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Abstract 
This thesis explores alternatives to economic growth in the forest-dependent region of Kainuu, 
Finland through the lens of speculative design futures. Resource extraction through forestry and 
forest ownership have been crucial to Kainuu’s development, but the region is undergoing shifts 
and challenges in being economically productive amidst uncertainty in commodity markets, cli-
mate change, biodiversity loss, an aging population and urbanization. The conversations around 
these challenges tend to prioritize economic justifications for increasing resource extraction in 
forests design socio-ecological impacts. Furthermore, polarization of forest discourses has made it 
difficult to move towards action due to conflicting perspectives, politics and value systems related 
to forests and their usage.  
The thesis unpacks how the prioritization of economic growth creates unsustainable and discon-
nected material cultures as sites of resource extraction, flow/trade, and consumption are so global-
ized. This raises questions about what sort of livelihoods, forest-human connections and possibili-
ties for reconnections between rural/urban material cultures are possible and desirable. As a de-
signer, I wanted to explore how speculative approaches might expand possibilities and increase 
openness to multiple alternative values and place-based approaches. I propose that exploring al-
ternative models of living and working can open up more possibilities for forest ecosystems and 
the communities that depend on them to thrive and adapt to a rapidly shifting world. In consider-
ing how such transitions will have to confront and likely co-exist with hegemonic systems of capi-
talism and economic growth imperatives, my goal was to enable multiple ways of knowing, being 
in, with and for forests.  
To achieve this, speculative scenarios were developed through a process of expert interviews, anal-
ysis and development. This resulted in the creation of three scenarios of speculative futures detail-
ing possible forest-human connections and livelihoods in Kainuu. These scenarios were then pre-
sented and discussed in an online open workshop with participants residing in Kainuu and/or are 
connected to the forest sector. Workshop and post-workshop outcomes indicate that although the 
speculative scenarios were successful in engaging participants in discussions of alternative forest 
futures and livelihoods, speculation alone was not sufficient to noticeably shift perceptions of 
Kainuu’s forests and economic growth.   
Overall, decommodifying forests and the diversification of forest-based livelihoods were very com-
pelling concepts when expressed through visual speculative futures. They generated interest in 
discussion about forest-human connections in relation to technology and provoked thoughtful 
insights about diversifying forest ownership and management in the region. However, it is not 
clear whether this will make space for more kinds of these discussions or increase openness to col-
laboration amongst diverse forest sector actors in Kainuu. As a result, two main future directions 
for design practitioners and researchers are discussed regarding enabling sustainable forest trans-
formations: 1) Speculative/Transition design supporting forest discussions and 2) Specula-
tive/Transition design guiding experiments.  
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ABSTRACT
This thesis explores alternatives to economic growth in the forest-dependent region of Kainuu, 
Finland through the lens of speculative design futures. Resource extraction through forestry and 
forest ownership have been crucial to Kainuu’s development, but the region is undergoing shifts 
and challenges in being economically productive amidst uncertainty in commodity markets, 
climate change, biodiversity loss, an aging population and urbanization. The conversations 
around these challenges tend to prioritize economic justifications for increasing resource 
extraction in forests design socio-ecological impacts. Furthermore, polarization of forest 
discourses has made it difficult to move towards action due to conflicting perspectives, politics 
and value systems related to forests and their usage. 

The thesis unpacks how the prioritization of economic growth creates unsustainable and 
disconnected material cultures as sites of resource extraction, flow/trade, and consumption are 
so globalized. This raises questions about what sort of livelihoods, forest-human connections 
and possibilities for reconnections between rural/urban material cultures are possible and 
desirable. As a designer, I wanted to explore how speculative approaches might expand 
possibilities and increase openness to multiple alternative values and place-based approaches. 
I propose that exploring alternative models of living and working can open up more possibilities 
for forest ecosystems and the communities that depend on them to thrive and adapt to a rapidly 
shifting world. In considering how such transitions will have to confront and likely co-exist with 
hegemonic systems of capitalism and economic growth imperatives, my goal was to enable 
multiple ways of knowing, being in, with and for forests. 

To achieve this, speculative scenarios were developed through a process of expert interviews, 
analysis and development. This resulted in the creation of three scenarios of speculative futures 
detailing possible forest-human connections and livelihoods in Kainuu. These scenarios were 
then presented and discussed in an online open workshop with participants residing in Kainuu 
and/or are connected to the forest sector. Workshop and post-workshop outcomes indicate that 
although the speculative scenarios were successful in engaging participants in discussions of 
alternative forest futures and livelihoods, speculation alone was not sufficient to noticeably shift 
perceptions of Kainuu’s forests and economic growth.  

Overall, decommodifying forests and the diversification of forest-based livelihoods were very 
compelling concepts when expressed through visual speculative futures. They generated interest 
in discussion about forest-human connections in relation to technology and provoked thoughtful 
insights about diversifying forest ownership and management in the region. However, it is not 
clear whether this will make space for more kinds of these discussions or increase openness 
to collaboration amongst diverse forest sector actors in Kainuu. As a result, two main future 
directions for design practitioners and researchers are discussed regarding enabling sustainable 
forest transformations: 1) Speculative/Transition design supporting forest discussions and 2) 
Speculative/Transition design guiding experiments. 
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1 INTRODUCTION

“Forests have been the livelihood, forests have offered 
recreation, we are the berry-picking champions of the 
country.” (Kainuu resident)

“For me the forest is so natural place to be in that I 
can´t really define certain kind of contact with forest 
I had as a kid, because forest and nature has always been 
so close by.” (Kainuu resident and forest management 
consultant) 

“Most Finnish forest owners have a relationship to 
their forests like I do.” (Kainuu resident and forest 
management consultant)



10 11Why Kainuu?  

This question has come up for me repeatedly throughout this research from people very curious 
to know why a foreigner and designer with no pre-existing connections to Kainuu or Finnish 
forestry would take an interest in a region in North-Eastern Finland. I chose Kainuu as it seemed 
like a good fit for the topic of diversifying forest-based livelihoods as it has both state and 
privately-owned forests, it has had strong connections to the global timber trade, and the region 
has already been exploring diversifying its economy through ecotourism. Both valuable material 
resource and critical carbon sink, forests and forest-based livelihoods are important materially, 
culturally, and economically for Finland. 

Like many regions throughout Finland and other post-industrial nations, Kainuu remains 
dependent on resource extraction, despite holding a lot of knowledge and skills connected to 
living in and from forests that can support desirable livelihoods. The region is facing increasing 
pressures to be economically productive and grow amidst so much uncertainty in commodity 
markets, climate change, biodiversity loss, an aging population and urbanization. On top of that, 
polarization of forest discourses has made it difficult to move towards action due to conflicting 
perspectives, politics and value systems related to forests and their usage. 

Growing up on the west coast of Canada, the complexity of resource extraction challenges 
connected to livelihoods in rural communities have captured my attention for a long time. The 
conversations around these challenges are often dominated by economic justifications for 
increasing resource extraction despite rising socio-ecological impacts. As a designer, I believe 
that design has a lot of potential to support communities, industries and governments in 
broadening and pluralizing these conversations by enabling space for discussion, expanding 
notions of what is possible and by bringing diverse actors together. 

However, these challenges are unlikely to be understood nor successfully navigated if they 
are not grounded in specific communities, places and material cultures (Escobar, 2018). As 
such, I wanted to explore how we might understand these complex challenges as opportunities 
for rural communities to diversify from current modes of growth-based resource livelihoods. 
In considering how such transitions will have to confront and likely co-exist with hegemonic 
systems of capitalism and economic growth imperatives, my goal is to enable multiple ways of 
knowing, being in, with and for forests.  

Interestingly, the socio-ecological concerns of growth-based resource extraction and its adjacent 
processing industries are very marginal in discourses of design and sustainability transitions – 
particularly in post-industrial contexts in the Global North. Instead, the emphasis tends to be on 
transitioning towards sustainable consumption in urban contexts, but this remains disconnected 
from the globalized material sources that produce them. This disconnection often overlooks how 
resource extraction in rural regions critically impacts connected ecosystems and contributes to 
unsustainable material cultures of consumption in urban areas. Herein lies the opportunity for 
designers to reconsider not only the materials used to create products and services, but also the 
sites of material extraction, livelihoods and the supply chains that link rural to urban. 

My thesis intends to investigate this complex interplay of material extraction, rural livelihoods, 
material uses and demands by designing speculative futures that explore alternatives to 
economic growth in forest-dependent regions. The introduction will discuss Kainuu’s history 
and connection to forests before unpacking how the region has been struggling to address 
these complex questions about diversifying and transitioning livelihoods. 

KAINUU

Puolanka

Vaala
Paltamo

Kajaani

Suomussalmi

Kuhmo

Hyrynsalmi

Ristijärvi

Sotkamo

Figure 1.1: Location of Kainuu region and its eight municipalities in Finland. 

1.1 KAINUU: MORE FORESTS THAN THERE 
ARE PEOPLE
Forests are perhaps one of the most abundant types of landscape and resource in Finland. This 
is especially the case in Kainuu, a heavily forested region in North-East Finland with a sparse 
population of less than 80,000 people spread out at 3 people per km2. Up to 95% of its total land 
coverage is forests. It is a place where forests have been a source of livelihood, sustenance, 
recreation and wellness for so long that living in and with the forest comes naturally for its 
inhabitants. Although the region has mainly developed around tar preparation and forestry, it is 
also home to over 100 protected forested areas, each averaging around 1000 hectares in size. 
As such, Kainuu characterizes the increasing challenges and pressures faced by rural areas 
dependent on material extraction and usage like forestry. 
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History of forests usage and forestry in Kainuu 

Forests have long been considered one of Finland’s most valuable assets, often described as 
“green gold” and have played a key role in building the nation’s identity as a “forest-sector society” 
(Berglund, 2008; Lehtinen, 2006). The Finnish forest sector arose out of social and technological 
developments that enabled the industrialization of forest exploitation, which developed alongside 

new technological innovations (Lehtinen, 2006). Through these developments, forestry soon 
became the “economic backbone” of forested regions in Finland and other Nordic countries 
(Lehtinen, 2006, p. 49). In Kainuu, tar, timber and pulp production were key drivers of economic 
development (Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006). Since the 1920s, the Finnish forest sector has 
leaned heavily towards international exports of its wood products (Lehtinen, 2006). 

Consequently, throughout the 20th and 21st centuries, Finnish landscapes have been continually 
shaped and reconfigured by practices of private forest ownership, scientific forest inventories and 
even-aged forestry to produce sustained yields suitable for wood and pulp exports (Kortelainen, 
2002; Lehtinen, 2006). Traditional agroforestry practices of small family farms living in forested 
areas and small-scale beekeeping also disappeared as industrial forestry and agriculture grew in 
the 20th century (Peltola & Vanhanen, 2015). This, in turn, has led to a decline of wood pastures 
as a landscape in Finland since the 1950s (Peltola & Vanhanen, 2015). 

The forest sector has played a key role in shaping Finland’s regional development through the 
settlement system, which defined in spatial terms the division of labour, production, governance 
and social exchange (Kortelainen, 2002). This evolved through rural-urban flows of raw wood 
materials and products and counter-flows of money, materials, people, social and political 
ideas (Kortelainen, 2002). Finland’s regions developed into “manufacturing cores and forest 



14 15peripheries” (Lehtinen, 2006, p. 49), which has generated uneven regional development and 
inequalities (Kortelainen, 2002). These inequalities have grown over the past few decades as 
shifts in forest-based work from rural villages to increasingly globalized manufacturing centres 
has destroyed locally-dependent economic activities and has accelerated depopulation and 
weakening social ties to rural areas (Kortelainen, 2002; Lehtinen, 2006). 

Post-World War I, industrial forestry practices expanded in scale and intensity, which prompted 
opposition from conservation movements to grow alongside this expansion (Lehtinen, 2006). 
Initial opposition primarily focused on concerns about the impacts of clear-cut harvesting that 
had replaced less economically lucrative selective logging practices (Lehtinen, 2006). Over time, 
environmentalist opposition to industrial forestry practices broadened to include a wide range of 
different actors with diverse socio-ecological and political interests connected to various global 
and localist movements (Lehtinen, 2006; Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010).  

Ongoing debates between the Finnish forest industry sector and environmental conservationists 
have been dominated by expert knowledge and scientific discourse in industry, government 
policy and state forest management, and conservation (Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006; 
Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010). Key state and expert-led institutions that have been prominent in 
deciding Finnish forest policy and decision making include Metsähallitus (state-owned), 
Luonnonvarakeskus (LUKE), Suomen Ympäristökeskus (SYKE), Metsänhoitoyhdistykset (MHY), 
Maa- ja metsätaloustuottajain Keskusliitto (MTK), independent/quasi-independent experts, the 
Forest Stewardship Council of Finland (FSC), municipalities, tourism-oriented small-medium 
enterprises, and EU regulations. 

Figure 1.2: The number of people employed in the forest sector has steadily decreased in 
Finland since the 1960s. Graph from Kortelainen (2002, p. 231). 

An emphasis on data, mapping and expert-led knowledge has simultaneously developed 
alongside the professionalization of timber extraction and industrialization of Finnish forestry 
(Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006). Tacit knowledge of forest uses held by rural Finnish populations 
was deemed insufficient to properly manage their own forests by state-supported scientific 
experts (Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006). Driving this need for data and mapping are colonial 
underpinnings of accessing resources outside of urban areas and to enable expert elites “to 
dominate far away lands, without physically encountering the local conditions or non-expert 
dissent.” (Berglund, 2001, p. 839). As a result, education, values and practices connected to 
forests and have been shaped by techno-scientific discourses in governance, forestry and 
environmental conservation ecology (Berglund, 2001; Heikkinen & Sarkki, 2010). Protecting 
biodiversity and debates around the definition of an old-growth forest have been pitted against 
export-oriented pressures to maximize and increase production yields in commercial forests 
(Heikkinen & Sarkki 2010; Lehtinen 2006). These debates and resultant forest policy, regulations 
and practices have continued to shape the immaterial and material characteristics of Finnish 
(and thus Kainuu’s) forested landscapes (Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006).  

Today, the Finnish forest sector comprises of a multitude of diverse industries and actors 
including paper and pulp mills, sawmills and national-transnational corporations, the Finnish 
Forestry Association (industry oriented), environmental organizations including Suomen 
luonnonsuojeluliito, individual forestry professionals and private forest owners. 

Current forestry still very export driven 

There is a strong consensus throughout the forest sector and government policy to assure 
Finns and consumers that forest products are sustainable, desirable and profitable. Since 



16 17independence, the forest sector and state have both been active in crafting a homogenous and 
communal image of Finnish forests, forestry and identity. This connection between national 
identity and forests has also impacted the generally ecologically minded outlook of many Finns 
and sectors (Berglund, 2001). 

Total harvested (m3) 

Total exported (m3) 

% exported 

Total roundwood harvested (m3) 

Total roundwood exported (m3) 

% of total harvest 

% exported 

Total pulpwood harvested (m3) 

Total pulpwood exported (m3)  

% of total harvest  

% exported 

2016

3,252

1,510

46%

1,043

445

32%

43%

2,209

967

68%

44%

2017

3,184

1,557

49%

1,035

498

33%

48%

2,150

969

84%

45%

2018

3,662

2,462

67%

1,100

712

30%

65%

2,561

1,611

70%

63%

2019

3,812

1,931

51%

1,033

538

27%

52%

2,778

1,323

73%

48%

On the contrary, forestry in Kainuu reflects a different reality. Despite its extensive number of 
national parks and protected natural areas, Kainuu’s forest sector has been embedded in global 
trade since industrial forestry began in the region (Berglund, 2001). Recent estimates state that 
51% of the wood that is harvested in the region is traded while only 49% is consumed domestically 
(see Table 1.1). Following historical trends, 74% of harvested trees (predominantly spruce and 
pine) were harvested for pulp and paper production from 2016-2019. Timber production from 
spruce and pine wood makes up the second biggest use of Kainuu’s forestry outputs with 
30.5% of harvests from 2016-2019. With only 2 sawmills still operating in the region, Kainuu’s 
commercial forests are primarily cultivated for shorter growth cycles that are favourable for 
wood exports. 

Mixed models of forest ownership and management   

Kainuu’s geographic location places it between more protected and recreation/tourism oriented 
state-owned forests in Northern Finland and privately owned and commercial forests in Southern 
Finland (40% of forests in Kainuu are managed by state-owned organization Metsähallitus). 
However, different models of forests ownership are not given equal space and value in Finland. 
Small-scale and typically family-owned private forest ownership has deep roots in Finland and 
is connected to ideas of autonomy and democracy (Lehtinen, 2006). Despite rapid urbanization, 
since the 1960s, many Finns still depend on private forest ownership and/or some forest-based 
income supplemented with recreational practices such as berry picking, mushroom foraging, 
and using wood for fuel (Berglund, 2000).  

Table 1.1: Comparison of roundwood and pulpwood harvested and traded in Kainuu region 
from 2016-2019. Adapted from Natural Resources Institute Finland (Luke), industrial 

roundwood removals by region & volumes and prices in industrial roundwood trade. 

The meaning and personal values of forests for Finnish forest owners are subjective and dynamic 
as they often hold multiple and competing values and objectives for forest ownership (Takala, 
Hujala, Tanskanen & Tikkanen, 2017). For some, forest ownership is geared towards generating 
economic profit through forest management, while others pursue cultivating unspoiled forest 
landscapes, nature values, recreation and well-being (Takala et al., 2017). Amongst forest owners 
are different levels of proximity (mentally and physically), confidence, knowledge and personal 
investment in actively managing one’s own forest to meet these diverse needs and objectives 
(Takala et al., 2017). However, conventional forest management planning models tend to be 
economically driven and therefore are not well-equipped to fully take into account and balance 
the multiple objectives and meanings forest owners hold (Takala et al., 2017).  

This tension between balancing multi-objective forests has been a major predicament for 
Metsähallitus and within forest discourses in general (Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010; Takala, 
Lehtinen, Tanskanen, Hujala & Tikkanen, 2019). As Metsähallitus is responsible for managing all 
state forests in Finland, they need to balance conservation and recreation goals (motivated by 



18 19national interest in protecting Finland’s forest futures), with their mandate to generate revenue 
for the state through intensive commercial forestry (Lehtinen, 2006; Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010). 
This tends to lead towards segregated and polarized forest management that has been at the 
forefront of much public critique against forest practices (Lehtinen, 2006; Takala et al., 2019). 

Polarization of Forest Debates and Discourse 

Since the “forest wars” of the 1990s, forest discourses have stagnated from polarization over 
the truth and facts regarding the condition of Finnish forests (Berglund, 2001; Lehtinen, 2006; 
Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010). In particular, polarization has grown in debates: “between the nature-
preserving position that stresses natural values and new forms of participation, and the forestry 
position which highlights utility and property rights and parliamentary democracy.” (Sarkki & 
Heikkinen, 2010). There is also considerable disagreement over different forestry methods and 
their environmental impacts. For example, there is much disagreement over the presumed 
profitability (or lack thereof) in uneven-aged, multi-use, and continuous-cover forestry practices 
compared to even-aged forests and clear-cut harvesting methods (Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010; 
Takala et al., 2019). 

Polarization has also been reinforced through regional policy programs where weak relations 
between environmental and industry actors has led to further segregation and polarization of 
roles and objectives in regional forest management (Saarikoski, Åkerman & Primmer, 2011). 
However, other regional policy programs that were successful in building strong relationships 
and cooperative strategies between different regional actors indicates that transdisciplinary 
partnerships can be a promising pathway to depolarizing forest issues (Saarikoski et al., 2011). 

Efforts to diversify and develop Kainuu  

“Peripheral localities have found it necessary to develop their 
communities into flexible (post-)industrial regimes racing to find 
a place in the fluid networks of globalization. Local cultures and 
natures in this setting have been either ignored or developed into 
market attractions.” (Lehtinen, 2006, p. 52).  

Amidst increasing global pressures to transition away from fossil-fuel dependency in an effort 
to mitigate climate change, the role and economic potential held in forested regions like Kainuu 
are at the forefront. Transitioning towards a circular forest-based bioeconomy is being framed in 
policy discussions and media as crucial to Finland’s transition away from fossil fuels (Korhonen, 
Giurca, Brockhaus & Toppinen, 2018; Peltomaa, 2018). However, planning and policies geared 
towards this transition are mostly limited to a closed network of specific actors involved in 
bioeconomy research, government and the forest industry (Korhonen et al., 2018). This indicates 
the continued preference for expert-driven decision making in forest policy at the exclusion of 
affected citizens and groups like private forest owners (Korhonen et al., 2018; Peltomaa, 2018).  

Such top-down and expert-led approaches to diversifying Kainuu’s forest sector are likely to face 
serious challenges due to Kainuu’s controversial history with previous regional development 
experiments (Purkarthofer & Mattila, 2018). Attempts to diversify the region and its forests 
have been made in the past through a self-government experiment based on incentive-driven 
regional planning and EU regulations on land usage (Purkarthofer & Mattila, 2018). This 
experimental program sought to challenge the historically weak levels of regional governance 
by strengthening regional democracy through increased responsibility and authority over 
basic service provisioning (Purkarthofer & Mattila, 2018). However, it ultimately failed due to 
disagreements in responsibilities and agendas between local, regional and national actors 
(Purkarthofer & Mattila, 2018).  

Similar challenges have been found in implementing more inclusive and participatory regional 
forest planning in Finland (Saarikoski et al., 2011). Challenges in establishing trusting and 
cooperative partnerships between different community, industry, state and conservation actors 
denote the hegemonic challenges in diversifying forest planning and management at a regional 
scale. (Saarikoski et al., 2011). 

1.2 EMERGING CHALLENGES IN RURAL 
FOREST-DEPENDENT AREAS 
Kainuu is situated within a post-industrial nation that is shifting towards a knowledge-based 
economy, but is itself a resource dependent region (Lehtinen, 2006). As such, it should be noted 
that Kainuu isn’t a traditional or primitive rural region – it is quite modern and has been shaped 
and modified by the same homogenizing, growth-driven neoliberal forces as the urban areas of 
Finland (Arboleda, 2015; Brenner, 2018). 

Despite rapid shifts towards urbanization and post-industrial knowledge/service-based 
economies in the ‘Global North’, material extraction remains an important part of economic 



20 21activity (particularly for export) in Canada, US, Europe and Finland (Arboleda, 2015; Lehtinen, 
2006). In Finland, forestry is still a significant part of economic activity and livelihoods in rural 
areas despite major recent shifts in place identities through urbanization (Lehtinen, 2006). This 
planetary urbanization (Brenner, 2018) is presenting new sustainability challenges for both 
rural and urban areas to contend with (Arboleda, 2015; Khan & Karak, 2018) but, from what 
I’ve observed in design discourses, rural regions are often ignored or overlooked. In Finland, it 
seems that a lot of emphasis in design and architecture is placed on wood construction and 
forest-based materials. Yet, these transitions towards sustainable consumption in cities are 
often disconnected from the places of material resources that are required to produce them 
(Arboleda, 2015; Khan & Karak, 2018).  

Sustainability-oriented design tends to focus on making product-services with sustainable 
materials, on urban food/energy systems, or building design. Here the emphasis is usually on 
reducing consumption (especially materials derived from fossil-fuels) through new bio-based 
material and energy systems. This is especially true in the Finnish context, where a forest-based 
bioeconomy is heavily being pursued (Peltomaa, 2018). While these are critical projects, I think 
unchecked increases in the consumption of forest materials are especially concerning given 
that forests function as a critical source of carbon sequestration and storage for the planet. My 
position is that design should be reflective of not only the impact of using certain materials but 
also the sites of extraction, production, consumption, disposal/recovery and supply chains that 
link rural areas to urban ones. 

1.3 TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSFORMATIONS OF FINNISH FORESTS 
It is clear that the way forests are viewed and used is shifting in Kainuu and in Finland overall. 
Commodification of forests and the prioritization of economic growth creates unsustainable 
outcomes (outlined in detail in Chapter 3), but its development alongside planetary urbanization 
has created equally unsustainable disconnected material cultures as sites of material extraction, 
flow/trade, and consumption are now globalized. All this raises questions about what sorts of 
livelihoods, forest-human connections and possibilities for reconnections between rural and 
urban material cultures are possible and desirable. 

This thesis will explore such questions, specifically considering how speculative approaches 
might make space for, expand possibilities, and increase openness towards alternative values 
and approaches based in place. I propose that taking a plural and regionally (or contextually) 
specific approach can be a promising way forward to depolarize and open up discussion on 
desirable forest-based futures.  

By adopting speculative approaches in design, I hope to provoke and expand notions of what 
are possible futures by making them tangible in the present. Speculative design achieves this 
by sparking imagination, enabling discussions, and expanding the possible range of alternative 
perspectives and ways of being. Through this exploratory process, I will evaluate the effectiveness 
of this approach in responding to the above questions. 

1.4 RESEARCH AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

Research Aims 

1. Diversify and pluralize understandings and forest-human connections by 
adding new knowledge and perspectives to current discourses around Finnish 
forests 

2. Uncover opportunities to co-design new visions of forest-based livelihoods 
and forest management that centre on supporting both community needs 
and non-human needs   

Research Questions 

1. How might space be opened up in forest discussions for different kinds of 
values, perspectives and actors (human and nonhuman) concerning forest-
based livelihoods and forest-human connections? 
1a.How might design expand notions of possible futures for forest-human 
connections and future livelihoods? 
1b. How might openness be increased towards speculation, collaboration 
and experimentation? 
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2. How effective are speculative approaches in opening up discussion around 

difficult transition topics where there isn’t a clear answer? 

Research Objectives 

Below are the initial objectives that I set at the beginning of my research process to define 
the scope and scale of the research: 

1. Based on expert interviews, I will design a series of speculative scenarios to 
challenge and spark discussion amongst various stakeholders connected to 
forests, forest management and ownership in the Kainuu region   

2. Organize and facilitate an open workshop for interviewees and anyone 
connected to Kainuu region to present the speculative scenarios and discuss 
opportunities to co-design new visions of place-based forest ownership and 
management   

3. Develop a framework or set of criteria for evaluating the impact of the design 
intervention and workshop in opening up discussions about diverse forest-
based livelihoods and forest-human connections. 

1.5 RESEARCH PATH 
This section will outline key design and research choices, my justification for these choices as 
well as the overall path that my research took. My decision to explore speculative approaches 
instead of other place-based approaches was partly due to time constraints. Many place-based 
approaches require a much longer process of doing research in context and relationship building 
with key community collaborators. Furthermore, being mindful that discussions and decision 
making concerning forest futures should be led by the communities and actors that will directly 
live with and be impacted by forest transitions, I didn’t want to design something prescriptive 
that was a solution imposed by an outsider.  

Therefore, I focused on exploring pathways to open up and depolarize forest discourses rather 
than try and offer a solution. At the beginning of this research and design process, I intended to 
uncover how speculative design approaches could aid in shifting perceptions on forest-human 
connections and forest-based livelihoods. However, as the research and design outcomes 
unfolded, it became apparent that speculative methods without a solid foundation of trusting 
and mutually respectful relationships are unlikely to cause significant shifts on their own. 

Alongside speculative approaches, my design research followed interventionist/action/activist 
approaches (Gibson-Graham, 2008; Manzini, 2015; Miller, 2019). In addition, Manzini highlights 
how the role of expert designers (those that practice design as a profession), “is to trigger and 
support these open-ended co-design processes, using their design knowledge to conceive and 
enhance clear-cut, focused design initiatives.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 54). In adopting this mindset, 
I sought to challenge the participants I interacted with throughout our conversations: What 
might forest owners, foresters and conservationists become if challenged and engaged with 
different understandings of forest-human connections? 

Regarding theoretical and knowledge building approaches, my research took an experimental 
approach that is primarily based in “weak theory” (Gibson-Graham, 2008). Key to this approach 
has been to critically reflect on my position and impact as a design researcher in line with the 
reflexive, ethical and prefigurative stances advocated for by Gibson-Graham (2008), Tonkinwise 
(2014) and Fry (2008). Given the speculative path of my design approach as well as my focus 
on diverse economies and post-growth discourses, my research is already positioned within a 
weak theory discourse. 

Furthermore, considerations of the performativity of knowledge creation articulates the value 
and need for marginal/niche research (especially in design) of hidden and alternative economies 
by “making them visible as potential objects of policy and politics.” (Gibson-Graham, 2008, p. 7). 
This also connects to Tonkinwise’s critique of design’s inability to detach itself from dominant 
modes of defuturing and unsustainable practices (Tonkinwise, 2014). By amplifying marginal 
and alternative economies as tangible realities to explore and play with, we can perhaps take 
steps towards detaching design from some of its defuturing tendencies. 

1.6 THESIS STRUCTURE 

Chapter 2 

This chapter looks at speculation and futures more broadly, but also consider three important 
design approaches where imagining, visioning, discussing, and reflecting upon possible 
desirable futures are core practices. These are speculative design, transition design and design 
for social innovation – all of which could arguably be considered part of the wide umbrella of 
critical (or radical) design, but all engaging with and advocating for different degrees of critique 
and radical transformation from dominant systems, structures and practices. I show how these 
design approaches provide an important framework for considering: What could be alternative 
stories and forest futures for Kainuu? How might we construct these? How might we explore 
forests, livelihoods and other kinds of forest-human connections that are not bound to polarized 
positions or economic growth? 

Chapter 3 

Broadly, I unpack the social and environmental consequences of economic growth and resource 
extractionism with some links to forests and Kainuu. It demonstrates that there is disagreement 
amongst different disciplines whether the exact issue is the growth imperative, capitalism, 
colonialism, or simply the unequal and defuturing limitations imposed by hegemonic systems in 
general. This chapter makes the case for how decommodification and post-growth can support 
better outcomes for forests and the communities that depend on them, and will also highlight 
some of the key challenges to overcome. I then present diversifying livelihoods as a possible 
conceptual framework to speculate how everyday life, work, institutions and habitat might 
intertwine and reconnect with material cultures in more sustainable ways. 

Chapter 4 



24 In this chapter I describe how I conducted my empirical research and design process. The 
process I went through in organizing and conducting interviews is shown as well as a summary 
of the qualitative data I collected. It then describes my process of analysis for the interviews 
and give a summary of the key findings. Next, this chapter covers how the interview analysis 
informed and guided the development of the speculative scenarios. Lastly, it describes how I 
organized and hosted a workshop to present and discuss the speculative scenarios with key 
stakeholders connected to forests and Kainuu.  

Chapter 5 

This chapter focus on presenting the outcomes, discussions and reflections that arose from 
the speculative scenarios, workshop and post-workshop discussions. It summarizes the key 
discussion points, highlighting challenging and broadening moments with participants in the 
workshop and post-workshop discussions. The end of the chapter on the outcomes of both 
the speculative scenarios and workshop along with the role of design in navigating complex 
transition issues. 

Chapter 6 

An evaluation is given in this chapter of the research and design outcomes relative to the 
research aims and questions stated in section 1.4. I also evaluate the design process overall, 
describing what worked well and areas for potential improvement in terms of how it addressed 
my research questions. 

Chapter 7 

In the conclusion chapter, I provide a summary of the research and design outcomes. From there, 
I along discuss the implications, barriers and opportunities to utilize speculative approaches to 
opening up discussions on possible sustainable futures and alternative forest-based livelihoods 
in Kainuu. In addition, I suggest two key directions for future design research and projects that 
can support forest-based discussions and transitions in Finland. 

What could be alternative stories of Kainuu? How might we construct these? What value do 
design approaches bring to sustainable transformations? How might we explore forests, 
livelihoods and other kinds of human-forest connections that are not bound to polarized 
positions or economic growth?  



2 SUSTAINABLE FUTURES 
THROUGH SPECULATIVE 
ALTERNATIVES STORIES 

AND VISIONS

“Creating viable and desirable visions hinges on our 

abilities to expand from question-based learning to 

challenging, reflexive, playful experimentation that opens 

spaces for engaging with processes of transformational 

value, to imagine/enchant, detach/subvert, experience, 

and empower/catalyze and for active bodily learning.” 

(Tschakert et al., 2016, p. 22). 

“As we rapidly move toward a monoculture that makes 

imagining genuine alternatives almost impossible, we 

need to experiment with ways of developing new and 

distinctive worldviews that include different beliefs, 

values, ideals, hopes, and fears from today’s. If our 

belief systems and ideas don’t change, then reality 

won’t change either.” (Dunne & Raby, 2013, p. 189). 



28 29Design practice is centered on the local and everyday life as the starting point of intervention 
(White, 2019b). In this sense, design can bring forth marginal place-based values and 
perspectives. Speculative approaches are also able to transcend the boundaries and limitations 
of bottom-up and top-down approaches to just, democratic social and ecological innovations 
(White, 2019b). This is because they have the freedom to envision new and alternative worlds 
governed by different systems and institutional structures. Furthermore, design’s capabilities 
can support sustainable futures and transitions through “strategies of iteration, experimentation, 
prototyping, failing and then starting again” (White, 2019b, p. 14). Thus, design enables space to 
explore multiple pathways and visions towards sustainable futures for Kainuu, its forests and 
its communities in a way that learns and moves forward from failure rather than being blocked 
by it. 

2.1 DESIGN FOR SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSFORMATIONS AND TRANSITIONS 
Sustainable transitions and transformations are concerned with “identifying pathways and 
solutions for desirable environmental and societal change.” (Hölscher, Loorbach & Wittmayer, 
2018, p. 1). These processes are political in their struggle to balance power and value conflicts 
along with the “transformative agency and governance” of the actors involved (Hölscher et al., 
2018, p. 2). Although they often overlap and the terms are used interchangeably, transformation 
research tends to look at “what” is changing and the outcomes of that change for socio-technical 
and biophysical systems on the whole (Hölscher et al., 2018). In contrast, transition research is 
more concerned with “how” processes of change occur and the dynamics that drive non-linear 
shifts to a different system state (Hölscher et al., 2018). Exploring that “what” of sustainable 
transformations and the role of agency, acceptability, dynamics/processes, and governance of 
transformative system change (Hölscher et al., 2018) are of particular interest and relevance to 
imagining collective sustainable futures.  

Design, broadly and in the context of sustainability also investigates and experiments with 
the “what” and “how” of change. The emerging field of design for sustainability transitions is 
concerned with the socio-technical level of transformations which tend to be oriented towards 
abstract macro-level goals and outcomes (Ceschin & Gaziulusoy, 2019). To achieve this, design 
at this scale requires “a multiplicity of interconnected and diverse experiments, iteratively 
implemented over long periods of time, in order to generate changes in large and complex 
systems.” (Ceschin & Gaziulusoy, 2019, p. 128). In addition, it focuses on collaboratively shaping 
normative outcomes of what are desirable sustainable futures and envisions pathways to 
achieve them (Gaziulusoy & Houtbeckers, 2018).  

Furthermore, Ceschin and Gaziulusoy position design for sustainable transitions as a radical 
design practice that must include “a radical rethinking of institutional and organisational 
models, redesigning of socio-technical systems and reimagining of socio-ecological relations” 
(Ceschin & Gaziulusoy, 2019, p. 134). This radical positioning places this emerging area of design 
research and practice at risk of being co-opted and watered down to fit within current hegemonic 
systems. Perhaps as a response to this concern, Gaziulusoy and Houtbeckers (2018) argue that 
foregrounding marginalized perspectives and just futures should be strived for, which requires 
that design learn from politicized, feminist and decolonial perspectives on human systems and 
environments. 

Values and values-based approaches to sustainable transformations 

Although there are multiple theories of values held across multiple disciplines, the most basic 
conception of values is that they are broad, (in)tangible beliefs that are deemed individually 
or collectively important in life (Bollier 2017; Horlings 2015; Schwartz, 2012). Pertinent to 
understanding the role of values in sustainable transformations and alternative livelihoods 
are perspectives from Bollier (2017), Horlings (2015) and Schwartz (2012). A key distinction is 
made between values and value in Bollier’s report on re-imagining values: “We regard value as 
an economic category embodied in price, and values as idiosyncratic social and moral opinions.” 
(Bollier, 2017, p. 7). Similarly, Horlings states that values refer to either abstract, dynamic and 
subjective beliefs or they represent a defined evaluative standard (eg. Environmental and 
economic values) (Horlings, 2015). Schwartz (2012, p. 4) defines six attributes that constitute 
all values, which are: 
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30 311. Values are beliefs 

2. Values refer to desirable goals 

3. Values transcend specific actions and situations 

4. Values serve as standards or criteria 

5. Values are ordered by importance 

6. The relative importance of multiple values guides action 

Thus, identifying, pondering and reimagining values forms an essential part of design for 
sustainability transitions, particularly in the process of developing new visions of desirable and 
just futures (Bollier, 2017; Gaziulusoy & Houtbeckers, 2018; Horlings, 2015). Here I will introduce 
two theoretical approaches from Schwartz and Horlings that informed my process for analyzing 
the expert interviews and then generating speculative possiblities based on values (see Chapter 
4). First, is Schwartz’s theory of basic values, which outlines 10 motivational values that shape 
individual and collective behaviours and are thought to be universal to all humans (Schwartz, 
2012). 

Second, Horlings (2015) describes how values as embedded in ideas of place and place-making. 
They outline how value-oriented approaches to sustainable place-shaping are comprised of 
economic, intentional and symbolic values (Horlings, 2015). Economic approaches to value 
involve “shared value” and “adding value to places” which form the basis of self-sustaining rural 
development (Horlings, 2015). Such approaches to rural development can support place-based 
identity and resilience through locally based models of resource management, governance, and 
redistribution of economic gains (Horlings, 2015). The intentional approach refers to recognizing 
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and utilizing the underlying motivations and intentions of people involved in sustainable place-
making (Horlings, 2015). In this approach, values “can enhance agency, shape common ground 
for cooperation between actors with different interests, and commitment to take responsibility 
for a more inspired use of the environment.” (Horlings, 2015, p. 263). Lastly, symbolic values 
comprise of the intangible qualities that enable a sense of community and belonging through 
attachment to place and place identity (Horlings, 2015). 

Taken altogether, these different approaches to values are crucial to motivating people to take 
action and responsibility towards sustainability transitions and can provide a common basis 
for people to convene and collaborate around what sort of transitions are desirable and how to 
actualize them (Horlings, 2015). Furthermore, these values must be understood as neither fixed 
nor static as they are:  

“intertwined, context-determined, culturally varied and connected 
to how we see our self and how we perceive our environment.” and 
“only gain meaning in actual people and practices and can be 
considered as dynamic in space, place and time.” (Horlings, 2015, 
p. 260). 

2.2 ROLE OF DESIGN IN CREATING 
ALTERNATIVE VISIONS OF SUSTAINABLE 
FUTURES 
In “Design Away” (2014) Cameron Tonkinwise outlines how designers and design practice 
continuously engage in multiple forms of destruction. He outlines how designers contribute to 
material destruction that has adverse effects to both ecosystems and human health through 
the process of designing new products, services and built environments (Tonkinwise, 2014). 
Furthermore, he describes how design engages in “creative destruction” by destroying or making 
redundant an existing product by designing a better one (Tonkinwise, 2014, p. 200). This notion 
of destroying something in the process of creating something new is extended more broadly 
to innovation, which “is itself a deliberate act of destroying some aspect of current existence.” 
(Tonkinwise, 2014, p. 200). Since products and services are dependent on and interconnected 
with other products and services, these product-service systems are also vulnerable to 
destruction through design innovations (Tonkinwise, 2014). Therefore, design’s role in shaping 
material cultures also impacts human cultures in the sense that they create (or limit) particular 
interactions, experiences and ways of being in the world (Tonkinwise, 2014).  

In outlining the power designers wield as “value creators”, Tonkinwise (2014) observes that 
designers and design education lack awareness of the multiple forms of destruction that can 
result from design. This creative destruction has serious implications for the responsibility of 
designers to critically reflect on what kinds of sustainable futures they help shape by futuring 
and de-futuring possible products, services, interactions and ways of experiencing the world. 
In the context of developing visions of sustainable futures, questions concerning what should/
shouldn’t exist, for and by which humans and nonhumans are critically important for designers 
to consider (Tonkinwise, 2014). 



32 33In a similar vein, Tony Fry argues for designers to become what he calls “redirective practitioners” 
(Fry, 2008). Becoming a redirective practitioner involves cultivating a design outlook and practice 
based on critical reflection of what, how and from whom designers have acquired their knowledge 
and questioning what value or need their work is fulfilling (Fry, 2008). The point of this reflective 
practice is to understand “that we are taught, and teach ourselves, ways of knowing and acting 
in our professional and non-professional lives that replicate specific forms of the unsustainable.” 
(Fry, 2008, p. 174). Therefore, a redirective practitioner is someone who is willing to take the 
initiative in becoming aware of the reasoning and impact of their profession in contributing to 
unsustainable ways of living (Fry, 2008). Such a practitioner also challenges professional norms 
by carving out their own path and understanding of what kind of professional they should be 
(Fry, 2008). What Tony Fry describes can be thought of as an ongoing learning process and 
reflection of one’s own values and professional goals which should also be mindful to how these 
impact (un)sustainable ways of being.  

This mirrors sentiments from researchers of transformation science, who highlight how “future-
oriented learning is a process that creates changes in how people see them- selves and their 
worlds; it can even involve deeply personal transformation of values, dispositions, and sense of 
identity” (Tschakert, Tuana, Westskog, Koelle and Afrika, 2016, p. 22).  

Likewise, Terry Irwin’s work on transition design makes the relationship between designers, value 
systems and reflexivity explicit in describing the “mindset and posture” section of the Transition 
Design Framework (Irwin, 2015). Irwin articulates that designers need to consider how their own 
values shape the design process as their: 

“mindsets and postures often go unnoticed and unacknowledged but 
they profoundly influence what is identified as a problem and 
how it is framed and solved within a given context. Yet, design 
methodologies and process rarely take these important factors into 
account.” (Irwin, 2015, p. 235).  

Therefore, whether reflecting on the (de)futuring possibilities of a design, working as a redirective 
practitioner or co-creating transformative future visions, the message is clear that design and 
designers need to open themselves and their collaborators to more reflexive practices. 

2.3 APPROACHES TO DEVELOPING FUTURE 
VISIONS 
Speculation, future visions and scenarios are all ways of looking forward into the future in 
order to examine, discuss and plan actions to take in the present. This takes a variety of forms 
and contemplating desirable futures ranges can entail focusing on what is preferable, what is 
probable, what is plausible or what is possible (Dunne & Raby, 2013). Broadly, speculation is 
linked to ideas of progress, critique and experimentation, and can be expressed through different 
mediums including cinema, literature, design, architecture, art, policy, science, and politics 
(Dunne & Raby, 2013). 

In connection to design, speculation emphasizes opening up possibilities rather than trying to 

predict the future (Dunne & Raby, 2013). It aims to challenge and shift mindsets and values 
instead of describing use cases of a limited set of possible design options (Dunne & Raby, 
2013). Speculation is also distinct from fantasy as it is based in reality and often uses expert 
consultation to draw pathways between possible futures and the present (Dunne & Raby, 2013). 

Furthermore, Dunne and Raby (2013) argue that the activity of speculation and ideas of utopia 
have democratized, allowing for a multiplicity of different ideas of desirable futures, values 
and worldviews to flourish. A similar shift can be seen in design through collaborative and 
collective approaches, especially in the emerging disciplines of autonomous and transition 
design (Escobar, 2018). Alongside this democratization of speculative activities is a shift from 
humanist notions of utopia to sustainability-oriented ones that embrace multiple worldviews 
and emphasize human and nonhuman interactions in the environment (Dunne & Raby, 2013). 

In this thesis, I will focus on how speculative design, transition design and design for social 
innovation develop and utilize future visions. The choice to focus on these specific disciplines 
was due to their emphasis on constructing tangible radical future imaginaries through societal 
transformations to enable collective action and discussion. 

Speculative Design 

Speculative design aims to make future possibilities a tangible reality in the present through the 
design of future-oriented artifacts and fiction. These designs are intended to provoke imagination, 
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34 35enable discussions, and expand the range of alternative perspectives and ways of being (Dunne 
& Raby, 2013). In other words, speculative design “can act as a catalyst for collectively redefining 
our relationship to reality.” (Dunne & Raby, 2013, p. 2). This is typically achieved through the use 
of scenarios in which a what-if question is posed as a provocation for debate and discussion 
about how things could be (Dunne & Raby, 2013).  

Cues are taken from other design disciplines, experimental art, architecture, media, literature, 
and futurology to express future scenarios through everyday products, design artifacts, visual 
media and communications (Dunne & Raby, 2013). A key emphasis for designers is to train and 
exercise design’s “story making” rather than storytelling potential by stimulating speculation, 
critical thought and reflection through the use of material forms (Dunne & Raby, 2013). The 
focus on materiality (usually as product design or design artifacts), is especially pertinent to 
speculative design as it aims to bring the future into the present through direct interactions and 
explorations with “citizen-consumers” (Dunne & Raby, 2013). 

Furthermore, speculative design draws heavily from critical design and design fiction. Critical 
design is the practice of materializing the dichotomy between the fascination and skepticism 
towards how technological development shapes and changes everyday life (Dunne & Raby, 
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2013). It also makes use of “darkness” and “dark design”, which mobilizes dystopian imagination 
as a counterpoint to techno-utopianism to “jolt people into action.” (Dunne & Raby 2013, p. 38). 
Curiously, critical and speculative design appear to limit possible alternatives to the current status 
quo within the context of modern capitalist societies. Alternative capitalist societies are sought 
after but never alternatives to capitalism, and the role of the “citizen-consumer” is continuously 
highlighted (Dunne & Raby, 2013). 

There is a lot of overlap between design fiction and speculative design such that it can be argued 
that it is also a specific form of speculative design (Dunne & Raby, 2013). However, design fiction 

leans more towards sci-fi prototyping and has a relies much more on fictional narratives and 
visual media to communicate designs compared to the material and product-driven focus of 
other forms of speculative design (Dunne & Raby, 2013). Nevertheless, speculative design often 
utilizes the same methods and is equally concerned with pondering technological futures.  

Overall, speculative design is described as more of a mindset as opposed to a separate design 
discipline as it draws from multiple design (and non-design) tools to craft possible futures (Dunne 
& Raby, 2013). As a result, a major challenge is that there aren’t clear criteria for evaluating what is 
good speculative design. Dunne and Raby (2013) argue that great speculative design is disturbing 
– it offers something that both fits into present reality but is equally out of place as something 
from a “yet-to-exist” world (Dunne & Raby, 2013, p. 43). Still, there is a gap in determining the 
efficacy of speculative designs in raising awareness and openness to reconsidering particular 
issues related to people, culture, technology and market-driven innovation.  

Despite the intent to offer radical challenges, critique and future imaginaries, speculative design 
is positioned as apolitical or neutral because its designs do not suggest how things should be 
but could be (Dunne & Raby, 2013). However, referring back to the earlier discussion of the (de)
futuring power of design, Tonkinwise points out how design is never neutral (Tonkinwise, 2014). 
Through design practice some designs and therefore futures are destroyed in the process of 
making new ones possible (Tonkinwise, 2014). Within the design discipline, speculative design 
is also not neutral as a catalyst for more pluralism of ideology and values in design (Dunne & 
Raby, 2013). Here I would add that why stop at design? Rather, why not explore how can design 
help amplify plurality everywhere and open up space to engage with it in discussion and reality? 

Transition Design 

Transition design is a framework for enabling design-led social transitions towards more 
sustainable futures through the culmination of various complementary visions of transition 
within design practice (Escobar, 2018, p. 137-38). What distinguishes it from other approaches 
to social change in design is that there is a clear and direct challenge to the normative and 
hegemonic dominance of capitalism, development and modernity throughout the visions of 
transition (Escobar, 2018, p. 138). Unifying these plural visions of transition are an emphasis 
on “place, distributed agency, paradigm change, planetary dynamics, and a new mind-set for 
the designer” (Escobar, 2018, p. 138). It also politicizes design’s role in transition visions and 
requires that designers be critically reflective of how they negotiate being collaborative while 
also provoking systemic changes (Escobar, 2018). As Escobar points out: 

 “The emphasis on place-making and collaborative practice, as well 
as the unambiguous grounding of transition design in an ecological 
vision, is an important element of the political ontology of 
design.” (Escobar, 2018, p. 138).

Furthermore, a key principle of transition design is that transitions are something emergent – it 
eschews the idea that transitions can or should be planned or have some form of centralized 
intelligence guiding the process (Escobar, 2018). Instead, it takes a systems level view in 
developing transition scenarios to explore multiple potential pathways and futures without 
attaching or pushing for one particular outcome as desirable (Escobar, 2018). Likewise, an 
openness to different mindsets and unstructured modes of collaborations with diverse actors 
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Figure 2.5: Carnegie Mellon University’s Transition Design Framework: Co-evolving areas of knowledge, action and 
self-reflection. Adapted from Irwin (2015, p. 232). 
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38 39is an important practice for designers engaged in identifying, articulating and acting upon new 
visions of transition (Escobar, 2018).  

A key strength of transition design is that it embraces multiple approaches to design by giving 
the designer the flexibility and freedom to utilize methods from service design, product design, 
strategic design, graphic design and so forth (Escobar, 2018). The emergent, radical and 
undefined nature of new possible sustainable futures necessitates a design process that is 
open-ended in inquiry, methods and interventions (Boffi & Halse, 2016), which transition design 
explicitly reinforces (Escobar, 2018).  

It offers a clear link between sustainability-oriented transitions and context-driven exploratory 
design research that can effectively propose and suggest possible directions while remaining 
open to critical analysis and discussion (Boffi & Halse, 2016). In addition, it is very inclusive 
of transition visions and perspectives from both the Global North and South that challenge 
dominant narratives of growth, development, and extractivism (Escobar, 2018). This allows for 
ideas from diverse but overlapping movements like degrowth, the Transition Towns Initiative, 
Post-Development and Buen Vivir to be leveraged and explored in new ways (Escobar, 2018). 

“Transition Design can be positioned at the end of the continuum, 
where speculative, long-term visions of sustainable lifestyles 
fundamentally challenge existing paradigms and serve to inspire 
and inform the design of short- and mid-term solutions.” (Iwrin, 
2015, p. 231-32). 

Visioning is a core component of the transition design framework as creating desirable transition 
visions are key to advocating “the reconception of entire lifestyles in which communities are in 
symbiotic relationship with the environment.” (Irwin, 2015, p. 232). A few key points to connect 
to the critical importance of visioning in transition design are that:  

1. It responds to critiques of the environmental movement lacking visions of 
better possible futures in their advocacy or overemphasizing fatalistic and 
apocalyptic outlooks seen in some Anthropocene discourses (Irwin, 2015; 
White, 2019a).  

2. Drawing from speculation design it agrees with Dunne & Raby (2013) that 
visioning opens up space for discussion, debate and suspension of disbelief 
in order to collectively imagine what could be possible.  

3. It makes direct connections to scenario development and speculative design 
as approaches to generate future visions that can bypass the barriers and 
issues of current unsustainable socio-economic and political systems, 
structures and institutions (Irwin, 2015). 

4. Overall transition design draws from existing design practices of scenario 
development, backcasting and speculative design but is very specific in 
focusing on specific sustainable visions that “propose the reconception 
of entire lifestyles where basic needs are met locally or regionally and the 
economy is designed to meet those needs, rather than grow for its own sake.” 
(Irwin, 2015, p. 233). 

5. Transition visions are intended to be speculative and part of a “circular, 
iterative, and error-friendly process that could be used to envision radically 
new ideas for the future that serve to inform even small, modest designs in the 
present.” (Irwin, 2015, p. 234). 

6. A theory of change concerning complex social and natural systems serves 
as the foundation for all transition visions, but unlike other forms of scenario 
planning, change and outcomes cannot be predicted nor controlled (Irwin, 
2015). 

7. The process of visioning prompts designers to see more knowledge in different 
places, leading to shifts in their mindset and posture (Irwin, 2015). 

However, it is important to highlight some limitations of transition design as a framework. One 
limitation is that it does not offer concrete criteria or guidelines for evaluating design decisions 
nor their effectiveness in achieving a desirable outcome due to its emphasis on emergent rather 
than pre-defined outcomes (Escobar, 2018). Therefore, other methods are needed to evaluate 
and justify decision making and the efficacy of design outcomes in both research and practice 
(Mulder & van Selm, 2019). Another limitation is that since transition design explicitly politicizes 
sustainability transitions and design practice, it might prove difficult to use as a methodology if 
local actors and stakeholders are not open to exploring the politics embedded in transitions. For 
instance, the transition design framework does not offer “methods to help users think outside 
of their own paradigm in order to create a novel future vision.” (Mulder & van Selm, 2019, p. 8). 

Design for Social Innovation 

Design for Social Innovation is another form of design practice that leverages “everything 
that expert design can do to activate, sustain, and orient processes of social change toward 
sustainability.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 62). It is not positioned as a new kind of design but rather as 
a description of a collection of design activities that connect professional design and social 
innovation (Manzini, 2015), which “expands problem contexts and objectives to address 
problems in social, cultural, and economic domains, often outside the context of the business 
and consumer marketplace.” (Irwin, 2015, p. 230). Furthermore, design for social innovation 
posits that all design should be “a design research activity and should promote sociotechnical 
experiments.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 54), as part of transitioning to more sustainable ways of living, 
organizing and collaborating. Reflexive capabilities are also discussed as an important part of 
feeding the “social conversations” of co-design processes (Manzini, 2015, p. 71). Specifically, 
theory and reflection should enable designers to take action, thereby creating new actionable 
reflections in response to those actions (Manzini, 2015).  

There are two key aspects of design for social innovation that offer insights into how design 
might participate in generating alternative visions of sustainable futures: design-orienting 
scenarios and design as place-making (Manzini, 2015). Like speculative and transition design, 
design for social innovation champions different kinds of visioning as a key collaborative 
activity between designers, stakeholders and communities to envision desirable sustainable 
futures (Manzini, 2015). This involves creating an “enabling ecosystem” in which people can 
envision new possibilities for defining and building their own “life projects” (Manzini, 2015). Life 
projects are determined by a person’s sense of their environment, their place within it, and the 



40 41opportunities and limitations they perceive to maneuver within it (Manzini, 2015). Therefore, 
in order to generate interest in active collaboration (in pursuit of alternative ways of doing and 
being from current patterns), possibilities must be made visible from a person’s vantage point 
(Manzini, 2015). 

Although several methods for making viewpoints, wishes and speculation visible for discussion 
and collaboration are outlined, of particular relevance are scenario building and design-orienting 
scenarios. Scenario building is defined as:  

“a communicative artifact produced to further the social 
conversation about what to do; in other words, to sustain a more 
effective process of co-designing.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 129).  

Building from that, design-orienting scenarios explore an envisioned possible future that is 
different from the present one but possible and desirable for some (Manzini, 2015). Like transition 
design’s approach, articulating the pathway or possible steps to reaching this future as well as 
the values embedded in upholding this future are also key to making the scenario seem feasible 
and actionable for people to collaborate and work towards. (Manzini, 2015). Design-orienting 
scenarios are also a collaborative process that generates a common vision with specific 
motivations and strategies to enable action (Manzini, 2015). Both scenario building and design-
orienting scenarios aim to make multiple future visions visible and debatable amongst diverse 
actors (Manzini, 2015). Yet, scenario building is more flexible and less action-oriented, so that it 
can be utilized as a smaller intervention and conversation catalyst, that if successful could lead 
to co-designing design-orienting scenarios (Manzini, 2015). 

Concerning place-making, its relevance is in how it emphasizes the local and positions 
designers as “place-makers” (Manzini, 2015). Place-making provides the potential for a new 
culture of design and making wherein products and services are produced as close to where the 
desired materials and people (who will manage and use the products and services) are located 
(Manzini, 2015). This notion of place-making is seen as intentional rather than circumstantial 
because people and their communities are no longer bound by physical location (Manzini, 
2015). Therefore, place-making happens as an intentional and collaborative effort involving 
multiple actors managing a collaborative organization that is related to a particular place but not 
necessarily bound to it (Manzini, 2015). The key value in place-making is that it enables multiple 
and diverse places to co-exist, which is necessary for building resilient and adaptive sustainable 
societies (Manzini, 2015). 

More succinctly, sustainable place-making is a “small, local, open and connected world (SLOC)” 
(Manzini, 2015, p. 193), which is created through the regeneration of places and communities – 
both ecological and sociocultural (Manzini, 2015). This is viewed as an opposing trend to current 
dominant systems which have caused the “desertification of the overall natural and sociocultural 
environment.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 193). The concept of “cosmopolitan localism” - a locally centered 
but globally connected way of experiencing and organizing life – is also presented as a mindset 
that encapsulates how this approach to place-making will avoid regressing to more exclusionary 
forms of localized living (Manzini, 2015; Escobar, 2018). 

Regarding the role of design experts in supporting bottom-up collaboration between social 
actors, they act as catalysts for collaboration by creating tangible visions of possible local and 
urban futures to spark conversation and collaborative action (Manzini, 2015). In doing this, 

designers “promote a multiplicity of local projects in one region, with the explicit aim of giving 
the whole region a new dynamism.” (Manzini, 2015, p. 195). Although inspiring, an important 
consideration that is missing from the literature is determining how much of a place-making 
culture or appetite there is within a given community. And if one exists, how strong must it be for 
this type of design work to be effective in supporting community needs and goals? 

2.4 CHALLENGES IN MOVING FROM 
VISIONS TO ACTION 
As niche and emerging fields, the design disciplines outlined above have notable research gaps 
as well as a lack of case studies that address moving beyond co-designed visions towards more 
concrete actions and outcomes (Mulder & van Selm, 2019). However, this isn’t a crucial concern 
for my design process as I am not aiming for well-defined action-oriented visions. Rather, my 
intention is to open up discussion around forests and forest-based livelihoods and potentially 
shift mindsets concerning what values, perspectives and interactions should be prioritized in 
forest management. 

Returning to the disconnection between design practice and material cultures introduced in 
Chapter 1, the reflexive design mindset advocated for by Fry (2008), Tonkinwise (2014), White 
(2019b), Manzini (2015) seems promising in exploring how reconnections to local material 
cultures between urban and rural areas might be re-established. In addition, White (2019a) 
describes how critical design practice engaged with transdisciplinary perspectives (eg. 
speculation, transition design, ecological livelihoods, post-growth, diverse economies) can help 
disrupt limiting dualisms in sustainable (forest-based) futures. There is a need for futures that 
speak to Kainuu’s issues: sustaining forests and livelihoods in co-existence with the shifts in 
climate, technology and urbanization. 

In this thesis, I will combine speculative design approaches with the transition design framework 
to construct future-oriented scenarios. Scenarios are often described as a co-designed activity 
done with key community representatives, actors or stakeholders when talking about them 
in the context of social innovation, justice or sustainable transitions/transformations. This 
research engages speculation a bit differently in that it targets these groups, but the scenarios 
are not co-designed with them. The speculative scenarios are constructed based on expert 
interviews and then presented to potential stakeholders and interested people to spark interest 
and discussion about diversifying Finnish forests and livelihoods in the Kainuu region beyond 
their current commodified forms. In this sense, while my focus aligns with the approaches of 
sustainability-oriented design disciplines, my method follows speculative design since I am 
using future scenarios to provoke thought and discussion that can open up possibilities for 
transdisciplinary collaboration towards sustainable transitions. So, I am using speculative 
design as a starting point to open up space and possibilities for fresh ideas and thinking into 
forest discourses concerning alternatives to economic-growth in forest-based livelihoods and 
human-forest connections. 

What kinds of alternatives might be possible and desirable? This will be explored in the next 
chapter.



3 DECOMMODIFICATION 
OF FORESTS, 

L IVELIHOODS AND 
PLACE-MAKING

The ideology of modernization steeped as it is in 

functionalism, technocentricism, a-political “system 

imperatives” and cold war liberalism needs to be 

decentered, the matter of capitalism needs to return 

and the possibilities of thinking plural futures needs 

to be re-grounded. (White, 2019a, p. 7).  

The ideology of growth disguises continued colonial 

relations with a pretense of generalized betterment, 

while securing the unequal exchanges and the access by 

capital to cheap raw materials and human labour that is 

necessary for sustaining growth for some at the expense 

of others.” (Demaria et al., 2019, p. 439). 

“In what sense are the economic and social not always 

already ‘environmental’? In what sense can an ‘economy’ 

be isolated –even for strategic or analytic purposes – 

from a domain of sociality? Don’t these distinctions...

infact reproduce an ethico-political habitat in which 

capitalist economies, human exceptionalism and multiple 

forms of colonial domination can continue to thrive?” 

(Miller, 2019, p. xv). 



44 45This chapter will cover what sort of sustainability transitions I intend to develop through 
transition theory and speculative design. It will introduce current hegemonic and destructive 
tendencies towards extractionism and economic growth and then outline ideas to counter them 
through processes of decommodification and the diversification of livelihoods. Through these 
processes, it is hoped that new and multiple pathways may emerge to undertake projects of 
sustainable place-making and forest-human connections in Kainuu. 

Unfortunately, these concepts still sit within very niche discourses like post-growth, degrowth, 
pluriverse, and diverse economies. Examples of these ideas being tested out within the context 
of forestry in the Global North are sparse. It appears that existing case studies are mostly found 
in the Global South, often in connection to social justice issues that are less relevant to Kainuu 
or Finland. As such, speculative scenarios seem suitable as a starting point to open up forest 
discourses in Finland to new ideas of navigating difficult transitions.  

In the following sections, I will outline what sort of sustainability (and politics) theories of 
decommodification, ecological management, place-making, diverse post-growth economies 
and ecological livelihoods advocate. The relevance and potential benefits of applying these 
ideas to Kainuu’s situation will also be considered. There is considerable disagreement on what 
fundamental issues are driving the destructive consequences of economic growth and resource 
extraction. The lack of a clear narrative of where attention should be given demonstrates the 
complexity and difficulty in navigating transition discussions. As such, different theoretical 
approaches that emphasize plurality over universal solutions point towards potential pathways 
to decommodification and the diversification of livelihoods. Moreover, situating these theoretical 
approaches within a specific “place” can enable place-based values and approaches to 
sustainable transformation to flourish and support community solidarity. 

3.1 ECONOMIC GROWTH, 
EXTRACTIONISM AND FORESTS 
This section will describe how justifications for unsustainable practices of extraction in forests 
are framed through the logics of development and economic growth. The imperative of 
economic growth is deeply interwoven into the concepts of modernity and development – even 
sustainable development (Kallis, 2015; White, 2019a). In forest-dependent communities like 
Kainuu, timber extraction is the primary source of development and economic activity (Berglund, 
2008). In striving for development and economic expansion, local forest ecologies continue to 
be negatively impacted as technological solutions aimed at increasing efficiency are favoured 
instead of addressing the link between timber extraction and development directly (Berglund, 
2008; White, 2019a). 

Despite claims that desirable and ecological futures can be achieved globally through sustainable 
development or green growth (Demaria, Kallis & Bakker, 2019; White, 2019a), the monopoly of 
economic growth and development are destructive in their defuturing tendencies: 

“Development’s power to defuture underscores the true danger of 
the unsustainability baked by design into the present form of life; 
the design of resource-intensive patterns of mobility, habitation, 
food consumption, and education that shape “us.” Sustainable 
development is an insufficient response because its principle aim 
is to generate technical solutions that allow for the continuity 
of the same old mode of humanity.” (Healy, 2020, p. 391).  

Is a challenge to economic growth a challenge to modernity? 

Given that modernity as an ideology centers on growth-centered notions of progress and 
development, a challenge to economic growth can easily be seen as an attack on modernity and 
the benefits it has reaped for society (White, 2019a). There is also a tendency to universalize the 
behaviours, desires and impacts of humans as equally enjoying the socio-economic benefits 
of modernization while simultaneously being culpable for the socio-environmental problems it 
creates (White, 2019a). Such framing ignores the legacy of colonialism, uneven development 
and contribution of particular institutions, industries, groups and actors to current socio-
environmental issues (White, 2019a). Therefore, the technical solutions proposed by growth 
advocates are insufficient for addressing the myriad unsustainable ways of living (Demaria et 
al., 2019; White, 2019a).  

These criticisms are not a rejection of modernity, but of socially and ecologically destructive 
outcomes wrought by the coupling of modern lifestyles to economic growth. White argues 
that disentangling the two in the pursuit of more sustainable futures requires that modernity 
be decentered to “pluralize and provincialize discussions of possible ecological modernities.” 
(White, 2019a, p. 7). Bringing forward multiple and localized ideas of modern living would involve 
unpacking how economic growth impacts development, patriarchy, colonialism, ecosystems, 
human health and political agendas (White, 2019a). However, decentering ideas of modernity 
and pluralizing possible ecological futures as a desirable alternative to current dominant 
technocratic proposals in this way would be a tremendous undertaking (White, 2019a). In such 
a globalized and interconnected world, it would require that perspectives on desirable and 
just “socio-ecological imaginaries” consider radical, colonial/decolonial, indigenous and other 
marginalized futures across the globe (White, 2019a, p. 7).  

In the context of Kainuu’s forests, considering all these aspects may not be as helpful or relevant 
to exploring how different material connections between forests and humans beyond extraction 
and economic growth might unfold. In this regard, White raises an important point about how 
labour in industrial and post-industrial contexts must include the “material and immaterial, direct 
and affective, physical, cognitive and emotional.” (White, 2019a, p. 12). From this perspective, 
labour and work can be connected to other aspects of living – in other words, livelihoods. This 
concept of livelihood as a lens to identify possible modern and less growth-dependent ecological 
futures for Kainuu is explored in section 3.3. 

Commodification through abstraction and quantification  

Some critiques emphasize how the quantification of life under capitalism and economic growth 
leads to its objectification and commodification. Such quantification abstracts and alienates 
different value systems and human-nonhuman entanglements such that alternative views 



46 47remain invisible and ignorable as “premodern, unscientific and unserious.” (Bollier, 2017, p. 24). 
For instance, the use of the term “natural capital” justifies the marketization and exploitation of 
ecological systems as exchangeable commodities (Bollier, 2017). 

Despite support for promoting alternative ethical frameworks for navigating human-nonhuman 
relations, there is considerable disagreement concerning which ethics and which frameworks 
should be asserted Bollier (2017). In the report Reimagining Value (Bollier, 2017) some argue 
for an environmental stewardship approach based on care for humans and nature, but others 
point out that this would also have to confront feminist critiques of reproductive labour. Shiva 
(2013) links care to women’s economies and feminized values as everything, including women, 
are commodified. As such, forms of economic self-sufficiency that follow regenerative and 
renewable production cycles are devalued and ignored (Shiva, 2013). Others pondered whether 
the best approach would be to de-monetize as many aspects of life as possible, but others 
rejected this and placed the blame on capitalism as a whole (Bollier, 2017).  

Regardless, any alternative theories of value should be dynamic and considerate of both 
commons and individual values (Bollier, 2017). Moreover, the report points to emerging translocal, 
networked commons as examples of alternative values and economic systems that can emerge 
within capitalism (Bollier, 2017). This is a critical point as it demonstrates that capitalism doesn’t 
need to be destroyed first to make room for alternatives.  

Species commodification and Anthropocene challenges to multispecies 
livability 

Anna Tsing makes interesting links between Holocene, Anthropocene, commodification and 
multispecies livability. They argue that the “modern projects” of certain human activities that 
constitute the Anthropocene “are a combination of plantation ecologies, industrial technologies, 
state and imperial governance projects, and capitalist modes of accumulation.” (Tsing, 2017, 
p. 53). Tsing describes “plantation” as the reduction and removal of multiple interdependent 
species in order to favour the cultivation and trade of a single species that has become 
commodified (Tsing, 2017). This conceptualization of plantation is also relevant to challenges 
to biodiversity imposed by dominant modes of forestry, which prioritizes certain species over 
others to maximize asset production (Tsing, 2017).  

The crux of Tsing’s argument and critique of current practices of commodifying particular 
nonhuman species is that they reduce the complexity of the living world into assets and 
investments (Tsing, 2017). Therefore, there is a need to understand “the semiotic and material 
nature of Anthropocene ecologies” (Tsing, 2017, p. 61), by combining multiple modalities of 
knowledge (scientific, historical, indigenous, experimental, political) to patchwork together 
multiple ways of interpreting and responding to these emerging ecologies. 

Need for new models of economy and economic governance 

The Global Sustainable Development Report 2019: Governance of Economic Transition offers 
an interesting alternative take on the economic and governance challenges posed by climate 
change, biodiversity loss, rising socio-economic inequalities, rising unemployment, and rising 
debt that are slowing economic growth (Järvensivu, et al., 2018). The authors show that 
dominant economic models and economic policy assume endless material abundance, and 

therefore “rely on the presupposition of continued energetic and material growth.” (Järvensivu 
et al., 2018, p. 2). They also emphasize the need for more radical economic and political change 
rather than incremental improvements (Järvensivu et al., 2018). 

The transformation of the production and consumption of energy, transport, food and housing 
are all highlighted as key to reducing greenhouse gas emissions and environmental destruction 
while enabling people to have good lives (Järvensivu et al., 2018). Such transformations would be 
very difficult to achieve under current economic and political conditions in Finland. For example, 
shifting towards primarily using sustainable wood construction would completely reconfigure 
the forest sector as trees are also cultivated and harvested for paper and energy (Järvensivu et 
al., 2018, p. 3). 

Therefore, a post-Keynesian approach, which doesn’t assume that markets “lead to socially and 
ecologically desirable outcomes on their own, but require active political guidance.” (Järvensivu 
et al., 2018, p. 4). Instead, collective action alongside state support should aim at organizing 
economic activities “on the basis of social goals and material boundary conditions” (Järvensivu 
et al., 2018, p. 5). This perspective is interesting as it doesn’t explicitly denounce capitalism in its 
critique of dominant growth-based economic models, but still calls for significant transformations 
of current economic goals and governance in order to sustain desirable living within planetary 
boundaries. This framework is valuable in considering how diverse economies and post-growth 
concepts might flourish and co-exist within current capitalist systems.  

In a similar vein, some ecological economics scholars take issue with what they see as a 
“fetishization of growth as the core problem” (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019, p. 4) of ecological 
destruction generated by human economic activities and resource use. They argue that 
biophysical explanations for how the overuse and overextraction of particular resources is 
causing ecological destruction only accounts for what is happening without explaining the cause 
(Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). This has led to growth taking center stage in discussions of 
degrowth, post-growth and green growth (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). Instead of focusing 
on economic growth, it is argued that ecological economics needs to address directly the core 
issue behind growth: capitalism (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019).  

Through this problematization of capitalism, material flows and resource extraction are 
commodified and exchanged as part of capital accumulation rather than being the cause 
of it (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). The dematerialized processes of capital accumulation 
create a complete disconnection between “biophysical and economic realities.” (Pirgmaker & 
Steinberger, 2019, p. 8). For example, wood is circulated in mostly disconnected ways from the 
localities of the forests it is extracted from. In Kainuu, most of the wood produced is exported 
and consumed outside of the region due to low domestic demand. The issue here is not with 
exporting surplus material but with the disconnection between the exchange of wood as a 
commodity and the health of forest ecosystems it is extracted from. The tension this creates 
in balancing secure forest-based livelihood for Kainuu residents and diverse, healthy forest 
ecosystems demonstrates how tricky it is to navigate murky resource transitions. 
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AND FOREST MANAGEMENT 

“We live in hybrid worlds, dynamic worlds, urban-ecological 
worlds that now present significant challenges for all manner of 
eco-political discourse. Abiding assumptions, that a provident 
“balance of nature” ultimately characterizes ecosystems, have 
been steadily replaced over the last three decades by stochastic 
and non-linear views of socio-ecological relations, leaving the 
question of appropriate baselines for conservation, restoration 
or land management messy and political.” (White, 2019a, pg. 1).  

White’s concept of hybridity is key to recognizing that socio-ecological relations are messy and 
cannot be adequately navigated through reductive categorizations and quantification alone. 
In connection to forests it raises equally complex and political questions about how best to 
navigate conservation, biodiversity, regional development, land management and ownership. 
As the previous section covered different critiques of economic growth and its socio-ecological 
consequences, this section will expand on them by outlining perspectives that embrace this 
hybridity as they seek to move beyond growth. 

Post-Growth and Forests 

One way of dealing with this hybrid messiness is Tsing’s concept of resurgence, which refers to 
the interdependent interactions between multiple species (and networks of species) to sustain 
livability despite disturbances (Tsing, 2017). Tsing highlights the opportunity for forests as 
places of resurgence:  

“The regrowing forest is an example of what I am calling resurgence. 
The cross-species relations that make forests possible are renewed 
in the regrowing forest.”  

(Tsing, 2017, p. 52). Tsing also links forests to traditional farming practices and as critical to 
human livelihoods in northern temperate climates:  

“The interplay of forest and field is essential to intergenerational 
livability for humans and their domesticates as well as other 
species.” (Tsing, 2017, p. 53).  

This interplay is referred to as “Holocene resurgence”, which is contrasted with modern trends 
and practices of “Anthropocene proliferation” (Tsing, 2017).  

A more directly political challenge to growth is the theory of degrowth.  Degrowth explicitly 
challenges assumptions of sustainable development, capitalism and economic growth by 
arguing for (Kallis, 2015):  

◊ collective limits on emissions, production and consumption 

◊ re-centering care in society especially work 

◊ the reduction and redistribution of surplus to reduce consumption and support 
community identity and well-being 

As an ideology it emphasizes ideas of sharing, simplicity, commons, conviviality and care in 
its visions of just ecological futures (Demaria et al., 2019). Degrowth goes beyond demands to 
reduce material consumption by focusing its critique and alternative solutions on the uneven 
exchange and access to raw materials and labour through current capitalist structures and 
modes of production (Demaria et al., 2019). 

Little has been written on degrowth approaches in the Global North in connection to forests, nor 
growth-based extraction of wood and other forest-based materials. Kallis (2015) outlines some 
initial considerations of what degrowth could mean for forests in Nordic contexts like Kainuu: 

◊ Shift to locally-centered economy and development of shorter production-
consumption cycles 

◊ Decentralizing and commoning renewable energy production, distribution and 
consumption 

◊ Supportive infrastructures of exchange (eg. community currencies, bartering, 
gifting, time banks, financial cooperatives, ethical banks) 

◊ Focus on care and reproduction to meet needs through use value of materials 
and services 

◊ Commoning to cultivate interpersonal and interspecies solidarity and 
generating non-monetary forms of wealth 

The alternative approaches to growth described above are but two examples of many diverse 
perspectives that are situated within post-growth and post-development discourses. Post-
growth is a broad term that encompasses a multitude of alternatives to growth that can resist, 
oppose and co-exist with hegemonic growth-based political and economic structures (Kothari et 
al., 2019). In this sense, degrowth can be viewed as one expression of a post-growth movement 
(Demaria et al., 2019; Kothari e al., 2019). Post-development is a counter-term to Western ideas 
of “development” (Kothari et al., 2019). It opposes homogenizing ideals of progress, growth and 
the prioritization of efficiency over other values by re-politicizing and re-materializing discussions 
on desirable socio-ecological transformations (Escobar, 2018; Kothari et al.,2019). Practices of 
ecological restoration, regeneration and conversion of energy instead of consumption are key 
principles of post-development (Kothari et al., 2019).  

Both post-growth and post-development perspectives critique and situate ways of living within 
a “pluriverse”, which is defined as a multiplicity of cultures and ecologically connected ways 
of being that co-exist and complement one another (Escobar, 2018). Although theoretical 
discussions of post-growth, post-development and pluriverses are growing, there are currently 
very few practical examples in Global North contexts in connection to forests. As such, it should 
be acknowledged that presenting these ideas as tangible possibilities for Kainuu residents may 
prove to be quite challenging given their unfamiliarity. These challenges are explored in-depth in 
Chapter 5.  
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Many post-growth discourses explicitly challenge capitalist modes of commodification and 
promote decommodification instead. However, there are a few important challenges to 
decommodification that need to be considered when testing out post-growth concepts. First, 
there is a tendency in some discourses to ignore that rural regions are diverse, dynamic and 
often very modern in their sensibilities, which leads to very limited visions of their possible 
futures (White, 2019a). White also articulates how getting stuck in dualisms about being either 
for or against modernity (or for/against growth) can be counter-productive to politically enabling 
multiple pathways to sustainable futures (White, 2019a). 

Second, a general challenge is that many modern alternatives to capitalism tend to focus 
on consumer responsibility to an extent that alternatives end up reinforcing or aligning with 
neoliberalism (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019; Taylor, 2013). As a result, little is done to address 
the underlying hegemonic structures that drive the socio-political and ecological issues created 
by capitalism (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019; Taylor, 2013), and the neoliberalization of rural 
and urban landscapes (Peck & Tickell, 2002). Pirgmaker and Steinberger (2019) argue that the 
pursuit of well-being through activities that constitute an economy is inherently a social pursuit 
and not individual. Therefore, production processes must be considered beyond material flows 
and supply chains to include the collective provisioning that enables people to access healthcare, 
education, culture, communication, urban planning and other essential aspects of well-being 
(Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019, p. 9).  

Moreover, any consideration of achieving sustainable well-being through alternative economic 
systems will need to address issues of power, access and control over resources and the struggle 
between those who wield it and those who don’t (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). These issues 
are intended to demonstrate that the issue isn’t a lack of alternatives, but a lack of support 
from key influential infrastructures (such as the state and media), in moving towards alternative 
ecological futures (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). Any compelling alternatives to capitalism 
must address it at individual and collective levels by confronting the state infrastructures that 
uphold it (Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019). Likewise, a critique is made of post-development 
discourses by Illan Kapoor, who posits that: 

“Post-Development ignores to its own peril the role of desire 
in its critique of capitalist development. By not considering 
unconscious passions, it cannot explain how people enjoy rather 
than reject development, so that capitalism continues to flourish, 
not perish, globally.” (Kapoor, 2017, p. 2676).  

Third, sustainable transitions away from fossil fuels and transformations in general can 
unintentionally cause more growth and more strain on ecological systems in the switch from one 
material energy source to another. This is a particular concern in Finland where a forest-based 
bioeconomy is being heavily promoted as the solution to fossil-fuel dependency (Järvensivu et 
al., 2018). As shifting to bioeconomy fuels will yield less efficient energy in comparison to fossil 
fuels, more intensive efforts and wood extraction are likely to occur to make up the difference 
(Järvensivu et al., 2018). A similar concern is raised from scholars in ecological economics 
about what transformations in the scale of extraction, manufacturing and consumption of 

particular materials will mean for specific industries, actors, products and types of consumption 
(Pirgmaker & Steinberger, 2019, p. 4). 

In addition, Heikkurinen critiques the obsessive need to transform the world in both growth and 
post-growth discourses:  

“The basic problem with the transformative agenda is that it does 
not challenge whether the acts themselves should be undertaken at 
all but seeks to improve those acts with ‘enhanced’ techniques and 
‘enlightened’ goals.” (Heikkurinen, 2019, p. 9).  

Every act of transformation requires “matter-energy”, that leads to the paradoxical situation 
wherein social transformations aimed at countering growth end up transforming nature, leading 
to more growth (Heikkurinen, 2019, p. 9). In this way, degrowth and green growth can result in 
further growth despite their different dispositions (Heikkurinen, 2019). 

A final concern is the lack of empirical examples of successful degrowth initiatives in Finland. As 
Berg and Hukkinen (2011) demonstrate, the lack of case studies that apply degrowth theories 
in the Finnish context leads to uncertainty over their efficacy and thus reinforces the dominance 
of growth narratives further. Although this thesis is not intended to be a case study of degrowth 
in action, it is nonetheless important to note how skepticism towards the validity of post-growth 
theories might impact post-growth experiments. In addition to the above challenges, Kainuu’s 
history of depending heavily on global trade to sustain demand for its wood and other forest-
derived products poses a major obstacle to re-localized and decommodified uses of forest 
materials. The challenge here will be countering both the narrative and the reality of a small 
domestic market that lacks the demand for Kainuu’s wood at present levels of production and 
extraction. 

My intention in outlining the above challenges is to show potential barriers and pitfalls to be 
mindful of when envisioning possible decommodified and post-growth speculative futures. It is 
important to also make a link here to the concept of livelihood as a linchpin between discourses 
of post-growth, diverse economies and sustainable transitions. In the next section, I will discuss 
how shifting focus to diversifying livelihoods could potentially address these challenges and 
open up possibilities for place-making within communities. 

3.3 DIVERSIFYING LIVELIHOODS 

“Because livelihood refers to life, and because life is a force 
of wildness that always escapes complete capture, domestication, 
domination, or objectification, livelihood remains a fertile 
articulation for composing habitats and inhabitants anew.” (Miller, 
2019, p. 156). 



52 53This section introduces the concept of livelihood as defined in Reimagining Livelihoods by Ethan 
Miller (2019), as well as key arguments made concerning the socio-material problems that 
are created through the “hegemonic trio” of environment, society and economy. This is to lay 
the groundwork for conceiving of “ecological livelihoods” and Miller’s framework for exploring 
possibilities to cultivate them. The framework along with concepts of diverse economies 
and ecological management are crucial components to the interview analysis and scenario 
development described in Chapter 4. 

Alternative conceptions of livelihood 

The concept of livelihood, in its common understanding is defined as the ongoing activity of 
securing sustenance for oneself and others, or “the making and procuring of a living” (Miller, 2019, 
p. 153).  Interestingly, this understanding of livelihood has remained consistent for centuries and 
predates industrialization (Miller, 2019). Miller expands on this definition to describe livelihood as 
“what unfolds in the space of life’s action” and that it “indicates a diversity of activities, a variety 
of skills and knowledges, a plethora of possible sites of action, and multiple configurations of 
ever-changing relations and processes that cannot be captured by a generality.” (Miller 2019, p. 
153). The beauty in how the concept of livelihood can take on multiple meanings is that it cannot 
be easily standardized or quantified into a single entity (Miller, 2019). In this sense, livelihood 
takes different forms in “particular contexts, stories and strategies” that are continually shifting 
and emergent (Miller, 2019). 

Miller’s ethnographic research indicates that colloquial understandings of livelihood are both 
familiar and “transversal” as it cannot be wholly captured within a single category of economy, 
society or environment (Miller, 2019). Furthermore, livelihood isn’t limited to humans and can 
easily be connected to complex multispecies interactions (Miller, 2019). Another critical point 
is that while livelihoods are often linked to economic practices and policy as “making a living”, 
this is but one expression of livelihood – it can take on multiple forms and transform as skills, 
knowledge, and technology change (Miller, 2019). The value in livelihood’s familiarity and 
subversiveness is that it provides a practical lens to explore post-growth possibilities for Kainuu 
and other forest-dependent regions in Finland by recentering everyday life, communities and 
work as the basis of forest-human interactions.   

Limited possibilities within the hegemonic assemblage 

A major challenge to developing new conceptions of forest-based livelihoods in Kainuu is what 
Miller (2019) calls the “hegemonic assemblage” (or trio), which refers to the social, cultural, 
and political structures that silo life into three distinct categories of economy, society and 
environment. This segregation underpins sustainable development’s need to “balance” economic, 
social and environmental needs by limiting the problem spaces in which seemingly impossible 
and complex environmental and social justice challenges can be addressed (Miller, 2019). 

Relative to Kainuu, this balancing act between environment, economy and society is most 
apparent in the state-owned forest management organization Metsähallitus. Environmentally, 
the organization is responsible for protecting Finland’s forest resources through conservation, 
resulting in regulatory policies and the allocation of land as nature reserves. This coincides 
with upholding social values and recreational uses of forests that are promoted and managed 
through the national parks system. Economically, Metsähallitus has a mandate to generate 

revenue for the state through commercial forestry. The separation of these efforts within 
Metsähallitus tends to create conflicts over different priorities and needs within the organization 
and the communities that live by state forests (Sarkki & Heikkinen, 2010). 

Thus, the hegemony imposed by the trio creates reductive abstractions and quantifications of 
the messy and entangled reality that is intuitively understood and experienced by humans and 
nonhumans (Miller, 2019). In some sense these abstractions are not real, but on the other hand 
they are real because our acceptance and reinforcement of these categories in discourses, 
policy, language, institutions, etc. produce real social, political and material consequences (Miller, 
2019). Therefore, confronting the hegemonic assemblage is necessary in order to open up room 
for multiple co-existing configurations and ways of perceiving reality and enacting livelihoods 
(Miller, 2019). 

Towards ecological livelihoods  

In order to transcend the chains of the hegemonic assemblage, Miller (2019) proposes “Ecological 
Livelihoods” as a reconceptualization of possible ways of living. It is an idea of livelihood that 
resists abstraction, commodification, and static definitions (Miller, 2019). There are five key 
aspects of ecological livelihoods: 

1. They must apply to everyone and be inclusive of all humans and nonhumans, 
since nonhuman species also make and are made by others. 

2. Livelihoods cannot be generalized or universalized, they are localized as even 
a very singular entity enacts a livelihood. Embracing uncertainty and rejecting 
universalisms can “open up space for new becomings”. 

3. Livelihoods in their entirety cannot be measured or quantified and any act of 
measurement and comparison requires ethical consideration and action. 

4. No particular form or imperative for development is a self-justification for 
directing livelihoods in any particular direction of growth, improvement, 
resilience or sustainability. This isn’t an argument against development, but 
rather that development should be conceived of as a transformative event 
that is decoupled from Western notions of progress. 

5. Livelihood must embody a “radically democratic movement” in that it remains 
open-ended, dynamic and experimental in its enabling “capacities of collectives 
to enact forms of live beyond the hegemonic trio.”. (Miller 2019, pp. 168-171). 

Fulfilling such transgressive livelihoods and ways of being that undo the hegemonic assemblage 
is a huge challenge as humans are both resistant and complicit in upholding the status quo in 
regard to unsustainable ways of living (Miller, 2019). And yet, within that mess are possibilities 
for change (Miller, 2019).   

Circle of Livelihood 

Miller’s “Circle of Livelihood: Trans-commonings actual or possible” (Miller, 2019) is a visual tool 
developed to show possible human-nonhuman interactions that are neither an economy, society, 
environment nor a defined system. The diagram covers different livelihood “moments” in which 
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56 57elements of habitat care and subsequent appropriation, production, transfer, consumption 
and surplus mobilization become common concerns (Miller, 2019). This tool is utilized in my 
interview analysis to cluster and organize which aspects of livelihood are being raised in forest 
discourses and perspectives amongst forest sector and Kainuu residents (see Chapter 4 for 
details). 

I also used it as a guiding tool to organize and generate ideas on different aspects of livelihood 
and forest-human connections when developing the speculative future scenarios. Overall, 
I view this as a crucial tool to experiment with reconfiguring existing and possible practices, 
interactions, policies, and structures between humans, forests and the multiple species that 
constitute them towards different values and objectives to growth.  

Ecological management 

Heikkurinen, Ruuska, Kuokkanen & Russel (2019), discuss how management philosophy and 
practices centered on productivity will inevitably lead to overstepping human and planetary 
boundaries. Instead, they advocate for an approach that incorporates phases of production and 
recovery (or rest) that can be applied to both humans and nonhumans (Heikkurinen et al., 2019). 
This is an interesting perspective on shifting focus in workplaces and ecosystems away from 
productivism and towards more regenerative patterns. Ecological management is introduced 
here as an additional concept that I will explore how it might manifest in the speculative scenarios. 

Making space for diverse economies and habitats 

Diverse economies is a concept that recognizes the multiple forms of economic activities 
that constitute the “transactions (including all the market, alternative market and non-market 
transactions that circulate goods and services), labor (including wage labor, alternatively 
compensated labor and unpaid labor) and enterprise (including all the non-capitalist and capitalist 
enterprises that produce, appropriate and distribute surplus in different ways).” (Gibson-Graham, 
2008, p. 4).  

The strength of diverse economies is their potential to create plural forms of private property 
and commons along with multiple connections between humans, nature and economic/
financial activities (Gibson-Graham, 2008). There are several existing examples of non-capitalist 
economies, including community-based resource management, but they are very marginalized 
as impractical to apply on a larger scale (Gibson-Graham, 2008). In response, Gibson-Graham 
politicizes the choice to marginalize or embrace alternative economies as the “performative 
ontological project” to make diverse economies more visible, real and credible (Gibson-Graham, 
2008). 

There is a lot of opportunity to explore what forest-based diverse economies could look like. 
Diverse economies can make space for multiple ways of sustaining oneself and one’s community 
that are not bound to markets or growth imperatives (Gibson-Graham, 2008), and therefore offers 
a compelling lens to explore diversifying livelihoods. For Kainuu, non-market and alternative 
market forest activities are already thriving through practices like berry picking and continuous-
cover forestry, although dominant economic values still tend to be prioritized. Nevertheless, 
the seeds are there for expanding alternative ways of having desirable livelihoods that are not 
as dependent on economic growth. Therefore, diverse economies, ecological livelihoods and 
ecological management all offer possibilities to build on Kainuu’s existing alternative economies. 

3.4 PLACE-MAKING: PERSPECTIVES AND 
PRACTICES TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE 
TRANSFORMATIONS 
A sense of place is both an individually and collectively subjective concept. Place identity and 
the process of place-making are contextual, dynamic and somewhat elusive in being sufficiently 
described in any definitive way (Horlings, 2015). The development of a “sense of place” is a 
psychological process in which particular values and attachments are expressed through place 
attachment, dependence and identity (Horlings, 2015, p. 266). 

Particularly in rural regions seeking to increase their resilience and economic activities by “adding 
value to places”, the concept of endogenous development is a critical part of place-making 
(Horlings, 2015). Endogenous development identifies and utilizes the “local and place-based 
dimensions of a region as the basis of its economic activity and livelihood. It aims to add value 
to products, practices and services based on local resources, capacities and the distinctiveness 
of places through actor-driven projects.” (Horlings, 2015, p. 262). 

People are involved in places through their everyday interactions with particular physical 
locations and communities through “ecological participation, socio-territorial belonging and 
cultural conformity or commonality.” (Horlings, 2015, p. 265). Although Horlings focuses on 
different conceptions of place and the diverse and fluid ways in which people form attachments 
and identities associated with place, they also note how these connections can be at once global 
and localized: 

“As people are networked to places through social relations which 
stretch beyond geographical boundaries, they have a global sense 
of place and one that is locally specific.” (Horlings, 2015, p. 
266). 

The value in unpacking how people and communities define a sense of place (and the knowledge 
embedded within that sense) is that it can be very informative for multi-stakeholder processes 
and policy-making that will impact the places they inhabit (Horlings, 2015). Connections to 
place are also important for understanding and addressing socio-ecological issues as place 
attachment “can also inspire people to collective action as a response to unwanted spatial and 
sometimes unsustainable developments” (Horlings, 2015, p. 267). Thus, involving people and 
place-based perspectives in regional planning, resource planning and decision-making models 
is becoming increasingly important to realizing sustainable place-making (Horlings, 2015). 

An important caveat to taking place-based approaches and perspectives towards sustainable 
transformations is that they do not exist in a vaccuum from other places. They are continuously 
intertwined in global and local connections to place that are influenced and shaped by the 
culturally homogenizing forces of “neoliberal capitalist globalization” (Harcourt & Escobar, 2002, 
p. 7). Consequently, any conversations about potential sustainable futures involving ecological 
livelihoods and diverse economies in Kainuu will have to take into account these connections 
and material flows between globally connected places. Furthermore, re-embedding a politics 
of place that values the “importance of placing someone in their social and cultural location 
without artificially binding them to a fixed cultural or social identity.” (Harcourt & Escobar, 2002, 



58 p. 11), enables investigating and mapping out forest-human connections in a particular place 
without presuming that existing connections are fixed or static. They also make an important 
point for the need to consider the “tensions between movement and attachment, displacement 
and re-construction, identity and belonging that many people live with.” (Harcourt & Escobar, 
2002, p. 11).  

These blurry connections between local and global are especially pertinent to examining resource 
extraction and material flows. This is certainly the case for Kainuu, whose timber products have 
taken part in global trade since industrial forestry began in the region. Therefore, in developing 
speculative futures for forests and forest-based livelihoods in Kainuu, place-making should play 
a key role in exploring sustainable transformations. By amplifying place-based perspectives, 
they can potentially serve as the foundation for community and forest co-flourishing and enable 
Kainuu’s inhabitants (human and nonhuman) to enact their own future visions for themselves.



4 PROCESS: 
APPROACH, INTERVIEWS 
AND ANALYSIS
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4.1 APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 
Initially, I wanted to blend approaches from participatory design processes and ethnography but 
had to significantly limit the scope due to time constraints and COVID-19 related restrictions. 
Consequently, I adopted a more experimental approach with more emphasis on speculative 
design, although I still incorporated different levels of participation and reflexivity into the design 
process and outcomes. This involved following reflexive design practices (discussed in Chapter 
2) through the entire process. Furthermore, I aimed for transparency in the research aims, design 
process and objectives in my interactions with interview and workshop participants. By taking 
an experimental approach, I documented and reflected on how effective combining different 
design approaches to develop speculative futures are for opening difficult transition discussions 
connected to forests in Kainuu. 

The next part of this section will go into detail on the specific choice of methods, the justification 
for why they are relevant and a good choice for the scope of this study and briefly will mention 
some limitations with each method.  

“Expert” Interviews 

As a starting point to understanding the place-based perspectives of Kainuu and its forests, 
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interviews were chosen as the primary method of gathering empirical data of the lived 
experiences of people in connection to forest-human connections and forest-based livelihoods. 
Due to time constraints and travel restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 situation in Finland, 
I was unable to visit the region in person and therefore could only draw on a limited set of 
ethnographic methods to construct an impression of Kainuu and its inhabitants. The choice of a 
semi-structured open interview format with participants seemed most appropriate to collecting 
as diverse a range of opinions and perspectives as possible, by speaking to multiple people 
from different backgrounds one-on-one. “Expert” interviews do not refer to standard definitions 
of expert knowledge, but rather that people can be experts of their own experiences, through 
professional, tacit, and skills-based knowledge (Manzini, 2015).  

There are a couple caveats to keep in mind with using interviews as the primary form of empirical 
data collection. First, the personal narratives that are constructed through interviews are not any 
more authentic or truthful than other forms of qualitative inquiry and observation (Atkinson & 
Silverman, 1997), and therefore cannot provide on its own a completely representative picture 
of forest-human connections and livelihoods in Kainuu. Second, interviews are a complex social 
interaction that can be understood or deconstructed through multiple narrative angles (Alvesson, 
2003). Therefore, practicing reflexivity, which refers to the “conscious and consistent efforts to 
view the subject matter from different angles and avoid or strongly a priori privilege a single, 
favored angle and vocabulary” (Alvesson, 2003, p. 25), is crucial.  



64 65For the purposes of this design research, the empirical data gathered through interviews is 
intended to form an impression of forest discourses and perspectives in Kainuu as a starting 
point to generating speculative scenarios. As such, less emphasis on analyzing the interviews 
through multiple lenses is needed. Nonetheless, critical reflection on the interview interaction, 
my position and different possible readings of the interview responses will be considered. 

Affinity Diagramming 

Affinity diagramming is a design method that is used to cluster, organize, and identify key themes 
and insights from research data through a bottom-up process of identifying relationships 
between data (Hanington & Martin, 2012). Typically, individual notes, observations and questions 
from contextual inquiry or user testing are written down on sticky notes and then arranged and 
grouped together as part of a process of discussion and interpretation of the data (Hanington 
& Martin, 2012). This method is loosely followed as part of the interview analysis to draw out 
diverse and contrasting perspectives from the interview data. Different notions of place-based 
and individual motivational values (Horlings, 2015; Schwartz, 2012) are used to group, organize 
and categorize the different viewpoints within larger clusters of common themes. 

Speculative scenarios 

Speculative design, transition visions and collage constitute speculative scenarios that represent 
a broad overview of possible futures. Unlike typical design scenarios, which describe specific 
situations with specific user groups (Hanington & Martin, 2012), the speculative scenarios 
are intended to provoke and open dialogue of possible futures rather than define a particular 
direction as desirable to move towards. This method is used experimentally along with the 
online workshop as a design outcome of the research aims and objectives outlined in Chapter 1. 

Online Workshop 

An online version of a design workshop, which is a type of participatory design where the 
designer(s) aim to collect the insights and creative input of participants, often through a variety of 
generative and co-design activities (Hanington & Martin, 2012). Design workshops can be labour 
intensive as they usually require preplanning, scheduling, organizing and communication with all 
participants, and often need multiple facilitators to guide activities and document discussions 
and outcomes (Hanington & Martin, 2012).  

For the purposes of this thesis, the online workshop was part of an evaluative process of obtaining 
collective feedback, insights and inspiration regarding the speculative scenarios. Documentation 
of the workshop outcomes and reflection informed the final evaluation of design outcomes. 
Finally, the online workshop was open in format, so that anyone who might be interested in the 
topic of Kainuu forests and livelihoods could participate. This was to increase awareness of the 
topic within Kainuu’s forest sector as well as make the workshop more accessible to potential 
participants.

4.2 INTERVIEWS 
Considerable research, communications and organization was involved in the process of 
preparing for the interviews. This process began by identifying potential contacts to reach out to 
who have some connection to Kainuu, forest-related industries and organizations. This involved 
referring to the work and recommendations of my supervisor and advisor and then constructing 
a list of forest-related organizations in Finland. Through the development of this research topic I 
discovered more organizations to add to the list of contacts and some additional organizations 
were found through their connection to other organizations on the list. In addition, I searched for 
additional environmental and forest-related organizations and then looked for the most relevant 
person to contact within the organization. As a result, I compiled an extensive contact log with 
names, contact details, organization and location. My aim was to cast as wide and representative 
a net as possible by reaching out to researchers, Metsähallitus, various forest industry ownership 
and management organizations, timber producers, municipalities, ecotourism entrepreneurs, 
environmental organizations, and government/NGO research institutions and certification 
bodies. 

Next, the contacts log was used to keep track of who I had contacted, who responded/didn’t 
respond, and who agreed to an interview. I prepared and sent an email to every contact describing 
my research, why I was contacting them, what I hoped to learn and then requested to schedule 
an interview (See Appendix A, p. 126).  

Response 

In total, I sent out 59 first emails, 48 of which were sent out in the beginning of July and of which 
14 people responded. Given that many people go on holidays in July and August in Finland, I 
also received several auto-response emails that the person I contacted was away on holidays. 
In response, I sent out a second set of emails at the end of July (21 total), of which 8 responded. 
In addition, there were 9 people who were recommended to me to contact or who reached out 
to me directly after being forwarded my email from a colleague. It should be noted that some 
contacts were made or responded late in August, at which point it was too late for me to do 
more interviews. In a couple of cases, interest was expressed in doing an interview, but didn’t 
happen due to scheduling conflicts.  

Of those who responded to my emails but declined to do an interview, the reasons given were 
being too busy to schedule an interview. Often, these contacts would recommend someone else 
who they thought would be more suitable for me to speak with. Overall, I received a lot of interest 
and positive responses from the people I contacted and was able to arrange enough interviews 
to meet my research objectives. Yet it proved difficult to get responses or confirm a time to 
interview from contacts involved in research institutions, some forest owners associations as 
well as conservation work. Few responded to my initial and follow up emails and those that did 
respond were often very busy, so we couldn’t coordinate a time to do an interview. As a result, 
some important perspectives were not as well explored and represented in the qualitative data 
collected from interviews, particularly perspectives from conservationists. 



66 67Interview conduct, format, content, and outcomes 

In total, 9 interviews were conducted in English all remotely over video chat software (Zoom or 
Microsoft Teams), with one interview done via email as the interviewee felt more comfortable 
writing in English than speaking. Verbal and/or written consent was given by each interviewee to 
record the interview and to use the qualitative data collected from it in the research. Participants 
were informed that their identity wouldn’t be revealed so each interviewee’s name and profession/
organization have been anonymized. Below is a summary of which actors and which types of 
industries/organizations were represented in the interviews. 

Participant name
Profession / 
Organization

Based in Kainuu Attended Workshop

Interviewee 1 
(I1)

Municipal 
government & 
education

Yes No

Interviewee 2 
(I2)

Regional 
development, 
foreign 
investment & IT 
services

Yes No

Interviewee 3 
(I3)

Ecotourism 
organization

No Yes

Interviewee 4 
(I4)

Environmental 
certification 
organization

No No

Interviewee 5 
(I5)

Timber 
production 
company

Yes Yes

Interviewee 6 
(I6)

Forest 
management 
organization

Yes No

Interviewee 7 
(I7)

Forest 
management 
organization

Yes No

Interviewee 8 
(I8)

Forest 
management 
organization

No No

Interviewee 9 
(I9)

State forest 
management

Yes Yes

Table 2.1: Experts interviewed between July-September 2020. 

For the interviews, I had a set of general questions (see Appendix B, p. 127) that I used as a 
guideline to structure each interview. Every question wasn’t covered directly in each interview, 
but often most of the topics were touched upon organically in our conversations. This tended to 
look like asking questions indirectly by touching on the topic but framing it in a way more relevant 
to the conversation or the interviewees’ work. Sometimes I emailed the questions beforehand 
when requested – I9 actually responded to all the questions before the interview, which was 
great as I could focus the interview on asking more specific questions and digging deeper into 
certain topics. Especially with the last few interviews, I relied on the questions less and asked 
questions more directly related to the thesis topic to try and spark a reaction or comment from 
the interviewee. This shift in strategy arose from my perception from previous interviews that 
interviewees were playing it safe by giving quite balanced and neutral opinions. As I had already 
done a few interviews that covered more general topics concerning forests, livelihoods and 
place, I tried to ask more questions about different models of forest ownership, sustainability in 
forest management and prioritizing different forest values. Notably, I2 and I3 were both foreign-
born residents who have been living and working in Finland for several years. This is relevant as 
they talked about how immigrant and tourist views of forests can be quite different to residents 
who grew up in Kainuu or elsewhere in Finland. 

Interview outcomes 

“There’s so much forest here we couldn’t even use it all even if 
we wanted to.” (Interview: I5) 

“Many people see a harvesting area and they think and say that 
there is no more forest there ever.  This is not true, but of 
course it takes decades for the forest to grow.” (Interview: I9)

“Is this sustainable? That we cut down carbon sinks for people 
to come to nature...there’s something like, you know, strange 
about it.” (Interview: I9)

The interviews were successful in covering a lot ground in relatively brief 1-1.5 hour discussions. 
Interviewees seemed very engaged with the conversation, noting that it was an interesting and 
important topic. Several interviewees also expressed interest in attending the workshop. Various 
place-based views of forests, forest ownership and management in Kainuu were discussed, 
spanning topics in diversifyng regional development, forest-based activities, diversifying forest 
sector, perceptions of forest resources, perceptions of forest landscapes, forest management, 
and forest ownership. Although these interviews were not aimed at obtaining an objective or 
complete picture of life and forests in Kainuu, they still yielded valuable insights. My goal in doing 
the interviews was to get an impression of the place-specific connections people in Kainuu have 
as a starting point for constructing the speculative scenarios. Therefore, drawing from previous 
research on Kainuu and Finnish forest discourses along with other research on place-based 
values, I had sufficient context to take the content from the interviews and connect it to previous 
research and theory when analyzing the data collected. 

Forests are so abundant in Kainuu that it’s seen as a given that they shape the livelihoods and 
lifestyles of “Indigenous Kainuulainen” (Interview: I2). Naturally, residents form close connections 



68 69to forests through work, food, energy, and recreation. For I1, I4, I5, I6, I7, and I9, this connection 
has been cultivated since childhood through experiences of trekking, fishing, hunting, camping 
and foraging with family. More distant relationships to forests were described by I2, I3 and I8 
who did not have as many interactions with forests before moving to rural forested areas and 
spending more time in forests for work. 

One thing that stood out to me during the interviews was the use of the term “nature values”, 
which was used by most interviewees. From what I understood, interviewees tended to use 
it to refer to any social, personal, or ecological values and interactions with forests such as 
hiking, beautiful forest landscapes, picking berries, hunting, and relaxing in forests. This was 
an interesting distinction in that while social and ecological aspects of forests were viewed as 
interconnected, economic values and activities tended to be viewed separately. At the same 
time, every interviewee talked about how economic values entangle with other “nature values” 
in terms of ecotourism, of shaping forest landscapes through tree cultivation and harvesting, 
through forest ownership, and as an abundant resource for human livelihoods and wellbeing:  

“Forests should be developed as a giving asset...feeding what 
we’re doing all the time and as it always has done.” (Interview: 
I2) 

“The demand for wood as raw material can be seen in the forest 
scenery - when there is high demand for wood, there is more 
harvesting, and vice versa.” (Interview: I9) 

In my conversations with I1, I2, I5, I6, I7, and I9, each emphasized how much Kainuu residents 
care for their forests and appreciate the unique qualities of the region. Even within forestry 
activities I5, I6, I7 and I9 expressed a clear admiration and close connection to forests as it is so 
central to their daily lives - they’re surrounded by it. Some of this was expressed in defense of 
negative portrayals of forestry in media as I5 noted in describing forest management practices: 
“we are not trying to harm the forest – the opposite.” (Interview: I5). As such, the sentiment I 
understood from many of the interviews was a sense of protectiveness and hesitance to try out 
new kinds of developments that might change the character of the region in a negative way. I2 
discussed how this risk-adverse mindset has inhibited new innovation and development in the 
region by not supporting entrepreneurs enough and not seizing opportunities to develop local 
infrastructure and tourism from local resources. 

Conversely, I5 talked about the frustration many people in the region feel about the never-ending 
demands placed on forest-dependent communities: “people here feel kind of like we have done 
our share already...because the demands are growing and growing all the time.” (Interview: I5). 
Similarly, I9 pointed out that many Kainuu residents are tired of participatory methods and other 
state-led initiatives as they often feel that the input they give is ignored. Regardless, forests and 
forest-based livelihoods appear to be shifting in Kainuu with new regulations, climate change, 
biodiversity loss/conservation, global trade and urbanization. So, how can Kainuu best adapt to 
these shifts in a way that is mutually beneficial for people and forests? 

In general, there was a mix of progressive or change-oriented views and conservative or tradition-
oriented views expressed between the interviewees. Some were more neutral and diplomatic in 
their views while others leaned towards progressive or conservative views depending on the 
topic. For instance, I5, I6, I7 and I9 were supportive of current models of private forest ownership 

and skeptical or neutral towards collaborative models of ownership. This seems understandable 
as traditional models of private forest ownership have worked well for the region and people 
over the past few decades, so why change things now? However, I1, I2, I3, I4 and I8 all discussed 
how attitudes towards forests and the demographic of owners are shifting, which opens up new 
possibilities for different models of ownership and management. 

It is important to highlight here how my position and role as a design researcher may have 
impacted the interview outcomes. As a non-Finnish speaker, requiring that the interviewees 
speak in English very likely limited some interviewees in being able to articulate themselves as 
fluently. It also likely prevented some contacts from responding to my outreach emails, so it is 
more likely that some voices are missing from these forest conversations. On the other hand, I 
felt that interviewees were eager to explain the dynamics of forest ownership and management 
along with Kainuu’s history to me as an outsider. The interview outcomes were also shaped by 
the types of questions and topics that I discussed with interviewees. Especially with the first 
few interviews, I felt more uncertain about how much I should probe into certain topics and 
hesitated to challenge the interviewees’ views. Finally, as some interviewees were more talkative 
or took longer to express their thoughts in English, I didn’t go as deep with additional questions 
as I tried to keep each interview within one hour. 

4.3 INTERVIEW ANALYSIS 
My main goal with the analysis (besides developing scenarios) was to make visible and 
deconstruct current dominant forest-values and practices in Kainuu. I started the analysis by 
trying to map and identify contradictions in each interviewee’s own views as well as contradictions 
between each other. I ended up abandoning this approach as I found myself rereading notes 
but not making any connections or forming new understandings. Instead, I revisited Horlings’ 
and Schwartz’s work on values and wrote out the 10 personal motivational values (Schwartz, 
2012). Then I tried to see where these values could fit and connect to Horlings’ work on place-
based values (Horlings, 2015), which delves more into different types of value systems and 
approaches to sustainability transitions. This led to fleshing out more of my understanding of 
what place is, what place-based values are and how they’re created.  From there, I adopted 
the three approaches described by Horlings (2015) - symbolic, intentional and economic – as 
a starting point to organizing my notes from the interviews. Affinity diagramming was used 
to group the notes into clusters of overlapping or similar views and then these clusters were 
grouped with other clusters that had a contrary or different opinion on the same topic. 

Next, I went through the clusters and made summaries of the overall viewpoint(s) being expressed 
and then added general topic headings. At the same time, I added lists of what I interpreted as 
the most relevant motivational values based on Schwartz’s 10 basic values (Schwartz, 2012) to 
each grouping. This helped give me a better overall sense of what topics were covered, the key 
viewpoints as well as roughly what sort of values were being expressed through each viewpoint. 
Through this process I found that I still lacked clarity on which views and values were more 
dominant, so I transferred the note and values summaries to an online Miro board for further 
comparisons and synthesis.
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Figure 4.2: Results of affinity diagramming – clusters of forest topics and viewpoints (top). 
Figure 4.3: Finalized clusters of forest topics and viewpoints usng Miro board (bottom). 
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Within each topic I grouped each summary-value pair in opposition to a contrasting or different 
view. As an experiment, I changed the colour of the value sticky notes that I interpreted as being 
concerned with ideas of universalism or concern for nature. To my surprise this was very useful 
in visually showing how much care for people and nature came up for certain subjects like forest-
based activities and landscapes, and yet was completely absent from regional development 
topics. Regarding forest management and ownership, some values of universalism were 
expressed, but these were less dominant than other values.

I also tried mapping the summary-value roughly along Miller’s “Circle of Livelihood” diagram 
(Miller, 2019) which helped me identify areas of livelihood where there was a lot of discussion 
and where there wasn’t as much. This was quite helpful for getting a sense of what gaps in 
notions of livelihood were present in the interviews. Of course, responses skewed towards 
certain topics based on what I asked interviewees and the focus of conversations didn’t go 
into topics of transfer or surplus mobilization much, so unsurprisingly responses were a bit 
lacking in that regard. Nevertheless, these findings demonstrate that forest discourses tend to 
focus on forest cultivation, governance, care, appropriation and production, but less on issues of 
transfer, consumption and surplus mobilization. This mirrors other research on the hegemonies 
of wood production and forest conservation in Finnish forest discourses and policy (Berglund, 
2000; Takala et al., 2019).

Also, it was helpful to colour code and organize the different contrasts between Shwartz’s 
values (like power vs. conservation or universalism vs. achievement), and then summarize how 
I interpreted the contrary opinions in relation to those values. I did this to dig a bit deeper into my 
understanding of the contrary opinions, considering where do people disagree with each other 
and why. What beliefs and values are driving the disagreement? It was interesting because often 
there was overlap in what motivational values I interpreted as being behind the viewpoint, but 
they could skew in different directions based on an additional value that was different.

Figure 4.4: Core topics that emerged from the thematic clusters. 
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Figure 4.5: Mapping interview viewpoints to Miller’s Circle of Livelihood (2019). 
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Figure 4.6: Mapping Schwartz’s 10 basic values to each of the 7 core 
interview topics based on values represented in key viewpoints.
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Figure 4.7: Three broader categories that emerged from synthesizing the seven core topics. 
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Figure 4.8: Value orientations and openness to change for key forest viewpoints.  



82 83The last part of the analysis was to map out on a spectrum how conservative (tradition-oriented) 
or progressive (based on openness to change) each viewpoint summary was situated. I first 
made a general one and then broke it down into three spectrums: use of forest resources (both 
material and immaterial), forest landscapes and activities (how do people see and experience 
forest spaces), and forest management (and ownership). Views were quite evenly distributed 
regarding forest resource use but were much more conservative leaning with regards to forest 
landscapes and forest management.  

Overall, interviewees’ opinions leaned more towards conservative or neutral viewpoints, although 
there were also several views that aligned with openness to change and new ideas. The views 
expressed were ill-defined in pointing to specific new ideas and how to realize them. Also, values 
of universalism and benevolence were quite evenly distributed across the spectrum. Overall, this 
indicates that although there is some progressive thinking and openness in attitudes towards 
forests and forest management, appeals to tradition, status quo and complacency are still very 
strong, particularly towards models of forest ownership. This provides a lot of opportunity to 
provoke some fresh thinking into forest discussions in Kainuu. 

The findings from the spectrum connected to the groupings I made in Miller’s Circle of Livelihoods 
diagram (Miller, 2019), which showed that there were a lot of opinions regarding appropriation 
and habitat care, but much less attention given to other aspects of livelihood. It also pointed 
to interesting opportunities for scenario development such as exploring how different ideas of 
forest ownership and landscapes might impact forest resource use. Or, put another way: what 
material needs and uses do forests fulfill for humans and nonhumans? This can be considered 
in tandem with what forest landscapes should look like and thus be managed to cultivate. 

Finally, the interviews showed how in many ways material extraction, production and consumption 
have become so globalized that the material cultures of urban places are often disconnected 
from the local resources found outside of them even if there is a cultural or historical link to them. 
In Kainuu, this has been the case since industrial forestry started in the region as historically 
wood production has been very export-driven. This is relevant to developing the scenarios and 
place-centered livelihoods approach as they speculate on different possibilities for reconnection. 

4.4 SPECULATIVE SCENARIO 
DEVELOPMENT 
Having uncovered through the expert interviews and analysis some of the multiple (and often 
contrary) values and attitudes people hold towards forests, forest ownership and management 
I wanted to explore how to make these more visible through speculation. At the same time, I 
wanted to challenge those same values and assumptions by reinterpreting them as alternative 
livelihoods organized around different social, economic and political structures. Furthermore, 
I wanted to test out how effective this speculative approach could be in sparking interest in 
dialogue and experimentation of different ways of seeing and interacting with forests in Kainuu. 
Part of that goal was to bring forth marginal perspectives and create space to talk more openly 
about potential sustainable transitions and development in response to shifting circumstances 
in the region. 

This process started by mind mapping some questions and ideas related to forest ownership. 

The first step was to question the basic assumptions of forest ownership and the underlying 
values in those assumptions. Initially, I wanted to generate some ideas that would connect to 
ideas from post-development and post-growth discourses but I was concerned this would drift 
too much into a critique of capitalism and economic growth. So, I shifted back towards focusing 
on opportunities to speculate different ways of seeing forests and forest-based livelihoods in 
Kainuu. Also, some critiques of post-development and post-growth discourses point out how 
these discourses tend to ignore how people’s desires and motivations easily become so tightly 
bound to growth-oriented tendencies of extraction and consumption (Kapoor, 2017; Pirgmaker & 
Steinberger, 2019; Taylor, 2013). This re-affirmed my focus to explore possible scenarios based 
on motivational values, what people desire in a good life and notions of livelihood. 

Next, I revisited some reference material on different types of sustainable forestry, design and 
sustainable transformations while brainstorming. Part of this involved mapping out possibilities 
for sustainable forest practices and landscapes like ecoforestry, silvopastures and agroforestry. 
This turned into a very generative process of considering how different livelihoods and 
supporting systems (like infrastructure and education) could have more intimate connections to 
forests. However, I felt that these initial ideas were too grounded in the present - I wanted to push 
boundaries more by incorporating more technological innovations. This led to thinking about 
different technology, forest and human interactions and connections inspired from a question 
raised by I2: 

“How do we get technology and the forest to live together?” 
(Interview: I2)
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Figure 4.9: Values direct and determine certain interactions and outcomes. 
At the same time values are shaped by what outcomes are desired. 



84 85I found it easier to start thinking about desired outcomes first through what-if questioning and 
then unpack the underlying values and develop interactions from there. I also tried to brainstorm 
a few values combinations but found it difficult to generate a clear concept. In the end, I arrived 
at three concepts based on these desired outcomes:  

1. maximizing the well-being and happiness of forests  

2. maximizing the capture and sequestration of CO2 through forests 

3. maximizing the well-being and happiness of humans 

The focus on maximization was to take key tensions between people, nature and uncertainty 
(due to climate change and biodiversity loss) and expand on where those could lead if they 
became the sole focus. Concerned that these concepts were too distant from the present issues 
to be relevant for reflecting on current mindsets and practices, I tried to develop the concepts 
in more detail by considering each segment of the circle of livelihood diagram along with 
supporting systems like education, public infrastructure and urban-rural connections. This led to 
more rich concepts that included possibilities for material connections; immaterial connections; 
data, technology and connectivity; education and livelihoods; and local-global connections. 

The final designs with descriptions of the core values, themes and interactions for each scenario, 
are detailed in Chapter 5.
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M A T E R I A L  C O N D I T I O N S

Figure 4.10: Themes that guided development of each scenario. 

Figure 4.11: Brainstorming ideas for each speculative scenario. 



86 874.5 WORKSHOP 

Format, Structure and Key Activities 

My main objectives for the workshop were to both present my designs of future scenarios of 
forest-based livelihoods as well as open up discussions around the future of Kainuu’s forests, 
communities and the values that connect them. Therefore, I planned out the workshop to focus 
on multiple small and large group discussions.  

Originally, the workshop was planned to take place in the municipality of Kajaani so that 
participants could meet in person and uphold the spirit of being situated within the region under 
discussion. However, due to a recent COVID-19 outbreak in the region and other ongoing social 
distancing and travel restrictions, most contacts that I reached out to were unable to attend, so 
the workshop had to be moved online. Consequently, I had to restructure the workshop to adapt 
to the change in format. The workshop was held through the online video conferencing platform 
Zoom for 3 hours total in English and had the following structure: 

1. Brief welcome and introductions between all participants, hosts and co-hosts 

2. Presentation of speculative futures for Kainuu region, forests and livelihoods 

3. Two rounds of 20-minute small group discussions (using preset breakout 
rooms) focusing on initial reactions and feedback 

4. Discussion with full group summarizing the discussions and key takeaways 

5. Group reflection on the workshop and speculative scenarios

I was the main host for the workshop and was supported by colleagues Muryani (Service and 
Product Designer), who provided technical support for the first hour of the workshop, and Natalia 
Villaman (Design Researcher), who provided technical support, notetaking and co-facilitated the 
small group discussions. The workshop was not recorded to incentivize participants to speak 
more freely during the discussions. Instead, notes were taken using Miro combined with screen 
sharing during the small and full group discussions so that the participants, host, and co-hosts 
could keep track of what was being discussed and recorded during the workshop. The identities 
of the participants have also been omitted to protect anonymity. Overall, the workshop ran quite 
smoothly and ended on time. It started a bit late due to some audio issues with my laptop’s 
microphone that made it difficult for workshop participants to hear me, but this was sorted out 
quickly. 

Participants 

To include as many different people and perspectives as possible, I chose to host an open 
workshop so that anyone I contacted was invited to share the workshop invitation and invite 
others to attend the workshop. I first sent out an email invitation for the Kajaani workshop to 
everyone I had previously contacted during the interview stage - 59 people total. Since only two 
people were able to attend the workshop in Kajaani, I decided to switch to an online format and 
sent out another email invitation explaining the change in format along with the new workshop 
date, time and schedule (see Appendix C, p. 128). I also included more incentives to motivate Figure 4.12: Screenshot images from the online workshop. 
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PARTICIPANT NAME

PROFESSION / 
ORGANIZATION

BASED IN KAINUU
ATTENDED 
WORKSHOP

Participant 1 
(P1)

State forest 
management

Yes Yes

Participant 2 
(P2)

Biologist Yes Yes

Participant 3 
(P3)

Biologist Yes Yes

Participant 4 
(P4)

Forest 
management 
organization

Yes Yes

Participant 5 
(P5)

Environmental 
research 
organization

No Yes

Participant 6 
(P6)

Ecotourism 
organization

No Yes

Participant 7 
(P7)

Tourism and 
business 
consulting 
organization

Yes Yes

Participant 8 
(P8)

Ecotourism 
organization

No Yes

Participant 9 
(P9)

Nature 
conservation 
/ activist 
organization

Yes Yes

Post-workshop 
participant A 
(PWS-A)

Timber 
production 
company

Yes
No – 1 hour 
unrecorded 
interview 

Post-workshop 
participant B 
(PWS-B)

Forest 
management 
organization

No
No - 1.5 hours 
unrecorded 
interview 

Post-workshop 
participant A 
(PWS-A)

Former elected 
official and 
entrepreneur

Yes
No - 2 hours 
unrecorded 
interview 

Table 2.2:  Participants who attended the online workshop and post-workshop 
discussions.

people to attend by detailing what participants could expect to discuss and get out of the 
workshop as well as listing other organizations that I invited.

These changes proved successful as 10 people confirmed their attendance representing 
Metsähallitus, Metsäkeskus, regional governments, LUKE, tourism and business consulting 
sectors. 9 people attended the workshop since PWS-C had technical issues, so I arranged to 
present the scenarios and discuss with them later in the week through Microsoft Teams. In 
addition, two other people (PWS-A and PWS-B) who were unable to attend the workshop due 
to schedule conflicts agreed to arrange separate meetings to discuss the scenarios and give 
feedback.  

Important organizations and regional actors who I contacted but were either unable to attend the 
workshop or were unresponsive to the invitations were municipalities, MTK, Metsänomistajat 
Kainuu (MHY), Kainuun Etu Oy, SYKE, Pölkky Oy, University of Eastern Finland, Suomen 
luonnonsuojeluliito, Forest Stewardship Council, and Arvometsä Oy.  

Post-Workshop Discussions 

The day after the workshop I sent a follow-up email to all the participants as well as some 
contacts who couldn’t attend the workshop but expressed interest in the discussion. The email 
thanked the participants for their enthusiastic participation, insights and summarized the key 
discussion points and takeaways from the workshop (See Appendix D, p. 129). P1, P7 and P9 
all replied with some additional thoughts, which I took as a positive sign that the workshop had 
been thought provoking and had covered important topics for the participants.  

The meetings I had with PWS-A, PWS-B and PWS-C following the workshop were quite fruitful 
as I had included them in the follow-up email so they were aware in advance what had been 
discussed during the workshop. Furthermore, I felt that I communicated my ideas much more 
clearly compared to the workshop. Learning from the workshop I put more time into explaining 
my approach, key things I was trying to achieve as well as how I was defining and using scenarios. 
I think this helped address some of the criticisms and confusion I heard in the workshop and 
gave space to approach the scenarios with an open mind. 

PWS-A was generally quite thoughtful and neutral in their feedback. They said the ideas were 
very interesting and gave mostly small comments or asked questions about how certain ideas 
would impact biodiversity or would need to address regional specificities like winter conditions. 
PWS-B was very enthusiastic and engaged with the research and scenarios I presented. My 
impression was that they while they were very agreeable when I was discussing my research 
aims of opening up discussion and diversifying forest discussions that they had a very different 
understanding of what that meant than I did. After our discussion, I felt strange about it and 
thought that I should have been more direct in discussing how the scenarios could challenge 
current economic and political models of forest care, extraction and ownership.  

The final conversation I had with PWS-C was quite long as they were very engaged and 
thoughtful in their consideration of each scenario. Given their background in regional planning 
and experience serving as a member of parliament in Helsinki, they had a lot of knowledge 
about regional issues and could see how many of the ideas might impact people, organizations 
and communities in Kainuu. They also raised some great questions during our discussion like: 
“How can we move beyond black and white thinking about forests as something to either use of 
preserve?” and “How do we live in and from the forest?” (Post-workshop: PWS-C).



5 OUTCOMES: 
SPECULATIVE SCENARIOS 
AND WORKSHOP

5.1 SPECULATIVE SCENARIOS 
The following are the final visualizations of the three scenario concepts I developed to present to 
Kainuu residents in the workshop. Within each scenario concept I organized ideas into a few key 
scenes that would touch on the themes described in Chapter 4. After some iterations I ended up 
taking a collage approach that incorporated some graphic elements in order to link each scene 
together within each overarching concept. As I had a lot of ideas and details that I wanted to 
communicate succinctly to workshop participants, I chose to use the collage format to connect 
diverse and complex concepts using visual metaphors and tropes. Included with each scenario 
are descriptions of the core values, themes and interactions.
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MOBILE SOLAR AND WIND ENERGY
LOCAL SMALL-SCALE SILVOPASTURES
AND BIODIVERSE AGROFORESTRY
PRODUCTS FROM FOREST MATERIALS
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GLOBAL KNOWLEDGE SHARING

FOREST AI  GOVERNANCE
Concept: Maximizing forest 
wellbeing and happiness

What if livelihoods and interactions 
between forest and people were controlled 
by an AI? What if nurturing a thriving 
forest ecosystem was governed through AI? 

Exploring values of unity with nature, the 
welfare of people, fairness, efficiency, 
stimulation, power, security and conformity
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OPEN-SOURCE DATA SHARING
EDUCATION: TECH INNOVATION 
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Concept: Maximizing CO2 capture, 
sequestration and storage

What if livelihoods and interactions 
between forest and people were solely 
focused on capturing and reducing 
atmospheric CO2 as much as possible? 

Exploring values of self-sufficiency, 
benevolence, conformity, security, 
innovation, and efficiency 



MIXED PRIVATE AND COMMON FORESTED LAND
VOLUNTEER DRIVEN OUTDOOR RECREATION
REMOTE BUT ALWAYS CONNECTED
OFF-GRID TRADITIONAL EXPERIENCES

SPACE OF ARTISTIC INSPIRATION 
AND EXPERIMENTATION
MUSIC COMPOSED THROUGH TREES
MATERIAL CULTIVATION FOR ART

(RE)DISCOVER LOVE FOR NATURE
TACTILE AND STUNNING GMO FORESTS
PLANTS GROWN FROM CLOTHING
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BIODIVERSITY FOR NATURE-BASED 
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COOPERATIVE FOREST MANAGEMENT
SHARED COMMUNITY SURPLUS
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PLEASURABLE  FOREST 
ZEN GARDEN
Concept: Maximizing human 
wellbeing and happiness

What if livelihoods and interactions 
between forest and people were solely 
focused on prioritizing human wellbeing 
and happiness? How could this be done 
through intimate human-forest 
connections? 

Exploring values of unity with nature, 
beauty, stimulation and hedonism, 
self-direction, tradition, benevolence 



98 99Initially, I intended to create scenarios that would propose alternative values and livelihoods for 
Kainuu that can emerge and co-exist within Finland’s current economic and political systems. 
However, the scenarios I arrived at deviated from this initial goal a bit as I ended up developing 
unorthodox speculative futures that explore different themes and values related to how people, 
forests and emerging technology could interact. By adopting a more futuristic lens it was my 
hope that the scenarios would be more open to interpretation and seen as occurring beyond or 
outside of current systems and practices in Kainuu. As a result, this could potentially lessen the 
inclination to judge whether the ideas could easily integrate into current norms and practices. On 
the other hand, I was also concerned that the scenarios might seem to look too futuristic to be 
able to make connections between these alternative livelihoods and present conditions. 

5.2 WORKSHOP: CHALLENGING 
MOMENTS AND BROADENING VIEWS 
There were a lot of defensive reactions towards the scenarios, most pointedly towards the first 
scenario as it explored the idea of having no private forest ownership. P7 emphasized repeatedly 
that we shouldn’t forget private forest owners and that private ownership is very important and 
impossible to remove in Finland. They also linked private ownership to preserving biodiversity:  

“private ownership ensures biodiversity because people are diverse 
in what their wishes and goals are for their forests” (Workshop: 
P7, paraphrasing).  

Others countered this statement by pointing out that even with individual ownership, forest 
management is very centralized as Metsäkeskus, legislation and other organizations determine 
how ownership takes shape. Another participant also described a few other cooperative 
models of forest ownership that currently exist. This led to a few participants agreeing that 
since circumstances are changing and evolving, new ways and models of forest ownership and 
management should be explored.  

PWS-B shared the same view about protecting private forest ownership and current forest 
management practices. Interestingly, they used almost the exact same words as P7 when 
stating that private forest ownership ensures biodiversity because forest owners are so different 
and have different objectives. When I asked PWS-B what they thought about contrary views I 
heard in the workshop concerning forest ownership being very centralized and lacking diversity 
in management models, they very emphatically disagreed, arguing that forest ownership is very 
individual and free. 

PWS-C offered a different take on private forest ownership when they described how they felt 
saddened by the public perception and media portrayal of forest owners and managers as being 
only motivated by money. They felt that people involved with forests usually care a lot about 
protecting and caring for their forests and commented that the media’s role and framing of 
forest issues are very important to these discussions. They also wondered if it is easier to be 
sustainable living in an urban environment compared to rural areas. In the end, many participants 
acknowledged that who owns forests and how they view them are shifting. Therefore, there 
should be openness to exploring different models of forest ownership to meet these evolving 

desires and needs. 

My use of the term ‘scenario’ created a lot of unexpected expectations from participants, 
especially for those who have been involved in planning and regional development. From the 
comments during the workshop discussions, it seemed that the participants’ understanding of 
a scenario is that it is a strategic and structured future vision with clear intended outcomes and 
pathways to reach them. They are understood as being a highly collaborative effort involving 
discussion and input from a wide variety of stakeholders. As such, one of the criticisms I received 
during the workshop was that my approach to developing the scenarios was not very people 
oriented as I had created them on my own without others from Kainuu.  

I tried to clarify that I adopted a very speculative approach, which is much more open-ended 
and fluid in how it explores future possibilities, and that these scenarios are intended as a first 
step in bringing together diverse actors to talk about sustainable transitions. Developing more 
goal-oriented scenarios for planning the future of Kainuu is something that I stated was not 
my place to decide as an outsider of the region and emphasized that I thought this should be a 
next step initiated and undertaken by the community. However, I found it difficult to clarify my 
intentions after the fact – or at least that my explanations did not seem to satisfy everyone as 
some participants repeatedly brought up critiques of my scenarios as not being people-centered 
or failing to meet their expectations. 

Another observation was that there were a lot of contradictions in what people said, sometimes 
even within the same sentence. For example, P7 commented that the scenarios went way off to 
the moon (a sentiment shared be several other participants), yet also stated that they thought 
that Kainuu was already following the third scenario the most. These kinds of contradictory 
statements seemed to align with the contradictions between the participants’ initial reactions to 
the scenarios seeming like science fiction and too disconnected from Kainuu. Some participants 
initially commented that the scenarios seemed not place-specific and could happen anywhere.  

As the workshop discussions progressed, participants started to identify more with aspects of 
the scenarios by pointing out that there are already existing examples of some of my ideas, like 
VR-based ecotourism, remote data sensing with drones and pilot projects in India to convert 
wasteland into green spaces through natural burials. It would have been great to expand on 
these comments by trying to connect these emerging practices back to Kainuu, but unfortunately 
there was not enough time in the short 20 minutes of discussion. 

Furthermore, there was quite a bit of disagreement and diversity in how participants interpreted 
the scenario concepts. For instance, PWS-C viewed the locally sustainable processing of wood 
as a good potential source of work for the region. Yet, for PWS-A, they had trouble seeing how 
their business or wood extraction and processing would be economically viable within any of 
the scenarios. PWS-A asked me what kind of place their business would have in my scenarios, 
as two of them emphasized restrictions on timber extraction volumes. 

Curiously, no one during the workshop commented on the carbon credit-based alternative 
currency system I proposed in the second scenario. It was an idea I was expecting to spark some 
sort of reaction, but workshop participants were more focused on the technological aspects as 
well as ownership and management models. However, everyone in the three discussions I had 
after the workshop commented on the idea. PWS-A was neutral but somewhat skeptical about 
how it would work – would no one want to do some important jobs that would now be low paying? 
PWS-C made a very interesting comparison to previous proposals for “fat taxes” in Finland and 



100 101the ethical issues of behaviour-based taxation due to the inequalities and marginalization it can 
create. 

Despite the many defensive and contradictory views that were expressed, there were also 
several moments where the discussion led to some reconsiderations and broadening of initial 
perspectives. For example, PWS- C identified that while many ideas presented in the scenarios 
are already happening in Kainuu – like transitioning to wind, solar and geothermal energy or that 
arts and creative activities are thriving – it is important to keep building on these initiatives and 
offer supportive structures and systems. They also identified that the region is currently lacking 
systems for constructing conversations that explore potential benefits and comparisons of 
different options and pathways for forest management. 

The potential impacts of developing new industries and possibilities for work were also 
discussed. This tended to focus on developing ecotourism or incentives-based models of forest 
management. However, one participant mentioned that the renewed interest in remote work 
could open up possibilities for rural areas. The challenge in balancing local needs and concerns 
was also raised in describing a proposed pulp mill development in Kainuu. PWS-C described it as 
a tough battle as on the one hand, it could open up possibilities to manufacture highly developed 
wood-based products locally. On the other hand, many locals are very concerned about the 
environmental impact on the lake it would be near (for recreation, fishing, biodiversity, etc.).  

Finally, I found it difficult to discuss values as people tended to only talk about values indirectly, 
such as the importance of forest owners being able to make an income from their forest or being 
able to choose how they want to cultivate and care for it. This gave me a sense of their priorities, 
but we were unable to reflect more deeply as a group on why we prioritize certain things in forest 
ownership and management over others. Overall, the speculative scenarios seemed to succeed 
in provoking a reaction from participants and the discussions were lively with many disparate 
ideas about forest ownership, usage and management. 

5.3 FINAL OUTCOMES 
Throughout the workshop and post-workshop discussions, most participants were quite 
talkative and engaged with the scenarios. Some participants were more outspoken than others 
and so their thoughts tended to direct the conversation. However, both myself and Natalia (as 
co-facilitator) made efforts to include everyone in the discussion by asking everyone in the small 
group discussions for their comments and ideas. Furthermore, since the workshop was quite 
intensive with the speed and complexity of the information presented, I urged everyone in the 
workshop to not hesitate to reach out to me to share more thoughts once they had more time 
to digest everything.  

In the post-workshop email I sent, I summarized some of the key discussions and takeaways 
from the workshop as follows (see Appendix D, p.129 for full email): 

◊ Scenarios were more like science fiction/blue sky thinking - hard to connect 
them to Kainuu and reality 

◊ How should we be using visions/scenarios and testing? To think big or to do 
small experiments more grounded in reality? Can we do both? 

◊ Diverse groups from different backgrounds and disciplines use terminology 
(like scenarios) in different ways, so important to build a common language 
and understanding to collaborate together 

◊ Although scenarios are very futuristic, there are some things already happening 
like VR ecotourism, remote data sensing and monitoring with drones and 
forest burials 

◊ Forest ownership is a complex and evolving topic - multiple models to explore 
as things evolve 

◊ Important not to forget private family forest ownership and the values/care 
they have for forests 

◊ Forest management is very centralized and there is a need for new and 
multiple ways of managing forests 

◊ Tough balancing act between supporting biodiversity and needs while also 
supporting human diversity and needs 

◊ There is an urgent need for people with diverse experiences to get together to 
discuss how future forests should be managed  

5.4 REFLECTION 
The main aim of the scenarios was to be very speculative and future-oriented, to challenge 
participants’ thinking of possible interactions between humans, forests and technology. 
As such, an important insight from the workshop and post-workshop discussions is that 
speculation as an activity and mindset can be very overwhelming and confusing at first. This 
is particularly challenging when dealing with speculation about complex and murky topics like 
forest livelihoods and sustainable transformations. These concepts seemed to be hard for 
participants to fully grasp within the short timeframe of a 3-hour workshop. Particularly when 
the speculative future is so different from current reality, a lot of mental barriers and established 
mindsets need to be broken down to think about forests outside of current systems of laws, 
management and governance. Therefore, another key takeaway from this workshop is that it 
will very likely take a lot of time and effort for people to digest complex topics and break out of 
normative, conventional thinking patterns in order to sincerely engage with ideas that are far 
removed from their current reality. 

Likewise, there seemed to be a tendency towards seeking familiarity in how the scenarios were 
interpreted and critiqued. Many of the questions and concerns raised seemed to be grappling 
with how to rationalize and find connections between the radical scenario ideas and the current 
situation in Kainuu. Given that many workshop participants had the expectation of these 
scenarios being place-based in Kainuu, it makes sense that they would try to see how things 
could fit within current conditions.  

Many concerns focused on whether the scenario ideas would impact the profitability of forest 
ownership and extraction, often using a lot of growth and market-oriented language. Others 
stated that the necessary transitions to make the scenarios a reality would be too great 



102 103because they would require a complete restructuring of legislation, trade and regional/national 
governance. This suggests that clear steps are needed to link present-day Kainuu to distant 
speculative futures in order to make them seem more plausible. It also suggests that economic 
values tend to be prioritized over other values concerning forests, but it should be noted that 
some participants were on the opposite end and critiqued that biodiversity values were not 
represented enough in the scenarios. 

Concerning values, the workshop revealed how challenging it can be to talk about values even 
when deliberately provoking such conversations through ideas of place, future visions and 
speculation. Perhaps part of the difficulty in speaking directly about values is that people may not 
always be aware of the underlying motivations behind their worldviews and opinions. Furthermore, 
participants may not have felt comfortable enough (due to familiarity, professionalism, language 
barriers, or feeling constrained by time) to speak more candidly about their personal values 
and beliefs. PWS-C pondered if part of the dualistic and reductive nature of forest discourses 
(particularly how they are portrayed in the media), was due to norms in how they are discussed. 
I found myself wondering the same thing. Are complexity and nuance reduced to communicate 
more efficiently and then people wind up having these very narrow conversations? They also 
wondered if it might be because living with and by the forest is so clear and natural for many 
living in rural areas of Finland that they don’t make it explicit or visible in the way they discuss 
forest issues. This sentiment connects to PWS-C’s earlier dismay that the public often views 
forest owners and others in the forest industry as only motivated by money. 

An interesting pattern I noticed from many of the contradictory views that participants held is 
that although they often seemed individualistic in outlook, there was still this communal sense 
of providing support to different people. For instance, many participants highly valued individual 
choice and diversity in private forest ownership and the freedom to choose how to manage 
one’s own forest. On the other hand, there is the Finnish concept of Everyman’s Right, which 
shows that people also believe that everyone should have access to forests. Participants also 
described how many people care what others (either individual owners or Metsähallitus) are 
doing with their forests, revealing an interesting social pressure to be cooperative and conform 
with norms despite such a strong individualistic tradition of private ownership. 

Another contradictory tendency I observed was that participants were quite protective in 
their reactions and views towards Kainuu region (and forest-dependent regions in general), 
highlighting a key challenge with place-based approaches for design. As a outsider coming 
from an academic institution based in an urban centre (Helsinki) into a rural region that has 
had previous negative experiences with being a research subject, it is very understandable 
that many participants were defensive and wary of the ideas I was presenting. This was most 
apparent in the very defensive reactions I received from some participants about the idea of 
having no private forest ownership, which was explored in the first scenario. Perhaps this idea 
was interpreted as an outsider trying to come and impose a threatening agenda on a region 
rather than a thought experiment to generate discussion. Of course, it could also have been 
the case that the tradition of private family forest ownership is so dearly valued that it simply 
provoked a strong reaction for some. This protectiveness might also come from a place of 
feeling misunderstood or misrepresented by others as one participant expressed feeling sad 
that many people view forest owners and foresters as only valuing forests for income when 
the connection is usually much closer. I wonder if I unknowingly gave the same impression to 
many participants at the workshop since I talked about diversifying livelihoods and exploring 
alternatives to economic growth.  

The reflections described above demonstrate some of the critical challenges that concern 
speculating about forest futures in Kainuu. By taking a very speculative and conceptual 
approach to the scenarios, the aim was to break people out of conventional thinking towards 
future visions by not dwelling on how practical or difficult the ideas would be to implement. In 
other words, I wanted participants to imagine, dream and speculate together rather than analyze 
and evaluate. However, this didn’t seem to work in practice as most participants only considered 
the scenario ideas in terms of how they would work (or not) within existing social, economic 
and political structures. In hindsight, I realized that I didn’t ask the participants directly to have 
such an open mindset towards how they should interpret the scenarios. Rather, I specified that 
they were very speculative, open to interpretation thought experiments that were not intended to 
point towards what I thought were good or bad directions for Kainuu’s forest management and 
regional development. By not framing the discussion more clearly around thinking outside of 
existing structural conditions, it is not surprising that many participants assumed professional 
or conventional ways of interpreting the scenarios.



6 ROLE AND EFFICACY OF 
SPECULATION IN COMPLEX 
FOREST TRANSITIONS



106 107In this chapter I evaluate the outcomes of the scenarios and workshop as well as my design 
process. To do this, I considered the first research question posed in Chapter 1: How might 
space be opened up in forest discussions for different kinds of values, perspectives and 
actors (human and nonhuman) concerning forest-based livelihoods and forest-human 
connections? 

In examining the effectiveness of the workshop and design outcomes, I considered to what 
extent they: 

1. Made space in forest discussions for different perspectives, values and actors 
(human and nonhuman) 

2. Expanded futures of possible forest-human connections and diverse forest-
based livelihoods 

3. Increased openness to place-based transdisciplinary speculation, collaboration 
and experimentation 

In evaluating my design process, I built from the above criteria and considered the second 
research question: How effective are speculative approaches in opening up discussion around 
difficult transition topics where there isn’t a clear answer? 

Therefore, I considered how effectively the design process:  

1. Engaged and opened up dialogue  

2. Raised visibility and awareness 

3. Brought together diverse actors 

The decision to focus on these aspects was because these were the goals that I often 
communicated with participants when discussing what I intended to achieve with the speculative 
scenarios. Taken together, I view these goals as necessary first steps in moving towards the 
broader aims of this research with regards to:  

4. Diversifying forest-based livelihoods and forest-human connections in Kainuu 

5. Pluralizing perceptions towards transitions in terms of what kinds of transition, 
by whom, and for whom (considering multiple species not only humans) 

6. Amplifying place-based values and perspectives 

6.1 SPECULATIVE SCENARIOS, WORKSHOP 
AND POST-WORKSHOP OUTCOMES 
In this section I will reflect on and evaluate the outcomes of my design intervention and 
discussions with people who live in Kainuu and/or are involved in the forest sector. These 
outcomes will be considered through three lenses: making space, expanding possibilities, and 

increasing openness. 

Overall, my consensus is that the speculative scenarios were successful in expanding possible 
futures and certainly held the interest of workshop and post-workshop participants. However, the 
workshop demonstrated that it is very difficult to interpret and discuss possible futures beyond 
familiar conceptual, socio-cultural, economic, and political frameworks. Regarding making space, 
it is not clear if the scenarios and workshop enabled more space for diverse forest perspectives, 
values and actors in forest discussions. Initial indications point to speculative approaches on 
their own as not being particularly effective, but there is potential. Likewise, the speculative 
scenarios and workshop did not appear to impact openness to place-based collaboration and 
experimentation. 

Making space 

Making space in forest discussions for plurality is based on my research question: How might 
space be opened up in forest discussions for different kinds of values, perspectives and 
actors (human and nonhuman) concerning forests, forest-based livelihoods, forest-human 
connections? 

This was a major focus of the speculative scenarios, workshop and post-workshop discussions. 
I tried to get a diverse group of relevant actors within Kainuu and the forest sector together and 
then challenge them with speculative futures to provoke a different kind of discussion about 
forests. This was successful in that it was certainly a different kind of conversation and seemed 
to engage participants in the topic (for details see Chapter 5). However, it would be too soon to 
evaluate the impact of the discussions so shortly after the workshop as some time is needed 
for participants to process everything. To do this kind of follow-up evaluation would require the 
research timeline to be significantly extended in order to conduct post-workshop interviews or 
questionnaires to assess if participating in the discussions had any impact on their work or 
everyday lives. Unfortunately, this was beyond the scope and constraints of the thesis research 
and timeline. Therefore, focus will be given to the workshop and post-workshop discussions 
concerning whether more space was made for more diverse and multiple perspectives in future 
forest discussions.  

Based on conversations with workshop and post-workshop participants, there was little indication 
that the kinds of forest-human connections that were explored in the speculative scenarios 
are likely to enter into future conversations. While participants seemed to find the scenarios 
to be very interesting, commentary concerning forest ownership, management and livelihoods 
tended to fall onto familiar issues and perspectives. For example, many critiques and concerns 
were raised by participants about how the values and circumstances described in the scenarios 
would be difficult to achieve within current models of capitalism, economic growth, political and 
legal structures within Finland. These sentiments reflect how deeply embedded and dominant 
current hegemonic systems and power structures described by Escobar (2018), Heikkurinen 
(2019), Miller (2019), Kapoor (2017), Pirgmaker & Steinberger (2019), and White (2019b) (for 
details see Chapter 3), are within Finnish forest discussions about transitions. Evidently, such 
sentiments need to be persuasively unraveled and challenged first, in order for pluralized and 
diverse economies that exist within and beyond capitalism to become compelling.   

The critiques raised in Chapter 2 concerning the limitations of transition design are relevant here 
in articulating the necessity to explicitly address the above issues that enable and perpetuate 



108 109current unsustainable modes of living. Basic assumptions about work, resources and ownership 
need to be challenged and softened to new perspectives in order to envision multiple pathways 
towards possible ecological futures to be imagined, desired, pursued and realized (White, 2019b). 
Otherwise, new language and ideas of sustainable living are at risk of being either rejected or 
co-opted into current dominant systems. 

Here, Ethan Miller’s concept of ecological livelihoods offers an interesting way to address this 
shortcoming in transition design and more broadly radical design. I attempted to address this in 
the speculative scenarios by looking at how labour and work relate to forests and forest-based 
livelihoods. However, I fell short in communicating these concepts clearly in the workshop 
presentation, which in hindsight could have been a helpful framing for participants to discuss the 
scenarios and current situation in Kainuu. It could have also helped organize and communicate 
the different scenes and aspects of each scenario with a clearer connection to the topic of 
diversifying forest livelihoods, which was not always foregrounded in the workshop presentation 
and discussions. It is doubtful whether it would have made a big impact on the reactions and 
feedback I received, but I am curious about how it might have shifted the focus and language of 
the conversation. 

Another potential issue with the speculative scenarios is that they were too broad and tried to 
cover too many things. Perhaps making space would have been more fruitful if I had focused 
on one thing, such as forest ownership, and developed multiple possible models that enable 
alternative forest landscapes and forest-human connections. This could be connected directly 
to diverse livelihoods by focusing discussion on what sorts of livelihoods could be possible 
through different ownership models. 

Overall, my sense from the workshop outcomes is that forest discussions are unlikely to progress 
until the core issues of ownership, work and production/extraction are addressed and dealt 
with. Diversifying livelihoods in Finnish forests and sustainable transformations are unlikely to 
be taken seriously in forest discussions until people embrace shifting and evolving ideas of 
ownership, capital, work, economy and management. There were definitely some views that 
reflected an openness to change, however many others in the workshop and post-workshop 
discussions enthusiastically defended the status quo. 

Expanding possible futures 

Speculating about possible forest-human connections and livelihoods in Kainuu through the 
scenarios proved effective in expanding possible futures as it presented them in a tangible and 
discussable way. Exploring the connection between forests, humans and technology was also an 
effective approach to expanding possibilities as it situated Kainuu within broader conversations 
of rural, but modern regions reacting to and being shaped by global trends and emerging 
technology. On the other hand, the speculative scenarios drew criticism for being too futuristic 
and disconnected from Kainuu to be relevant. Some workshop participants commented that 
they really struggled to see how Kainuu as a place was represented in the speculative scenarios 
I presented. This might be due partly to my shift in focus at some point during the interview 
analysis and scenario development towards emphasizing livelihoods more than place-based 
values.  

As a result, many participants struggled to connect with the proposed forest futures and 
became less engaged with discussing how they might shape discussions of current forest 

issues. This brings to mind the distinction between preferable, probable, plausible and possible 
futures outlined by Dunne and Raby (2013) and raises the question of how to move possible 
futures towards being seen as desirable and preferable. Furthermore, the workshop and post-
workshop discussions revealed that it is very difficult to interpret and discuss possible futures 
beyond familiar conceptual, socio-cultural, economic, and political frameworks (for details see 
Chapter 5). Participants often held contradictory views and needed time to process the scenario 
ideas and begin to connect them to present reality. This suggests that more time and multiple 
engagements are needed to fully unpack and reflect on how and why these contradictions arise. 

There was a similar issue when discussing conflicting values. Participants acknowledged that 
they held multiple values and ways of seeing forests, but this tended to be used as a justification 
for depoliticizing questions of forest management and practices by focusing on balance. This 
appears to connect to Miller’s description of the pervasiveness of the hegemonic trio in resource 
management discussions (Miller, 2019). Some participants also argued that current private 
ownership models are already free and open to accommodate multiple values and objectives 
and therefore do not need to change. It proved difficult to spark critical reflection on whether 
those values are always equally prioritized and why in certain situations particular value positions 
tend to be prioritized over others (eg. abstaining from harvesting some trees to better support 
biodiversity in a section of forests).  

This may have been implicit throughout the workshop and post-workshop discussions but 
digging deeper with more explicit questions about which values are prioritized might have 
made these conflicts more visible to participants. One angle would be to explore how balancing 
acts between biodiversity and extraction create value conflicts from a systemic or structural 
level. What sort of structures are in place that make it so difficult to balance different values 
connected to forests? Why is making an income from forests necessary? What does making an 
income from forests allow us to do? What need(s) are being met? Are there other ways to meet 
those needs? Is there no other option or can we not see alternatives because we are so used to 
thinking about things in a certain way? 

Although the speculative scenarios offered pluralized views of forest-based livelihoods, the 
theoretical concepts of diverse economies (Gibson-Graham, 2008), ecological livelihoods (Miller, 
2019) and ecological management (Heikkurinen, et al. 2019) were not well translated into visual 
form. The speculative futures explored in my design showed mostly forms of work and labour 
relations that were not particularly free and were even authoritarian to an extent. In the end, most 
participants didn’t really engage with the idea of diversifying forests or livelihoods, instead the 
discussion focused on whether change was needed in current models of private ownership and 
forest management. PWS-A touched on it when they asked what function a sawmill would have 
in each speculative scenario. There were also some hints towards contesting current models of 
work and livelihoods in comments about ecotourism as well as having respect for both human 
and non-human agency in issues of livelihood, living and work. My takeaway is that speculative 
design has a lot of potential to initiate bringing diverse future imaginaries to light and make them 
more visible, real and possible to discuss and debate. However, the challenge lies in linking these 
to critical theories as a first step in raising critical questions about work, production, governance, 
nature and technology. 

Based on the workshop outcomes, it seems insufficient for only designers to be responsible 
for what they make/unmake by practicing critical reflection (Fry, 2008; Irwin, 2015; Tonkinwise, 
2014). Not only does not asking everyone participating to engage in reflective practices 



110 111reinforce uneven power structures between designer and user/participant, but it also enables 
people to be passive, unaccountable and non-critical about their own views, desires and values. 
Getting community members and collaborators to be open towards new or radical ideas of 
transformation even on a speculative level is quite difficult if they are not asked to adopt an open 
mindset. Therefore, part of these engagements should involve cultivating reflective practices 
that confront these mental barriers and provide a place to discuss and unpack them openly in 
order to inspire curiosity towards new ideas and change. 

Increasing openness 

Increasing openness to different kinds of speculation, collaboration and experimentation 
in connection to forest futures proved to be quite challenging. Some participants held very 
protective and personal mindsets towards their own forests (and Finnish forests in general) 
about how best to manage them. It seems that some pre-work is needed prior to workshop 
sessions in order to understand and find common ground within the diverse ways of seeing 
forest-human interactions.  

It might work best as a starting point for collaborative engagements to prioritize people who 
are generally more open to collaboration and new ideas than those that are very protective. 
More time needs to be invested in building trust and cooperative relationships with actors 
and organizations who have more protective or conservative mindsets before they will be 
comfortable with having their views challenged. This requires skills and knowledge beyond what 
designers can reasonably be expected to provide. Therefore, speculative and transition projects 
need partnerships between designers, social scientists, forest experts, and others to be effective 
in engaging different communities and actors. 

The speculative scenarios and workshop discussions were unable to get everyone onboard 
with acknowledging that there are issues, shifts and possibilities for Kainuu’s forests that are 
compelling enough to collaborate and experiment towards. It demonstrated a major challenge 
for transition projects in that many important actors can be resistant to acknowledging what the 
core issues to address are, which ones should be prioritized, or if there is even an issue at all. This 
is also a challenge tor articulating theories of change in transition design – the theories outlined 
in Chapter 3 offer an example of how different scholars and disciplines disagree on whether 
economic growth is a core issue to solve or not. Since transition design explicitly politicizes 
sustainability transitions and design practice, it might prove difficult to use as a methodology if 
local actors and stakeholders are not open to exploring the politics embedded in transitions. I 
encountered this in some of the initial defensive reactions to the speculative scenarios during 
the workshop. Still, other participants were enthusiastic in their engagement with the ideas even 
if they were skeptical or hesitant at first. 

Resistance to open dialogue and collaboration also has implications for mapping out the 
context, key actors and problem space for a particular community or issue. Especially when 
dealing with root issues that have shaped dominant modes of thinking and decision-making 
regarding forests for decades, it might be challenging to persuade certain actors to even enter 
into dialogue about changing existing systems and structures. This became very apparent in 
the workshop discussions since there was a strong orientation amongst participants towards 
conserving current power relations and status quo in forest ownership, management and 
practices. It might be the case for Kainuu that building consensus on the need for sustainable 
transformations of forest-human connections is a necessary precondition to speculating on 

what are desirable futures for forest-based livelihoods. 

Consequently, the workshop and post-workshop outcomes show that there are significant 
challenges to sparking interest in transdisciplinary collaboration and experimentation that might 
disrupt current socio-political dynamics. These outcomes revealed that diverse groups from 
different backgrounds and disciplines use terminology (like scenarios) in different ways, so it 
is important to build a common language and understanding in order to collaborate together 
effectively. Participants also concluded that there is an urgent need for people with diverse 
experiences to get together to discuss how future forests should be managed. Therefore, 
building trust, solidarity and including diverse perspectives are crucial to co-designing compelling 
transition visions that are transformative rather than reformative. 

6.2 EVALUATION OF RESEARCH METHODS 
AND DESIGN PROCESS

Engaging and opening up dialogue  

Recalling the methods described in Chapter 4, the interviews, workshop, and post-workshop 
discussions are most relevant as they centered on dialogue. Depending on the questions I asked 
and how interviewees responded, the interview process was somewhat successful in engaging 
in and opening up dialogue about alternatives to economic growth through diverse forest-based 
livelihoods. Such discussions were more frequent during the later interviews when I began to 
bring up topics of diversifying livelihoods and alternatives to wood extraction directly.  

The workshop was loosely structured to enable open conversations and reactions from 
participants through a series of small and large group discussions. The speculative scenarios 
were used here as a challenging and visual prompt to guide thought, reflection and dialogue. 
Having multiple small group and large group discussions during the workshop was helpful in 
allowing for different kinds of conversations to unfold as well as giving all participants the chance 
to share their thoughts. Furthermore, the choice to document key viewpoints throughout the 
discussion on the screen and then reflect back on what was discussed altogether was especially 
useful in engaging participants. It helped gauge what aspects of the discussions were important 
for participants as well as where were points of consensus and disagreement. Documenting 
and collectively reflecting on the discussions also identified future directions for continuing the 
conversation and potential collaborative projects. Moreover, the documentation and summary 
of workshop outcomes also supported dialogue in the post-workshop conversations as 
participants were able to see what was discussed and respond to it. As a result, the workshop 
and post-workshop discussions yield rich dialogue about desirable forest futures for Kainuu.  

Including participants as collaborators in generating speculative scenarios would have 
encouraged a lot of dialogue and engagement with ideas of alternatives to growth and forest-
based livelihoods in Kainuu. The lack of participant involvement in the speculation process is 
a notable gap in my design process. Utilizing more participatory and co-design methods and 
processes discussed by Escobar (2018), Irwin (2015) and Manzini (2015) would help close this 
gap and support long-term engagement in making room for a plurality of perspectives in Finnish 
forest dialogues. 
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Raising visibility and awareness 

Recalling Gibson-Graham’s point that marginal ideas are made more visible and real through the 
performativity of knowledge creation (Gibson-Graham, 2008), bringing visibility to alternative 
economies and diverse forest-based livelihoods was embedded throughout my research and 
design process. This was most apparent in the interactions I had with interviewees, participants 
and people that I contacted since explaining my research topic and goals was always part of 
it. The interviews expanded on this by engaging interviewees with questions of forest-human 
connections, forest management practices and livelihoods. In some cases, conversations with 
curious interviewees directly discussed my research aims and questions.  

Visual communication of ideas of alternative forest-human connections, economies and 
livelihoods were also created through the collage format of the speculative scenarios. In particular, 
the speculative scenarios were effective in summarizing and making tangible many different 
ideas of possible forest futures in Kainuu so that they could be understood and discussed by a 
diverse set of actors. In terms of what role speculative visions should play in forest discourses 
and transition projects, workshop participants raised some key questions: How should we be 
using visions/scenarios and testing? To think big or to do small experiments more grounded in 
reality? Can we do both? 

Figure 6.1: Design process model adapted from Double Diamond model (Design Council 2019). 
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Determining how much visibility the speculative scenarios and workshop brought to the topic 
of diversifying forest livelihoods and forest-human connections in Kainuu is difficult to quantify. 
However, the open invitation format of the workshop as well as my repeated encouragement to 
share the workshop invitation with others did result in a few additional attendees that I had not 
previously contacted. This indicates that leveraging contacts’ networks could be very valuable in 
increasing visibility and awareness. 

Bringing together diverse actors 

A strictly participatory design process was not followed, but I aimed to bring together diverse 
perspectives and actors by exploring place, identity, livelihoods, and environment in the interviews 
and workshop/post-workshop discussions. On the whole, this process was successful in bringing 
together many important actors, industries and communities involved in Kainuu’s forest sector, 
but it failed to draw in some important actors and perspectives. 

Conducting expert interviews was one way in which I attempted to involve diverse actors and 
participation in the process of developing speculative designs for Kainuu’s forest futures. As 
each interview was one-to-one, the interviewees were not placed in direct contact with each 
other – only their perspectives were collected and brought together in my process of analysis and 



114 115interpretation. Positive relationships that were built through the interviews were crucial though 
for establishing connections to other relevant actors and recruiting more participants for the 
interviews and workshop. The strongest connections I made were with interview participants 
who were enthusiastic towards the research topic and with whom I was able to have more 
personal conversations. These participants appeared more candid in sharing their experiences 
and they also were enthusiastic in sharing the workshop invitation amongst their networks. 

The process and format of my contact outreach, interviews, and workshop failed to engage 
some key actors in participating in the speculative discussions. Missing from the interviews and 
very underrepresented in the workshop were perspectives from the arts and forest conservation 
due to conflicting busy schedules. Perhaps how the research was framed and communicated to 
these groups did not resonate as much and should have been adjusted to appear more relevant 
to their work. More time and flexibility in accommodating busy schedules may also be needed 
to engage more actors.  

Disinterest or defensiveness towards the scenarios ideas I proposed during the workshop and 
post-workshop discussions also revealed barriers to bringing together diverse perspectives and 
actors to open up forest discussions and opportunities for future collaboration. Participation 
was also inhibited due to language barriers imposed by conducting the interviews and workshop 
only in English. Nonetheless, it was a positive sign that 12 people participated in the workshop 
and post-workshop discussions given that I am a non-Finnish speaker with no pre-existing 
connections to Kainuu or the forest sector. Although I was able to leverage the contacts I made 
through interviews as well as the name recognition of Aalto University, my supervisor and advisor 
likely gave more legitimacy to my research. 

In addition, the speculative scenarios were a successful tool for promoting visioning, dialogue 
and collaboration towards alternative possible forest futures. They were able to connect different 
and multiple dialogues about diversifying forest-human connections and livelihoods through the 
workshop and post-workshop discussions. In considering how speculative approaches might 
support moving from dialogue to collective action, the design process could have been taken 
a step further by including different actors in co-designing speculative scenarios to share and 
discuss with others. This collaborative approach to bringing together diverse actors to construct 
possible future visions of forest-human connections in Kainuu together was emphasized in the 
transition design (Escobar, 2018; Irwin, 2015) and design for social innovation (Manzini, 2015) 
literature discussed in Chapter 2. 

Shift in focus from place-based to diverse livelihoods 

At the beginning of this research and design process, I wanted to take a place-based approach. 
In realizing that pursuing a fully place-based research and design process would go well beyond 
the scope and timeframe of a master’s thesis, being place-based became less of a focus 
and speculation of possible livelihoods connecting humans, forests and technology became 
foregrounded. 

It is worth highlighting that how I understood the connections between diverse economies, 
ecological livelihoods, decommodification, speculative design, transition design, and place-
making/place-based approaches shifted throughout the thesis writing and design process. 
Initially, I saw place-based approaches as the starting point to tackling how to decommodify a 
critical resource and source of wealth for Finland. Speculative and transition design approaches, 

diverse economies and post-growth perspectives were the specific lens through which I was 
exploring and experimenting with these ideas. Through the process of conducting and analyzing 
the interviews, developing the scenarios, reading more literature, hosting and reflecting on 
the workshop, my perspective shifted. Speculative design, transition theories and diverse 
economies/post-growth became foregrounded while place-making moved into the background. 

This connects to the broader discussion explored in Chapters 2 and 3 of mindsets and 
approaches needed to cultivate sustainable livelihoods. Place-based values can be very diverse 
and contradictory depending on how we define place, and the people and beings that inhabit 
that place (Escobar, 2018; Horlings, 2015). Long-term projects of community collaboration, co-
research, ownership and trust building are needed in order to take a truly place-based approach 
as advocated for by Manzini (2015), Escobar (2018), Horlings (2015) and White (2019b). The 
other side of this is that perhaps the place-based approach that is emerging from post-colonial 
contexts within marginalized communities are not neatly transferable to other contexts where 
the history and power relations are different and thus senses of “place” and “community” have 
markedly different dynamics.



7 CONCLUSION
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OUTCOMES 
In Chapter 1 I outlined how rural communities dependent on resource extraction are in a tough 
position wherein they have a lot of diverse knowledge and skills in utilizing valuable materials for 
living (like forests and wood in the case of Finland), but at the same time they face increasing 
pressures to be economically productive amidst uncertain commodity markets, climate change, 
biodiversity loss and urbanization. This led to my interest in exploring how to open up discussions 
around diversifying forest-based livelihoods through alternative forest-human connections in 
Kainuu. Finnish forest discussions are currently polarized by economic growth imperatives or 
nature conservation, which creates a tradeoff between supporting community wellbeing or 
nature’s wellbeing. My research aimed to amplify alternative perspectives of Finnish forests that 
can potentially support both communities and forests. 

The decision to focus on forests and forest-based livelihoods in Finland was due to their 
importance culturally and economically for Finland. Furthermore, as forests provide both 
valuable material resources and act as carbon sinks, they embody the complexity of navigating 
just socio-ecological transformations. I chose to situate my research in Kainuu region because 
of its history and challenges with balancing mixed models of forest ownership, connections to 
global trade and experiences with diversifying a forest-dependent region. 

Research and design process 

The review of discourses in sustainable transformations, design and diverse economies explored 
in Chapters 2 and 3 served as critical foundations to the research and design process. A series 
of 10 expert interviews were conducted with a diverse range of actors who live in Kainuu and/
or are involved in the forest sector. In Chapter 4 I described how the qualitative data collected 
from these semi-structured interviews formed the basis of my empirical research. Theories of 
universal and place-based values introduced in Chapter 2 were applied to the interview analysis 
to synthesize and draw out insights for speculative cenario development.  

These insights were combined with theories of diverse economies, ecological livelihoods 
and ecological management introduced in Chapter 3 to inspire and generate three distinct 
speculative scenarios. Each scenario was visualized and communicated through collages that 
described key aspects of forest-based livelihoods and forest-human connections. My aim with 
the speculative scenarios was to open up discussion and explore future possibilities for new 
connections between humans, forests and technology in Kainuu. Finally, these scenarios were 
presented to nine participants in a 3-hour online workshop in which the scenario ideas and forest 
issues were discussed. Three additional post-workshop discussions were held with participants 
who were unable to attend the workshop. 

Outcomes 

The workshop and post-workshop discussions found that speculative visions of the future can 
be provocative and effective in engaging people in abstract and complex topics like diverse 
forest-human connections and livelihoods (described in detail in Chapter 5). However, it was 
also found that methods were less critical than mindset for determining whether people are 

open to embracing new ideas of possible forest futures. Chapter 6 describes how speculative 
methods alone are insufficient for shifting mindsets unless they directly address the underlying 
fears and desires that reinforce protectiveness and complacency to change. 

Transition design theories described in Chapter 2 advocate for an open mindset and posture from 
the designer, but the workshop and post-workshop outcomes discussed in Chapter 5 revealed 
that this is likely insufficient to enable possible transitions. Rather, the outcomes suggest that 
such a reflexive mindset should be a precondition for effective collaboration and visioning 
amongst different forest sector actors. An open mindset does not guarantee that everyone will 
be interested in engaging in the murky politics of difficult forest transition topics, but cultivating 
cooperation and curiosity appears to be a necessary starting point.  

Lastly, it was determined that forest discussions are unlikely to progress until the core issues 
of forest ownership, work, and wood extraction/production are addressed. Even in highly 
speculative and future-oriented contexts discussion is unlikely to open up until people can 
break away from conventional ideas of ownership, forest management, work, and growth driven 
notions of development. 

DECOMMODIFIED 
FORESTS & LIVING

DIVERSIFICATION 
OF LIVELIHOODS

influences
influences

Figure 7.1: Interaction between concepts of decommodified forests and livelihoods. 

7.2 RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS AND 
CHALLENGE
The two aspects shown in Figure 7.1 oriented and emerged from the research and design 
process. Based on workshop and post-workshop conversations these concepts proved to be 
very compelling when expressed through visual speculative futures in generating interest in 
discussion about forest-human connections. One conclusion to draw from this is that together 
they can create many opportunities to explore forest topics from different angles and at multiple 
scales. The concepts of decommodification, diversification and especially livelihood seem broad 
and inclusive enough to not constrict dialogue or possibilities. They are also familiar enough that 
I did not struggle in any discussions with participants to introduce or explain these terms.

Another conclusion is that there are significant barriers to pursuing topics concerning forest-
human connections, modes of ownership, management and livelihoods within Kainuu. These 



120 121barriers will make it a challenge for designers, researchers, collaborators and participants to 
embrace plurality, experimentation and reflexiveness towards speculation, visioning, planning 
and enacting sustainable forest futures: 

◊ Speculative approaches to radical socio-ecological transformations can 
generate uncertainty that reinforces skeptical or risk-adverse attitudes 
towards change 

◊ Limitations imposed by global and place-specific hegemonic systems and 
structures to imagine alternatives 

◊ Complacency towards shifting hegemonies and uneven power relations in 
forest ownership and management 

Within the short time frame of this thesis research, I was unable to have multiple engagements 
of speculative exploration and discussion with participants. Consequently, it is difficult to gauge 
the usefulness of speculative methods in longer-term transition projects. It is also difficult 
to gauge how the barriers mentioned above might manifest in different research projects. 
Furthermore, the small scope and number of participants represented in the interviews and 
workshop discussions can at best give signals and impressions of the opportunities, barriers, 
and mindsets that may be encountered if engaging in further research of this topic in Kainuu. 

What are the implications for forest discourses in Kainuu? For designers, researchers 
of sustainable forest-based transformations? One conclusion is that more long-term 
transdisciplinary collaboration and embracing multiple forms of knowledge and place-based 
values is needed. This is already happening with the growth of collaborative and co-managed 
research projects between scientists and Sámi communities in Northern Finland (Brattland & 
Mustonen, 2018). Researchers and key community actors identify mutually beneficial goals and 
questions they want to explore and then support and legitimize each other’s ways of knowing 
through the combination of Indigenous (or traditional) knowledge and scientific knowledge 
(Brattland & Mustonen, 2018). 

Observing and learning from these projects could be a useful starting point in supporting new 
partnerships between (radical) design, eco-democratic theories and regional planning (White, 
2019b), to make room for more just and diverse conversations and experimentation connected 
to forests. Moreover, the value of livelihood as a concept to build from and emphasize in 
conversations about forests, Kainuu and sustainable transitions should be further investigated. 

Finally, dedication to building mutually trusting and reciprocal relationships with residents 
of Kainuu holds potential for building strong collaborations towards sustainable forest 
transformations. This can pose a challenge for some researchers and designers particularly 
if they are from outside the region or coming from Southern Finland, given negative past 
experiences many Kainuu residents have had with being researched and experimented on 
through top-down initiatives. The main challenge here is that more time, sensitivity and reflexive 
capabilities are needed from researchers and designers to navigate this tension and skepticism 
from some actors in Kainuu’s forest discourses. 

7.3 DESIGN OPPORTUNITIES AND 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
Concerning future design and research opportunities on the subject of diversifying forest-
based livelihoods and forest-human connections there are many opportunities to explore. One 
potential direction would be to investigate more closely the role of values and the normalization 
of certain values as being acceptable over others. This could also draw on speculative design 
to envision subversions of what is normal or natural to talk about (Dunne & Raby, 2013) in the 
context of forest-human connections in Kainuu and elsewhere in Finland. This could enable 
fruitful conversations about what is valued/not valued, what is normalized, who does it benefit 
or harm, and what (if anything) should shift in forest-human interactions. 

There is still a lack of compelling case studies that address post-growth, diverse economies 
and livelihoods topics connected to Finnish forests. Therefore, another opportunity would be to 
establish projects geared towards building compelling case studies of post-growth economies 
and diverse forest-based livelihoods in Finland. Likewise, another interesting area for further 
research would be to pursue experiment projects aimed at cultivating values towards plurality, 
openness to change and experimentation which might benefit the Kainuu region through the 
creation of added values (Horlings, 2015).

Specific to design research and practice, two main directions that I see speculative and transition 
design being relevant to enabling socio-ecological transformations of Finnish forests are: 

1. Speculative and transition design supporting forest discussions 

This would entail exploring how design can support making forest discussions more visible, 
inclusive and democratic. This direction would benefit from integrating practices and methods 
from participatory and autonomous design (Escobar, 2018; White, 2019b). 

2. Speculative and transition design guiding experiments 

This means using speculative and transition design approaches to vision and test out ideas 
with supportive collaborators. This would likely follow closely and build from the transition 
design frameworks outlined by Irwin (2015) as well as the co-design methods described by 
Manzini (2015). Although these directions focus on different areas of transitions, they both 
can inform and build from insights gained by the other. This mirrors what White (2019b) and 
Gaziulusoy & Ryan (2017) propose by bringing in more participatory and democratic processes 
into design practices. These practices can complement and support the conceptualizing and 
visioning capabilities of speculative and transition design, thereby supporting and expanding 
conversations, possibilities and experiments towards just and democratic ecological futures.
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APPENDIX A: EMAIL TEMPLATE FOR 
CONTACTING EXPERTS TO INTERVIEW 
Dear [name],  

My name is Elisa, I’m an MA design student from Aalto University in Espoo. For my thesis project, 
I am exploring how building from place-based values and perspectives to diversify perceptions 
of Finnish forests can potentially support both forests and the communities that depend on 
them to thrive. I’m doing my thesis under the supervision of Eeva Berglund (Adjunct Professor, 
Environmental Policy at Aalto University) and Eeva Houtbeckers (Postdoctoral Researcher at 
Aalto University). 

A key part of this project that I will be designing is a series of future scenarios that re-imagine 
and challenge dominant ideas of how forests should be managed and used. My intent with this 
design is to spark and open up discussions around forests and their use values within Kainuu 
region. To ensure that these designs are as diverse as possible, I would like to learn more about 
how people connected to forests throughout Kainuu relate to and interact with forests. 

Given Invest in Kainuu’s emphasis on transitioning towards a bioeconomy, along with developing 
wood industries and tourism sectors, I am keen to hear your perspective on forests and regional 
development within the Kainuu region. 

If you are interested, I propose to have a quick chat over telephone/video sometime before early 
August? It should take around 30-60 minutes of your time. Any thoughts or feedback you are 
willing to offer would be highly appreciated. 

I can be reached by either email (email given) or phone (phone number given). 

Looking forward to hearing from you! 

Best Regards, 

Elisa Dametto 

APPENDIX B: LIST OF INTERVIEW 
QUESTIONS 
Note: These questions served as a guideline. Based on the person I was interviewing I would 
focus only on asking a few of the questions listed below. 

Warm up 

How did you become involved with forests?  

What is your relationship to forests? 

Attitudes towards contemporary forestry 

What are your thoughts on contemporary forest practices in Kainuu?  

How do you think the bioeconomy will impact forestry in Kainuu?  

How well do these ideas and practices relate to your own views of forests? 

Thoughts on current forest discussions 

What do you think of current discussions concerning forests in Kainuu region? 

Where in the discussion do you find yourself in agreement/disagreement?  

Are there any issues that you think are missing from the discussion and would wish were talked 
about more? 

Human-Forest Connections  

How do you use and interact with forests (and the other beings living in forests)? 

How do forests shape the way you live and your livelihood(s)?  

How do you contribute to the livelihood of forests and other beings that live in forests?  

Observations of Forest Landscapes 

What changes to forest landscapes in Kainuu have you observed?  

If they don’t offer much: For example, have you noticed changes in biodiversity, types of species, 
the size or numbers of certain species changes, or noticed changes in climate that have impacted 
forest landscapes? 

Personal Relationship to Forests  

What is something that you think/feel/do involving forests that you don’t often talk about with 
others? 

Why don’t you talk about this with others?  
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APPENDIX C: EMAIL TEMPLATE FOR 
INVITING PARTICIPANTS TO OPEN 
WORKSHOP 
Dear [name], 

Given that many people are unable to attend the workshop on the original date (Mon. 14.9) due 
to COVID-19 or other obligations, the workshop has been postponed and will now be held online 
via the video meeting platform Zoom.  

These changes have been made to allow for more people to participate in the workshop as it is 
critical for the impact of this thesis research that a diverse range of opinions and ideas heard 
and included in the study’s analysis. 

Details about the workshop are as follows: 

Date: Monday, September 21, 2020 

Location: Online (link given) 

Time: 10:00 – 13:00 

Workshop will be held in English. 

Schedule 

9:45 – 10:00: Participants can start entering the meeting 

10:00 – 10:15: Welcome & Introductions 

10:015 – 10:45: Presentation of future scenarios of Kainuu region, forests and livelihoods 

10:45 – 11:00: Break 

11:00 – 11:45: Small group discussion of future scenarios 

11:45 – 12:00: Break 

12:00 – 12:20: Large group discussion of key takeaways from small group discussions 

12:20 – 12:40: Reflection and wrap-up 

 

During this workshop you can expect: 

◊ A presentation of future-oriented speculative designs based on several expert 
interviews conducted over this summer that aims to inspire new ideas and 

approaches concerning Kainuu forests, communities and the values that 
connect them. 

◊ To connect to various people related to and actively working within Kainuu’s 
forests 

◊ Participate in discussions on the future of Kainuu’s forests, communities and 
the values that connect them. 

◊ Make an important impact on this study by making your voice heard and 
included in the analysis of the thesis. This thesis and workshop are also part 
of other ongoing forest research being conducted at Aalto University. 

◊ Invitations to this workshop are also being sent to key people from MTK, 
Metsänomistajat Kainuu, Kainuun Etu Oy, Kuhmo Oy, LUKE, SYKE, Mustarinda 
Association, Pölkky Oy, University of Eastern Finland, Metsäsaatio, Suomen 
luonnonsuojeluliito, Forest Stewardship Council, Arvometsä Oy, Metsäkeskus, 
GreenEscape and each municipality. 

Please confirm if you will be able to attend or not by September 16th. Please also note that this 
is an open workshop, so feel free to share the invitation with anyone else you think might be 
interested. 

Looking forward to hearing from you! 

 

Best Regards, 

Elisa Dametto 

APPENDIX D: POST-WORKSHOP EMAIL 
SENT TO PARTICIPANTS 
Hello everyone, 

Thank you for your participation and enthusiastic engagement with such complex and tricky 
subjects yesterday!  

My aim for this workshop was to present the speculative futures I developed and provoke 
discussion around what we value concerning desirable livelihoods, management and activities 
that shape connections between people and forests in Kainuu. During the workshop I heard a 
lot of different perspectives and my hope is that these conversations continue so that these 
diverse ways of seeing forests are more visible, and that they help shape evolving systems and 
practices. 

Although the scenarios I presented did not seem very specific to Kainuu, there was still a lot of 
great discussions about Kainuu, ecotourism, biodiversity, forest ownership and management. I 
hope that this workshop was as insightful and thought provoking for you as it was for me. 

Below is a summary of some key discussions and takeaways from workshop: 



132 ◊ Scenarios were more like science fiction/blue sky thinking - hard to connect 
them to Kainuu and reality 

◊ How should we be using visions/scenarios and testing? To think big or to do 
small experiments more grounded in reality? Can we do both? 

◊ Diverse groups from different backgrounds and disciplines use terminology 
(like scenarios) in different ways, so important to build a common language 
and understanding to collaborate together 

◊ Although scenarios are very futuristic, there are some things already happening 
like VR ecotourism, remote data sensing and monitoring with drones and 
forest burials 

◊ Forest ownership is a complex and evolving topic - multiple models to explore 
as things evolve 

◊ Important not to forget private family forest ownership and the values/care 
they have for forests 

◊ Forest management is very centralized and there is a need for new and 
multiple ways of managing forests 

◊ Tough balancing act between supporting biodiversity and needs while also 
supporting human diversity and needs 

◊ There is an urgent need for people with diverse experiences to get together to 
discuss how future forests should be managed 

Building off that last point, everyone who participated in today’s workshop is included (some who 
couldn’t make it also ccd) to this email so that you can have further contact and conversations 
with each other. 

If you have any new thoughts or feedback please don’t hesitate to reach out to me at [email 
given]. 

Have a lovely week! 

Best Regards, 

Elisa Dametto


