the initial dis-
cussions. In the analysis, we included all kinds of justice-related 
claims, regardless of whether the jurors explicitly used words 
like justice, fairness, or equality. We considered this approach 
appropriate given the broader task of the juries to provide rec-
ommendations on how to enact climate policies in a just manner.

The initial analysis was carried out collectively by all the au-
thors, with each taking responsibility for a part of the data. 
Subsequently, two authors assumed responsibility for the analy-
sis, ensuring consistency in the identified justice issues and an-
alyzing how the arguments evolved across the different phases. 
The interpretations were discussed with the other authors to 
ensure consistency. Based on this analysis, we identified the 
core justice-related themes and storylines, as well as aspects of 
justice that were less considered in the discussions. These are 
reported in the following section. As we analyzed the jurors' 
verbalized justice concerns and their translation into the final 
statements, we aimed to avoid giving emphasis on cheap talk 
about justice that fails to impact on the “realization” of justice 
in the statement.

4   |   Results

4.1   |   The Transport Jury

The transport jury assessed a set of policy measures that aimed 
to reduce carbon emissions from private cars—such as conges-
tion fees, parking restrictions, and emission fees—and mea-
sures that promote public transport, cycling, and walking, and 
the electrification of road transport (Saarikoski et  al.  2023). 
Despite the focus on specific policy measures, the jury members 
also envisioned more comprehensive changes that would enable 
car-free lifestyles.

4.1.1   |   The Need to Reduce Emissions

From the outset, the jurors widely endorsed the necessity of 
reducing climate emissions from the transport sector. This 
was evident in their willingness to find solutions for achieving 
carbon-neutral transport. In addition, some jurors strongly ad-
vocated for the proposed measures. They justified their positions 
with arguments grounded in global and intergenerational jus-
tice. The rights of future generations were widely acknowledged 
as a key rationale for climate change mitigation. Nevertheless, 
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some participants questioned the arguments related to global 
justice, maintaining that Finland should not be a frontrunner 
in achieving climate neutrality. A few jurors even suggested that 
the main responsibility for climate change rested with other 
countries, such as India or China:

Perhaps the biggest question is “Why us”? Why 
should we reduce emissions when there are much 
more polluted cities like Beijing?

Nevertheless, these arguments did not influence the final jury 
recommendations, indicating that some learning regarding 
different pollutants (such as the difference between particle 
emissions and CO2 emissions) and the concept of a carbon foot-
print occurred during the jury discussions (see also Saarikoski 
et al. 2023).

4.1.2   |   Deliberating Mobility Needs

The most intensive discussion evolved around access to mobil-
ity and the distributive impacts of low-carbon transport poli-
cies. The jurors emphasized the importance of ensuring that 
everyone can meet their daily mobility needs, such as the need 
to commute to work and school, and the need to access essen-
tial services—like healthcare and grocery stores—and leisure 
activities. This meant that transport should not be excessively 
expensive or time-consuming, while acknowledging various 
capacities to use the available modes of transport. This fun-
damental idea of sufficiency in fulfilling mobility needs was 
shared among the jurors from the outset; but throughout the 
discussions, they debated the acceptable levels of inconve-
nience, costs, and the specific mobility requirements that are 
deemed essential. The core groups requiring special attention, 
frequently raised during discussions, included the elderly, 
children, and families with young children, individuals with 
mobility limitations (such as disabilities), those in less advan-
tageous socioeconomic positions, the residents of rural areas, 
and individuals whose mobility needs were influenced by 
their occupation, including entrepreneurs.

The delineation of what constituted a legitimate mobility claim 
was epitomized in the jurors' diverse approach to enabling and 
constraining transport policy measures. Generally, measures 
improving public transport and cycling, as well as walking 
opportunities, were perceived as effective and conducive to 
enhancing mobility justice. This was because they expanded 
choices and were not seen as limiting anyone's mobility.

We need carrots, like promoting a cause… I believe 
that it works better than punishing those who have 
no other options. Especially if you live in sparsely 
populated areas, you need a car.

Restrictions on the use of private cars were mostly regarded 
as just, provided they were accompanied by viable alterna-
tives, capable of fulfilling diverse mobility requirements. For 
instance, restricting private car use in central Helsinki was 
considered reasonable due to effective public transportation. 
Nevertheless, curbing private car usage in rural areas was 

viewed as excessively constraining mobility. Certain jurors 
raised questions about the entitlement to choose to reside in 
rural areas, while simultaneously expecting society not to dis-
courage private motoring or ensure access to effective public 
transport:

Should people have the right to live wherever they 
want? Or is it also about sustainability and stuff like 
how much should society accommodate those who 
live in very remote areas?

Nonetheless, these claims failed to garner broader support. The 
right to choose one's place of living and ways of mobility was 
a prevailing belief among the jurors. Furthermore, the partici-
pants widely acknowledged that in some situations people, even 
city dwellers, genuinely require access to a car. The discussions 
fostered a growing understanding of the diversity of people's life 
circumstances and encouraged the participants to be more per-
missive in their expectations and requirements for others.

Juror 1: Well, [cycling]is good [cycling]. If you can 
make it work, it's really great. But for us, it doesn't 
quite work. My wife's work commute is 30 kilometres 
one way, and then there is the grocery shopping and 
other errands.

Juror 2: Yeah, but that's a different matter.

Juror 1: Every time you have to go to a bigger store, it 
adds up to over 30,000 kilometres a year.

Juror 3: It's like a necessity. A car is a necessity for 
you.

While the jurors were understanding of various life situations, 
some situations were seen as more pressing than others. For in-
stance, despite extensive discussion regarding the importance of 
not making work-related travel too difficult, the transport jury's 
final statement only suggested waiving congestion fees for those 
needing a car for work or health-related travel. Similarly, despite 
widespread concern in the justice-related discussions, the ac-
knowledgment of different socio-economic positions in setting 
the fee level was merely a question (not a recommendation) in 
the statement.

4.1.3   |   Reconciling Emission Reductions 
and Mobility Needs

The jury discussions revealed two distinct approaches to rec-
onciling the meeting of mobility needs with the imperative to 
address climate emissions, extending beyond the predetermined 
policy measures. One approach focused on broader environmen-
tal impacts and the affordability of potential solutions, while the 
other aimed to elevate the transition to a broader level by influ-
encing mobility needs. While both approaches were beyond the 
scope of the jury's initial mandate, the discussions shed light on 
the relationship between CJs and the development of just tran-
sition policies.
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The jurors emphasized the need to make environmentally sound 
decisions from a holistic perspective, rather than solely focus-
ing on climate emissions. This was, particularly, evident in the 
discussions about electric cars and their alternatives. There was 
widespread concern about the harmful environmental impacts 
of electric car production, especially concerning battery technol-
ogy and electricity production. This, coupled with worries about 
the affordability of electric cars for most people, led some of the 
jurors to initially consider biofuels as a more equitable and viable 
solution:

Because buying an electric car is a forty-thousand-
euro investment whereas if you do that conversion, 
it's a one- or two-thousand-euro investment, so it's 
much more appealing and achievable.

The jurors were provided with information about the life-
cycle costs of electric cars, which are considerably lower com-
pared with those of gasoline cars. Nevertheless, the jurors 
pointed out that high up-front costs are a major obstacle to 
low-income households. They observed the dynamics that in-
crease inequality among people who can invest in cost-saving 
technologies, like electric cars, and low-income people who 
do not have similar opportunities. Consequently, the jury in-
cluded the biofuel solution in their statement as an affordable 
interim alternative.

The realization that everyday mobility needs must be met both 
in urban and rural areas led the jurors to propose structural 
solutions that extended beyond the transport sector. The idea 
was to influence mobility needs through improved land-use 
planning and situating services closer to where people reside, 
work, or attend school. For instance, it was suggested that chil-
dren's extracurricular activities should be more closely linked 
to their schools to reduce the need for private car transporta-
tion. Hence, the jury opened up the space to enhance fairness 
and highlighted the need to take a holistic perspective, includ-
ing multi-regime interactions, when considering just transition 
policies.

4.1.4   |   What Was Less Considered?

While some of the jurors advocated for radical measures to cut 
transport emissions, most of the jurors took the current state 
and level of mobility as a given and evaluated the proposed mea-
sures in terms of their impact on the freedom of mobility. Some 
existing injustices in mobility were discussed, primarily focus-
ing on public transport's availability in  situations where train 
or bus connections were discontinued. These present challenges 
led some of the jurors to perceive restrictions on private cars as 
unjust:

And when you consider fairness here, the people in 
a weaker position, those who can't afford to buy an 
electric car, they're really hit hard if something isn't 
done. And then, if you add congestion fees on top of 
that … my goodness!

However, the fact that not everyone can afford or drive a car even in 
the present situation was not widely problematized or considered 
a significant injustice. Car sharing, facilitating the utilization of 
public transport, cycling, and walking were recognized as increas-
ing mobility justice for those unable to afford a car. Nonetheless, 
lowering the mobility level of those who currently have access to 
private cars to match those who cannot afford one was not seen as 
a viable solution. Instead, a common concern, especially regarding 
congestion fees, was that they might lead to a situation where only 
wealthy people could drive into the city center. The mobility needs 
of those unable to afford any type of car were not recognized as 
equal to those who could purchase a fossil-fuel car.

While the perspectives of global and intergenerational justice 
were used to support the general consensus about the neces-
sity of reducing emissions, they were not extensively debated 
or discussed. Also, arguments about ecological solidarity 
were absent from the discussions as none of the participants 
mentioned ecological integrity or the rights of nonhumans as 
reasons to reduce transport carbon emissions. Furthermore, 
as the discussions primarily revolved around distributive and 
recognition justice, procedural justice was only briefly ad-
dressed in the context of the jury itself. Additionally, consider-
ations about the diversity and representation of jury members 
were voiced concerning members' place of residence in com-
parison with the broader population of Uusimaa.

4.2   |   The Forest Jury

The forest jury was provided with no predefined policy measures, 
but it had an open task to craft recommendations for forest use in 
Lapland, related to three themes: the current state of forest use, the 
related key problems, and the just use of forests. The LRC hoped to 
receive constructive suggestions on how to balance diverse forest-
use interests. The analysis below highlights the main remarks on 
justice expressed in these discussions and describes their evolution 
throughout the jury process.

4.2.1   |   Consolidating Different Interests 
and Transparency in Planning

The rationale of multifunctional forestry resonated among the 
jurors. During the first discussions, they identified a diverse set 
of interests, including those of berry pickers and leisure users, 
the forest and tourism industries, the Sámi people, hunters, 
landowners, reindeer herders, future generations, non-human 
animals, and nature. Against this backdrop, the jurors pondered 
the power relations in forest planning, raising procedural jus-
tice issues. Some stated that the interests of the affluent forest 
industry currently override environmental concerns and domi-
nate over other livelihoods, which were seen as unjust. Over the 
course of the discussions, participatory planning and arbitration 
were raised as means to balance different interests. Bringing 
forest users around one table to resolve conflicts of interest 
resonated among the jurors. In their final statement, they rec-
ommended continuing participatory planning practices, which 
have become more common in natural resource management in 
Lapland in recent years. The participants agreed that just forest 
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use requires planning procedures that are able to represent and 
respect all perspectives.

Furthermore, the availability of information and transparency of 
forest planning processes emerged as important features of pro-
cedural justice. The jury's final statement emphasized the need to 
base decisions on robust scientific evidence. It also highlighted the 
importance of open and accessible information on the state of for-
ests. The jurors expressed discontent about the current availability 
of information, especially regarding Metsähallitus, and saw that 
a lack of openness results in heightened experiences of injustice 
regarding Metsähallitus's decisions and actions:

Maybe Metsähallitus”s role should be more 
transparent and responsible in general. […] Like, how 
the decisions are made there.

These notions highlight the importance of procedures in the 
jurors' considerations regarding just forest use. Obscurity in 
planning was seen to prevent people from assessing whether 
the outcome, satisfactory or not, was reached through a fair 
process.

4.2.2   |   Debating Sustainable Forest Management

Forest management practices received considerable attention 
when the jurors first discussed the distributive impacts of for-
est use. Clear cutting, for instance, was criticized because of the 
long-lasting drawbacks for the landscape, biodiversity, hunting, 
and leisure use. As the deliberations progressed, opposing views 
were voiced, too: clear cutting was justified on the grounds that, 
eventually, the forest grows back. Also, concerns regarding the 
economic unfeasibility of other forestry methods, like continu-
ous cover forestry, were raised. While many jurors maintained 
that other methods should be favored over clear cutting, tailor-
ing forest management practices, such as excluding certain areas 
from clear cutting, also appeared viable.

Overall, carbon sinks and biodiversity emerged as important 
metrics of distribution in the deliberations, reflecting ecological 
justice. The meaningfulness of ambitious climate and biodiver-
sity targets was questioned occasionally, but these views often 
provoked counterarguments and failed to gain broad acknowl-
edgment. The will to protect carbon sinks and biodiversity was 
also reflected in the jury's final recommendations, indicating 
various ways to support both aims.

However, calls for increased protection or restrictions on log-
ging methods were often met with questions about private forest 
owners' property rights and income.

[T]he landowner has the right to decide, up to a point, 
how to use their forests.

As the discussions proceeded, views about landowners' rights 
became more nuanced. Some stated that forest owners' rights 
come with responsibilities toward nature, whereas others sig-
naled strong disapproval for neglected forest management in 
private commercial forests, calling for sanctions. Thus, both 

ecological concerns and failure to meet the norms of ownership 
were raised as potential grounds to curb private forest own-
ers' rights. In the statement, mostly voluntary and supportive 
measures were proposed to encourage private forest owners 
to use forests sustainably. Despite the debates over landown-
ers' procedural status, the jurors accepted that if forest owners 
are expected to protect their lands, they can legitimately claim 
compensation:

If a private forest owner protects their forest or 
postpones its logging, they should probably receive 
some kind of compensation for that.

While the statement concluded that the funding of increased 
forest protection remains unresolved, the participants also ex-
plored solutions to funding problems through redistribution. A 
tourist tax, for instance, was brought up as a possible source of 
finance. Further, it was suggested that the forest industry should 
assume a greater role in financing forest protection since it ben-
efits from forests:

Could there be some kind of legislation, ensuring 
that these private companies that capitalise on 
nature should compensate by investing in some 
way?

Regardless of the varying emphases on economic versus envi-
ronmental benefits, many jurors thought that the utilization 
of the forest resources was dominated by short-term interests. 
They shared the concern over future generations' possibilities 
to benefit from forests and highlighted long-sightedness in 
decision-making. Some jurors noted that the renewal of the 
Forest Law in 2014 removed the minimum logging diameter 
for trees, which was seen to incentivize the pursuit of short-
term economic gains at the cost of both the economy and the 
environment in the long term. In the statement, the jurors 
unanimously recommended the re-adoption of a minimum 
diameter to reconcile the environmental and timber produc-
tion goals.

4.2.3   |   A Sense of Regional Injustice

Discussions regarding both procedural and distributional jus-
tice were crosscut by notions of regional (in)justice. The ju-
rors brought up several instances where activities taking place 
in Lapland benefit individuals and companies elsewhere, but 
the harms are experienced locally. Mining was especially de-
nounced in this respect. However, the jurors also repeatedly 
asserted that Lapland's forests cannot compensate for the emis-
sions of the rest of Finland or Europe, and that emissions need 
to be reduced correspondingly.

Well, that is precisely it if Lapland's forests have to 
compensate for traffic emissions in Helsinki, then 
that is not fair.

Some jurors also found that the burden of forest protection falls 
disproportionately on Finland and Lapland, especially due to the 
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EU's proposal for a Nature Restoration Law. The law was seen 
to disregard the historical differences in development within the 
EU since the law's reference year, 1952, predated the intensifica-
tion of forestry in Finland.

Somewhere in the EU region, the forests have been 
logged many hundreds of years ago. So, they don't 
have to restore them. But maybe we do.

Others, however, reminded the jury that state borders are ir-
relevant from the perspective of emission reductions, and that 
Finland is more prosperous than many other European coun-
tries. Still, the jurors shared a general sense that locals should 
have more say in the use of Lapland's forests. This sentiment 
was strong especially at the start of the jury process; but in the 
final statement, it was not explicitly mentioned beyond men-
tioning participatory planning. The statement did recommend 
sharing information about the role of Lapland's forests in cli-
mate change mitigation. This recommendation, coupled with 
notions of regional injustice, reflects the jurors' urge to gain 
recognition for their home region's efforts in climate change 
mitigation.

4.2.4   |   What Was Less Considered?

While the jurors carefully weighed procedural and distributive 
justice issues, less attention was devoted to individual capaci-
ties. The question of socioeconomic inequalities was not touched 
upon, and the potential constraints of participation in natural 
resource management and land-use planning processes re-
ceived scarce attention. Likewise, the global impacts of climate 
change and mitigation were mentioned a few times, but in gen-
eral, global justice or distant people's positions were not salient 
issues. Claims about fair burden sharing between countries 
were mostly on the EU level and not the global level.

Finally, the absence of mentions of the Sámi in the final state-
ment is worth noting. Discussions about the indigenous people's 
rights were quite rich in the first weekend, observing histori-
cal injustices, such as forced integration and the deprivation of 
Sámi land. However, some jurors maintained that the rights of 
the Sámi are already well considered in formal decision-making 
processes and, therefore, there is no need to stress those any 
further. During the second weekend, the topic was hardly dis-
cussed, and it was absent in the statement, indicating that for the 
jury, the most pressing issues in forest use pertained to locals' 
rights in general rather than Sámi rights specifically.

5   |   Discussion

The experiences from both CJs supported the argument that 
DMPs can engage with sustainability transition's trade-offs and 
help to identify just solutions (see, e.g., Pickering et  al.  2022; 
MacKenzie and Caluwaerts 2021). The juries reinforced the uti-
lization of climate emissions as a key metric to consider, thereby 
acknowledging global and intergenerational justice (cf. Daw 
et  al. 2022). Both juries also demonstrated the important role 
that expectations play in guiding the understanding of fairness. 

While the jurors generally attempted to legitimize their expec-
tations taking into consideration global and intergenerational 
justice, the jurors' expectations led the juries to somewhat down-
play the urgency of climate action and to support some measures 
to maintain the status quo (see also Ciplet and Harrison 2020; 
Bowden et al. 2021; Huttunen et al. 2024). Assessed against the 
multiple issues connected to just transitions (see, e.g., Tribaldos 
and Kortetmäki 2022; Kivimaa et al. 2023), the transport jury 
emphasized distributional and recognition justice while the for-
est jury focused more on procedural justice. Below, we discuss 
the core lessons related to what becomes of justice in delibera-
tions, the role of framing of the task, and the limitations of the 
juries.

5.1   |   Doing Justice in Deliberation

The results support the assumption that deliberation can foster 
the consideration of interests extending beyond individual and 
immediate economic concerns (Grönlund et al. 2020; MacKenzie 
and Caluwaerts 2021; Willis et al. 2022). In the transport jury, 
the jurors endorsed the need for reducing transport emissions 
and justified this with concern for future generations and global 
responsibility. The arguments that carbon emissions should be 
tackled elsewhere, put forward in the first jury sessions, did 
not make their way to the final recommendations, suggesting 
that the jurors assumed more responsibility for global climate 
change mitigation. In the forest jury, climate mitigation and bio-
diversity protection were considered important, and the domi-
nating role of commercial forestry was questioned. However, the 
jury also emphasized equality in climate mitigation responsibil-
ity: Lapland's forests can be carbon sinks, but simultaneously, 
emissions need to be cut elsewhere—Finland's regions should 
bear equal responsibility for mitigating climate change.

Besides fostering understanding of the need to reduce emis-
sions, the transport jury increased the participants' under-
standing of diverse capacities and vulnerabilities related to the 
transition. Metrics, such as income and mobility needs in rural 
areas, were applied to justify the continuity of affordable private 
driving. Furthermore, subjective expectations regarding the le-
gitimacy of certain lifestyles, such as living in remote areas and 
depending on affordable cars, were employed to rationalize the 
continuity of private motoring and the current level of mobility 
possibilities. These arguments further encouraged the jurors to 
emphasize supportive measures, such as improved public trans-
port, as an important element of just carbon-neutral transport, 
instead of measures limiting the possibilities to use private 
cars in rural areas. The reluctance to propose radical measures 
demonstrates that deliberation outcomes can also conflict with 
ambitious climate policies as they become seen as unjust (see 
also Bowden et al. 2021).

In the forest jury, timber production was considered a legitimate 
source of livelihood despite the challenges regarding biodiver-
sity and climate change mitigation. Restrictions on private for-
est owners' forest management choices and loss of income were 
understood to be a legitimate basis for compensation. This re-
sulted in recommendations supporting and encouraging the 
owners to protect biodiversity and carbon sinks rather than strict 
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requirements and related sanctions. The emphasis on forest 
owners' rights is a common principle for determining access to 
forest resources. In addition, it is often regarded as necessary to 
acknowledge the rights, expectations, and needs of local com-
munities (Forsyth and Sikor 2013; Hoang et al. 2019), including 
those of the forest itself, to guarantee the existence of the forests 
(Meriläinen and Lehtinen 2022). Similar to the transport jury's 
recommendation for supportive and enabling measures, the 
compensation for private forest owners and supportive measures 
were seen as ways to balance the legitimate expectations in the 
jury process.

The transport jury demonstrated how a jury deliberation can 
provide deeper insights on the potential and practical impacts of 
transition policies on people's well-being and daily lives (cf. Daw 
et al. 2022). This especially occurred by emphasizing the differ-
ent opportunities for a car-free lifestyle in urban and rural areas 
and for shifting to electric cars. The accounts of jurors living in 
rural areas with long distances to travel to services and limited 
or no public transport connections made it clear that most of the 
policy measures, such as road tolls or parking restrictions, are 
unfeasible outside the Helsinki metropolitan area. Similarly, the 
buying costs of electric cars made them an unfeasible alterna-
tive for many. To meet the objectives, the jury looked for more 
creative solutions beyond those proposed by the URC, including 
biofuels and influencing the mobility needs themselves. Thus, 
besides identifying practical impacts, the jury also brought for-
ward new ideas to reach more just outcomes, which adds an im-
portant aspect to the potential benefits of CJs.

The forest jury showcased the capacity to go beyond vested inter-
ests and emphasize the common good (c.f. Pickering et al. 2022; 
MacKenzie and Caluwaerts 2021). Reflections about the appro-
priate balance between public and private interests especially 
took place when the participants discussed the role of forestry 
and private forest owners' rights and duties. The jury high-
lighted that one industry dominating over all the others is un-
just. Furthermore, the jury indicated support for burden sharing 
according to the “beneficiary pays” and “polluter pays” princi-
ples. A key outcome of the deliberation was the acknowledgment 
of the multiplicity of forest uses and the right of all forest users to 
be heard, resulting in an emphasis on inclusive and transparent 
forest land-use planning procedures. In a situation where legit-
imate interests are at odds, the procedures of decision-making 
play a special role in ensuring fairness (cf. Esaiasson et al. 2019). 
However, the emphasis on procedural justice can also be inter-
preted as an attempt to circumvent the difficult balancing task 
the jurors found themselves faced with, transferring the actual 
balancing to planning situations.

5.2   |   The Role of Framing the Tasks 
and Limitations

Both examples highlight the formative agency (Dryzek and 
Tanasoca 2021) of the juries in formulating the meaning of fair-
ness in the policy contexts and in proposing solutions that are 
able to account for the conflicting interests or poorly understood 
practical limitations of everyday life. However, the juries dif-
fered in terms of their subjects and the framing of their tasks, 
which somewhat influenced the deliberations. In the transport 

jury, the pre-given agenda directed attention to specific trans-
port policy measures, while the forest jury had a more open 
framing to consider the utilization of forests. As was also no-
ticed by Wells et al. (2021) in relation to juries conducted in the 
United Kingdom, the pregiven measures make the transport 
jury appear more as a consultative process with limited room 
for citizens to influence the agenda, which the participants also 
criticized. While the focus on specific policy problems has gen-
erally been connected to the effectiveness of DMPs in providing 
clear recommendations (Bryant and Stone 2020), in justice de-
liberations, broad framings can facilitate more innovative think-
ing. Despite its broad framing, the forest jury provided specific 
policy recommendations, and the openness enabled the jury to 
address justice in broader terms, including consideration of pro-
cesses with which to reach better solutions. Had the transport 
jury been given more space to consider how to reduce emissions 
in a just manner, instead of considering predetermined policy 
measures, it might have been able to produce more innovative 
solutions and enact its formative agency more effectively.

Furthermore, the transport jury's specific focus on an issue af-
fecting the everyday life of the participants may have reinforced 
the jurors' expectations related to maintaining the current level 
of mobility, which was a clear limitation for its capacity to con-
sider global justice (cf. Daw et al. 2022). The forest jury's task 
was more distanced from the everyday life of the participants, 
which enabled it to consider more broadly the general good in 
terms of climate mitigation and biodiversity. This implies that 
the choice of subject may influence the way justice becomes un-
derstood within DMPs.

The unaddressed justice issues give indications about the capac-
ities of the juries to deal with potential epistemic injustices and 
raise the voices of disadvantaged and marginalized groups. The 
juries distilled the most important concerns of an average citi-
zen, but both juries lacked in-depth consideration of vulnerable 
groups such as those economically most disadvantaged in the 
transport jury or the indigenous Samí people in the forest jury. 
Involving vulnerable groups has been an acknowledged issue in 
DMPs and solutions such as enclave deliberation have been pro-
posed (Karpowitz et al. 2009; Ross et al. 2021). Our study further 
emphasizes this need: when aiming to use DMPs to facilitate 
justice in transitions governance, the inclusion of vulnerable 
perspectives becomes pertinent; otherwise, the juries can just 
reinforce existing power relations.

Finally, our approach focused on analyzing the justice issues 
raised during deliberative processes and how these were shaped 
into the final statements. While the jurors highlighted the issues 
they found important, some concerns may have gone unspoken, 
and others may have been voiced simply because the partici-
pants believed they were expected to mention them. However, 
the task of creating a statement likely ensured that the core 
shared justice issues persisted. Hence, it is likely that our analy-
sis can show how justice develops in deliberation.

6   |   Conclusions

We analyzed the ways two CJs deliberated justice in the con-
text of climate transitions. Our results demonstrate the capacity 
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of CJs to tap into citizens' lived experiences and explicate the 
important role that people's expectations play in guiding their 
justice claims. The CJs were successful in creating an under-
standing of justice in relation to the climate issue they faced. 
Both juries' understanding of justice focused on the immedi-
ate issues, with less attention paid to global and marginal per-
spectives. Although the justice considerations may be context 
specific, our research highlights the following lessons for CJs 
dealing with sustainability transitions.

First, the important role of participants' expectations in influenc-
ing their justice claims suggests that the legitimacy of these expec-
tations requires attention from policymakers. This means focusing 
more on epistemic environments and the information based upon 
which people form their expectations: do they, regardless of the 
transition, have legitimate reasons to believe in the continuation 
of their livelihood or lifestyle? Our results suggest that CJs could 
have epistemic potential to support the formation of more in-
formed and consistent (i.e., more legitimate) expectations.

Second, to support the epistemic potential of the CJs, the fram-
ing of the task should be broad enough to enable jurors to ad-
dress justice more comprehensively and facilitate the potential 
for innovative solutions. In relation to this, policymakers and 
other jury organizers should pay more attention to including the 
perspectives of vulnerable groups in justice deliberations. This 
can happen by modifying the jury design to include them as 
participants, knowledge providers, or by complementing the CJs 
with other participatory methods in the policymaking processes.

Involving citizens in just transitions governance is fundamental 
for reaching more just solutions. As CJs provide an increasingly 
applied means for citizen engagement, particularly in the EU 
context, it is important to acknowledge that the juries produce 
a particular understanding of justice and just transitions reflect-
ing the design of the jury process and the task given to the juries. 
While highly useful, the juries represent only one participatory 
method that needs to be complemented by others.
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