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Summary

This study explores civic uses of the Internet in the context of spatial local govern-
ance in the city of Tampere, Finland. During the last ten years I have been involved 
in experimenting with novel Internet practices for public participation, and the study 
builds upon these participatory initiatives. The Internet and spatial technologies 
have been assumed as means to give a voice to the public and widen the knowledge 
base that informs planning. In this study I investigate empirically how the potential 
of the Internet and spatial technologies for public engagement is actualised in prac-
tice. The aim of the study is to understand the dynamics in play when the Internet 
is utilised to engage the public in urban planning and neighbourhood development 
processes. Methodologically I build upon interpretive policy analysis and science and 
technology studies. These traditions offer means to approach meaning-making and 
knowledge production as local, socio-cultural, and material practice.

The study comprises three cases. A dispute over building a bridge over the 
Tammerkoski rapids is the fi rst of these. The analysis identifi es four different ways 
in which people utilised the Internet during the dispute. The results suggest that the 
Internet facilitated challenging the local consensus-seeking and streamlined culture 
of governance. The second case introduces a citizen panel in Tesoma neighbourhood. 
The panel was established to explore novel ways of participation in the context of 
neighbourhood development. The results show that the form of information and the 
form of access to information are crucial to enhance meaningful interaction between 
residents and city administration. The third case concerns the planning process of 
Nurmi-Sorila neighbourhood. An online discussion forum in which people could 
geographically reference their statements was set up to elicit fi rst-hand knowledge 
about the local characteristics of the place. The results indicate that the production of 
knowledge from geo-referenced public discussion is not a straightforward task. First, 
geo-referenced discussion provides multimodal means of meaning-making, which 
introduces ambiguity to the interpretation. Second, a particular type of knowledge 
is generated, where issues intended for public articulation are prominent and inti-
mate experiential knowledge of place is overshadowed. Third, knowledge generated 
by the public is transformed as a result of planners’ practical reasoning. 

The cases reveal how the actualisation of the potential of the Internet for public 
engagement in spatial local governance relies on the interplay between: (1) the issues, 



consisting of meanings and knowledge evoked in specifi c episodes of spatial local 
governance; (2) the actors who become engaged with generating and negotiating 
over those meanings, and; (3) the communicative settings generated to engage with 
the production of knowledge and sharing of meaning, and settings of which in turn 
actively generate capacities for these activities. This tripartite dynamics serves as useful 
heuristics to assess the instruments of public engagement as forms in the making. It 
outlines elements that show how the potential is actualised in specifi c situations of 
governance, while embedded in the broader culture of governance. To accompany 
this dynamics, the study also introduces three dimensions concerning the poten-
tial of the Internet for public engagement. The interactional dimension refers to the 
arrangement of the communicative situation between different actors in a commu-
nicative setting. The organising dimension refers to the ways and forms in which 
information is stored and how it can be accessed. The expressive dimension refers to 
different modalities of articulation. The results suggest that particular confi gurations 
of the interactional, organising, and expressive dimensions in locally specifi c circum-
stances have a critical infl uence on how the Internet facilitates or constrains negotia-
tion over meanings and mobilisation of different forms of knowledge.



Tiivistelmä

Tässä tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan Internetin käyttöä kansalaisten osallistumi-
sessa paikallisen, tilan käyttöä koskevan hallinnan kontekstissa Tampereella. Olen 
viimeisten kymmenen vuoden aikana ollut mukana hankkeissa, joissa on kokeiltu 
uudenlaisia osallistumisen käytäntöjä. Tutkimukseni rakentuu näiden hankkeiden 
varaan. Internet ja paikkatietoteknologia on nähty mahdollisuutena laajentaa suun-
nittelun tietopohjaa ja antaa kansalaisten näkemyksille vahvempi rooli suunnittelussa. 
Tarkastelen ja pyrin ymmärtämään tässä tutkimuksessa empiirisen aineiston avulla 
dynamiikkaa, jonka kautta Internetin potentiaali todellistuu käytännöissä. Metodo-
logisesti tukeudun tulkinnallisen politiikka-analyysin ja tieteen ja teknologian tutki-
muksen perinteisiin, jotka tarjoavat käsitteellisiä apuvälineitä lähestyä merkitysten 
muodostamista ja tiedon tuottamista paikallisina, sosio-kulttuurisina ja materiaali-
sina käytäntöinä.

Tutkimus koostuu kolmesta tapauksesta. Kiista Tammerkosken ylittävästä sillasta 
on niistä ensimmäinen. Tapauksen analyysi identifi oi erilaisia tapoja hyödyntää Inter-
netiä prosessissa. Tulokset osoittavat, että Internetin käyttö edesauttoi kuntalaisia 
haastamaan paikallista konsensukseen ja virtaviivaisuuteen pyrkivää hallintatapaa. 
Toinen tapaus koskee Tesoman kansalaisraatia, joka perustettiin uudenlaisten osal-
listumismuotojen tarkastelemiseksi asuinalueen kehittämisen kontekstissa. Tulokset 
kansalaisraadin tapauksesta kertovat, että informaation esittämisen muoto on avain-
seikka pyrittäessä parantamaan mielekästä vuorovaikutusta asukkaiden ja kaupungin 
viranhaltijoiden välillä. Kolmas tapaus muotoutuu Nurmi-Sorilan asuinalueen suun-
nitteluprosessin ympärille. Prosessissa käytettiin uudenlaista paikkatietoa ja verkko-
keskustelua hyödyntävää osallistumisvälinettä, jossa ihmiset pystyivät keskustele-
maan Nurmi-Sorilan piirteistä ja kehittämisestä ja sitomaan argumentit maantieteel-
lisiin sijainteihin. Välineellä pyrittiin saamaan ihmisten kokemuksellista ensikäden 
tietoa paikan ominaispiirteistä. Tapauksen tulokset osoittavat, että tiedon tuotta-
minen suunnitteluprosessiin tällaisen välineen avulla ei ole suoraviivaista. Ensiksi, 
väline tarjoaa multimodaalisia merkityksen tuottamisen tapoja, joka lisää merkitysten 
monitulkintaisuutta. Toiseksi, tuotettu tieto koostuu sellaisten asioiden kautta, jotka 
alistetaan julkiselle keskustelulle. Tällöin esimerkiksi intiimit kokemukset paikasta 
jäävät taka-alalle. Kolmanneksi, ihmisten tuottama tieto muuttuu sen siirtyessä suun-
nittelijoiden käytäntöihin.



Tapaukset avaavat kuinka Internetin potentiaali todellistuu kansalaisten osal-
listumismenettelyissä vuorovaikutuksessa, jota määrittävät: (1) Julkiset kysymykset, 
koostuen niistä merkityksistä ja tiedosta, jotka tulevat esiin spesifeissä tilan käyttöä 
koskevan hallinnan tilanteissa; (2) Toimijat, jotka ryhtyvät tuottamaan näitä merki-
tyksiä ja neuvottelemaan niistä; (3) Kommunikatiiviset puitteet, joita luodaan merki-
tysten rakentamiselle, ja jotka vastavuoroisesti luovat uusia kykyjä tuottaa merki-
tyksiä. Tämä kolmiosainen dynamiikka toimii hyödyllisenä heuristisena apuväli-
neenä, jonka avulla kansalaisten osallistumisvälineitä voi tarkastella jatkuvasti tekey-
tyvinä ja alati muuntautuvina. Dynamiikka hahmottelee niitä tekijöitä, jotka näyt-
tävät kuinka potentiaali aktualisoituu tilanteisesti hallinnan käytännöissä huomi-
oiden samalla kuitenkin laajemman hallinnan kulttuurin. Tähän dynamiikkaan 
liittyy myös kolme ulottuvuutta, jotka tutkimukseni erittelee. Vuorovaikutuksen 
ulottuvuus viittaa toimijoiden välisen kommunikatiivisen tilan järjestelyihin tietyissä 
kommunikatiivisissa puitteissa. Organisoinnin ulottuvuus viittaa erilaisiin tapoihin 
ja muotoihin, joissa informaatiota tallennetaan ja tehdään saavutettavaksi. Ilmaisun 
ulottuvuus viittaa erilaisiin artikuloinnin ja argumentoinnin muotoihin. Tutkimuk-
seni tulokset esittävät, että näiden ulottuvuuksien erilaisilla jäsentymisillä on suurta 
vaikutusta siihen miten Internet edesauttaa tai rajoittaa neuvottelua merkityksistä ja 
erityyppisen tiedon mobilisointia paikallisessa, tilankäyttöä koskevassa hallinnassa.    
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1
Introduc� on

“I do not think citizens would have the necessary skills to make appropriate designs”1, 
said a senior planner after citizens had made visualisations of a bridge that was to be 
constructed in the city centre of Tampere, Finland. How had we come to this situ-
ation? Ordinary people do not usually design bridges, so why had this professional 
been sucked into a situation where he needed to bother with such an odd question? 
The question came up in one of the interviews that I conducted with central actors 
involved in a dispute about building a bridge over the Tammerkoski rapids that 
traverse the centre of this Finnish middle-sized city. 

Many people did not take kindly to the city’s intention to construct a bridge, and 
a civic movement against the plan started to form at the end of the 1990s. During the 
planning process, the city of Tampere commissioned an engineering fi rm to produce 
visual material to illustrate how the bridge would look like if built. The visualisa-
tions were published in the main local newspaper Aamulehti. In response, the citi-
zens produced their own visualisations and published them on the website that had 
been created for storing information and public debate about the bridge issue. The 
active citizens felt that the engineers’ visualisations did not convey a correct picture 
of what the bridge and its surroundings would really look like. The viewpoint of the 
engineers’ images was from the middle of the rapids, from a point where nobody 
would normally see the bridge. By contrast, the bridge was depicted from a pedes-
trian viewpoint in the citizens’ visualisations, illustrating what the bridge would look 
like in daily life.

The bridge was never built. It was not just the visualisations that caused the orig-
inal plan to be abandoned. In addition, people had many other means, some of which 
took advantage of the Internet and others that did not, to infl uence the decision-
making and planning of the bridge. However, the visualisation episode is an example 
how the Internet and visual means of illustrating spatial matters made a difference 

1 Here I paraphrase a little for the sake of the story. A more exact translation from the original Finnish interview would 
be: “I don’t really think that some individual citizen, surely they are then a little bit unsophisticated, if you are not in 
some kind of profession where it is your task to make them. I will not start making a visualisation, because I will not 
be able to make one. Clearly there is an own special skill involved in it.”   
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in the process. By designing their own visualisations and by publishing them on the 
Web, people could illustratively articulate the issue from their perspective.

The episode of bridge visualisations is a telling example of civic use of the Internet 
in the context of spatial local governance, a term I use to refer to different ways of 
organizing collective action on issues that become specifi ed in spatial terms at the local 
level2. This study delves into episodes of governance such as that regarding the visu-
alisation of the bridge. My aim is to explore the potential of the Internet for public 
engagement in spatial local governance. The visualisations show how the Internet 
may contribute to civic agency3 in this context, but it is only one example. To better 
understand how the Internet performs in terms of engaging citizens in the practice 
of spatial local governance, we need more examples that unfold other characteristics 
while being contextually interlaced. Since the bridge dispute, I have taken part in 
various processes where the aim has been to systematically facilitate public engage-
ment by utilising the Internet in land use planning and neighbourhood development 
(see Chapter 2). The fi ndings from that experimentation are reported in this study. 

The poten� al of the Internet 
for public engagement as an object of research

The question of more inclusive policy-making and planning in the context of urban 
planning and neighbourhood development is persistent4. This indicates both that 
there is good reason to include citizens in spatial policy making and planning of 
cities and that there are no simple solutions to this question. The bridge visualisa-
tion episode presents aspects of the question that recurred when analysing different 
cases and situations. 

First, politics of meaning: People were not only interested in the bridge as a phys-
ical structure; they valued the place where the bridge was supposed to be constructed 
and therefore used the Web and visualisations to generate symbolic meanings of the 
environment. Thus the episode provides an example of how the place, and values 
associated with it, became politicised through novel visual use of the Internet. Second, 
politics of knowledge: The episode highlights a particular mode of expression in which 

2 I use the term spatial local governance to include a wide variety of activities from strategic spatial planning to every-
day interaction on more mundane matters between residents and administrators regarding physical qualities of places, 
such as reporting broken streetlights. By including the term spatial I limit my focus to issues that are essentially spatial 
and pertain to the physical and socio-cultural qualities of particular places. Thus issues relating to the city as a whole, 
such as budget planning are excluded. Of course such issues may matter in spatial local governance, but if they do, they 
become locally contextualized in the shape of factors that may have an effect in specifi c neighbourhoods or places. The 
focus is on issues that are articulated in location-specifi c terms (cf. Madanipour, Hull & Healey 2001 on governance of 
place).

3 Dahlgren (2006, 269) has defi ned citizenship as “a mode of social agency within the context of pluralistic interests”. 
I lean on this neo-republican defi nition in which citizenship is not considered only as a legal status. In the text I use 
people and citizens interchangeably; from my perspective people become citizens as they act towards collective issues in 
public.

4 It is from the fi eld of spatial planning where the questioning of classical-modernist institutions of policy making by means 
of public participation took off in the 1960s. At that time, the idea of central planning by applying technical rationality 
was prominent. However, this did not produce results without harmful side-effects and consequences, and since then, 
the public has been called to participate. However, in different countries and contexts legislation and procedures that 
align a role for public participation within classical-modernist institutions have not been successful in making spatial 
policy-making and planning more robust (Innes & Booher 2004; Hajer 2009).
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local knowledge about qualities of place was mobilised and framed. With the visuali-
sations people aimed at challenging the expert knowledge in the planning process, in 
this case the images provided by the engineering fi rm. Third, politics of communicative 
space: The episode is an example of how a specifi c local situation, where a new element 
to the familiar environment was introduced, prompted people to engage with the 
issue and constitute the Internet as a public space, as a communicative setting where 
symbolic meanings of place could be articulated and local knowledge mobilised. 

These three aspects are intertwined but serve different purposes in the study. 
The politics of communicative space will serve as the analytical focus against which 
I consider how meanings and knowledge are generated. 

Negotiation over meanings and mobilisation of different knowledge resources 
are crucial because a city does not constitute an integrated whole. Instead, cities are 
multiple; they are not static, but always in a state of becoming (Amin & Thrift 2002). 
Different actors make sense of this multiplicity from their own points of view, or 
imaginations, as Patsy Healey (2010) has proposed. Almost spontaneously, mutu-
ally exclusive decisions have to be made in spatial local governance where different 
actors have strong vested interests, stakes, and ways of framing and defi ning prob-
lems; tension and confl icts are common and need somehow to be settled (Healey 
1997; Hajer 2003). 

Spatial local governance is about negotiating qualities of place that consist of a 
complex array of meanings attached to places, and about using these meanings to 
maintain, abolish, or transform physical environments (cf. Madanipour et al. 2001). 
Some of the meanings are complementary and some are contested. Policy-making 
and planning not only address problems that need to be solved, but in the proc-
esses of governance actors give symbolic meanings to the environment. Governance 
relies on the authoritative enactment of meaning (Hajer 2009), and the challenge in 
spatial local governance is to act at the intersection of multiple perspectives. Spatial 
planning and policy-making should take account of different types of knowledge5, 
both those which rely on statistical and technical data and those which are based on 
phenomenological accounts of life, and take action at the intersection of political-
economic and aesthetic-cultural considerations (Madanipour et al. 2001). In conse-
quence, there are strong arguments for public engagement in these issues. First, from 
the perspective of justice public participation makes sense; the decisions directly 
affect the living conditions of citizens. Second, the instrumental rationale suggests 
that the closeness to the context of the matters that are decided makes the inclu-
sion of citizens’ experiential, non-professional, knowledge plausible (Jacobs 1961; 
Krimsky 1984; Fischer 2000). 

Innovations in information and communication technologies in recent decades, 
especially in the form of the Internet and spatial technologies such as geographic infor-
mation systems (GIS), have been proposed as means toward more inclusive urban 

5 Following Haila (2008), I consider that each type of knowledge consists of three dimensions: (1) matters of fact, somet-
hing that is known; (2) a system or method to invoke matters of fact, and; (3) a normative framework because both sys-
tems of knowledge and matters of fact rely upon social interpretation. This also means that knowledge is tied to activi-
ties that actors deal with by utilizing shared repertoires, that is, knowledge intertwines with practice. 
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governance6. They are assumed to offer new options for public engagement to rein-
force democracy and widen the knowledge base behind planning and policy-making. 
However, there have recently been calls to build up a realistic understanding of the 
conditions and contexts that shape and transform the net as a resource for civic life 
(Dahlgren 2009). Authors have explicitly called for case studies to tackle the appro-
priation for civic uses of the Internet practices (Coleman & Blumler 2009; Dahl-
gren 2009) and spatial technologies in real-life settings (Rinner & Bird 2009). It is 
to this problem space that I contribute; the bridge dispute started a research process 
during which I analysed a variety of cases of experimentation with civic uses of the 
Web in practices of spatial local governance in the city of Tampere, Finland. The in-
depth case studies span the last ten years, and this thesis summarizes and synthesizes 
the fi ndings from that venture. 

The study is exploratory in nature. The reason is clear; the complexity of social 
processes means that unfolding events interact with new initiatives and experimen-
tation. For example, the way in which the Internet in conjunction with the visuali-
sations fi gured in the bridge dispute was not predetermined but a result of particular 
practices and settings generated during the planning process in a specifi c cultural, 
geographical, and political context. This implies that the feasibility of the Internet for 
public engagement in spatial local governance should not be considered in a deter-
ministic fashion. Rather, the potential of the Internet emerges from and is performed 
in socio-material practices7. 

From this perspective we can try to ascertain how the Internet and related tech-
nologies acquire specifi c qualities (cf. Grint & Woolgar 1997; Akrich 1992). This 
is not to say that technologies are insignifi cant, only that their signifi cance relies on 
processes and practices, or on local improvisations, as Lucy Suchman has suggested: 
“improvisational activities are the generative practices out of which new technolo-
gies are made” (2002, p.139). Any simple perception, for example of the Internet as 
a tool ready to be utilised in particular tasks, is inadequate8. Yet this does not imply 
that anything is possible with whatever technologies in whichever circumstances. 
The materiality of technologies lends them to afford certain things. The fundamental 
assumption in terms of the present study is that the Internet as a media technology 
affords constituting settings of interaction and communication. 

I explore the potential in the context of spatial local governance by addressing 
the following research questions:

6 See articles II and III for a review of these propositions. More specifi cally, see Budge (1993; 1996), Hague & Loader 
(1999), and Axford & Huggins (2001) for a discussion about democratic possibilities and constraints in general. For 
overviews discussing the participatory potential of spatial information, see Sieber (2006), Craig et al. (2002), and Jan-
kowski (2009).  

7 Here I am referring to the performativity of technology and the constitutive entanglement of the social and the material 
(Barad 2006; Latour 2005). The Internet, like all technologies, obtains its shape and meaning only through practices it 
is drawn into (Pickering 1995; Pels et al. 2002). In other words, the actualisation of the Internet’s potential, its agency, 
can be seen as a relational achievement of different entities, human and non-human, spun in webs that give shape to 
practices (Law & Mol 2008; Suchman 2006).

8 To use the language of relational materiality, being a tool is an effect of the associative network that is performed into 
being by heterogeneous elements. 
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• What characterizes the communicative settings provided by the Internet 
in specifi c episodes of governance?9 

• What qualities of these communicative settings facilitate or impede 
negotiation over meanings?

• What qualities of these communicative settings support taking account 
of different types of knowledge?

• What are the ways in which these qualities play a part in specifi c episodes 
of governance?

• What other elements determine the way in which the Internet is consti-
tuted as a communicative setting for public engagement?

I do not believe in simple technical fi xes. Instead, I explore the dynamics in play. 
Exposing the underlying conditions and characteristics of particular situations can 
provide insight for the further development of the Internet in the context of spatial 
local governance. Moreover, the study seeks to develop conceptual and methodolog-
ical insights to understand this dynamics. 

Research strategy: methodology and analy� c frame

The thesis builds upon fi ve separate studies for which three distinct cases, all of them 
in the context of Tampere, provide empirical material. The fi rst of the cases has been 
introduced already. It is the environmental dispute about building a bridge over the 
Tammerkoski rapids in the centre of town (Article I). The second is a participatory 
action research project with a citizen panel in the suburban neighbourhood of Tesoma 
(Article II). Third case (Articles III, IV) introduces a local master plan process in 
the peri-urban area of Nurmi-Sorila, where a novel instrument of participation was 
used to initiate public discussion. In addition, one of the articles (V) compares the 
process in Nurmi-Sorila with another one where the planning process started very 
differently in terms of the procedures of public participation. 

The research problem requires exploration and experimentation, and conse-
quently calls for a case study approach. By exploring various practical cases I aim 
to identify how the Internet and spatial technologies function in and shape partici-
patory urban governance. This exploration helps in identifying factors that may be 
applied to other situations by analogical reasoning and generalisation (Haila & Dyke 
2006; Smaling 2003). By taking a case study approach, I believe in “the power of the 
good example”, which is often underestimated compared to formal generalisation as 
a source of scientifi c reasoning (Flyvbjerg 2001)10. Details of particular cases can tell 
much more than what is often acknowledged (Jacobs 1961). This means that the 

9 I refer with episodes to events and activities around some particular issue of spatial local governance in which the Inter-
net is utilised. Episode of governance is not identical to planning process. The term allows a focused gaze on particular 
activities and events in which the Internet is used within planning and urban development processes.

10 See also Flyvbjerg’s (2001) discussion on how Galileo’s experiment from the leaning tower of Pisa can be taken as a single 
case study that is able to refute Aristotle’s law of gravity. 
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cases can be taken as phenomena in their own right, without obligation to represent 
something larger. As Law and Mol (2002) suggest: “they may sensitize the reader to 
events and situations elsewhere that have not been recognized so far and that may 
well be improbable. (p.15)”

By exploring different cases I do not wish to reduce the complexity to any single 
narrative. My aim is to open up the problem space by illustrating the multiplicity that 
is present in complex issues. In other words, I try not to be an omniscient narrator; 
instead the aim is to let the episodes unfold relevant aspects and contrasts in the 
story (Flyvbjerg 1998). 

Accordingly, the concepts I use in each of the articles form a mixed bag. The 
most important reason for this is the diversity of cases; each study is individual with 
its own research question, and hence they present different kinds of problems both 
methodologically and conceptually. In consequence, the particular concepts and 
specifi c methods used in individual studies were considered parallel with the case 
at hand. This was done refl ecting on what any particular case would be about and 
what can be understood in light of this or that case; the guiding principle can be 
expressed in the form of the question: “what is this case a case of?” (Flyvbjerg 2001), 
and Wagenaar’s further elaboration: “in which case is this case a case of?”11 Chapter 
2 describes the choices made for each of the individual studies.

Even if individual studies have their own problem-oriented framing, the sepa-
rate cases converge on certain aspects. First, all cases relate to people’s attempts at and 
considerations about using information and communication technologies to affect 
the future state of the local environment. Means to do so will vary case by case, and 
of course, one of the aims of the study is to describe this repertoire and discuss why 
and how they were used and to what effect. Second, all cases take place in the city of 
Tampere or its surroundings. In other words, the context is coherent. Third, they all 
occur within the same temporal frame, from 1998 to 2008, when certain societal proc-
esses where going on in Finland and in Tampere. Fourth, they all included an inter-
vention of academic research that attempted to improve civic use of the Internet.

My own involvement in the experiments has been a crucial element in the 
research strategy. I consider that this is in line with Hajer & Wagenaar’s (2003) call 
for change in policy analysis from inventing solutions for society to formulating 
feasible understanding by actively participating in the messiness of policy practice. 
The extent and nature of my own involvement varies from case to case, from following 
a policy-making process (I) to actively taking part in a participatory action research 
project (II). In addition, results of the latter were used in the design and features of 
a web-based public consultation tool (III, IV), and I was also involved in the design 
process of the instrument. 

My involvement with the experimentation implicates that there is inevitably 
a normative orientation in the study. This orientation is based on the previously 
mentioned assumption that the Internet could potentially facilitate meaning-making 
between different actors and widen the knowledge base behind decisions. While I am 
aware that participatory initiatives generated to promote democracy may produce 

11 Wagenaar’s lecture on case studies at the University of Tampere, 10 May 2005 
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undemocratic outcomes (Blaug 2002), I do not subscribe to the view that partic-
ipation could be judged as being either a cure or a defi cit for governance a priori. 
Instead, I take it that we need to experiment with novel participatory exercises and 
empirically examine what is actually going on in them and what they do in practice 
(Braun & Schultz 2010; Gomart & Hajer 2003). This entails that each case has to 
be critically and refl ectively examined.

Accordingly, the research effort was not a straightforward hypothesis-data-
analysis-report process. Although I ended up in time-consuming learning through 
what Wagenaar (2011) has recently called extended improvisation12, by ‘muddling 
through’ the experimentation and cases I was able to realise which methods and 
concepts I could rely on when gathering data, and specifi cally when analysing the 
material. Thus the case study approach facilitated utilising appropriate methodolog-
ical tools and developing conceptual insights for studying the subject matter. 

To construct a general background for the individual studies, I draw theoreti-
cally and methodologically on interpretive and pragmatic approaches to policy anal-
ysis and planning (Fischer & Forester 1993; Healey 1997; Flyvbjerg 1998; Hajer & 
Wagenaar 2003; Yanow & Schwarz-Shea 2006; Wagenaar 2011). A fruitful perspec-
tive offered by these traditions is twofold: First, language13 does not mirror reality but 
actively shapes our perception. Second, this shaping of reality with cultural systems of 
meaning-making takes place in the context of practice. From this perspective knowl-
edge and meanings are collective products of practices and socio-technical interac-
tion. Meanings cannot be usefully understood in terms of single words or sentences; 
they are dependent on situations and practices14. Cultural dispositions and habits 
offer a foundation for meanings and provide frames of reference. 

The fi eld of science and technology studies (STS) has been helpful for the study 
as well. These studies in particular have informed the relational way of thinking about 
material artefacts and devices, which cannot be taken as passive objects or as mere 
social constructs. It is important not to draw a line between what is social and what 
is technical, but to analyse practices as collective ways of doing an activity, as arrange-
ments that are entanglements of various entities including artefacts, languages, instru-
ments, and so forth (Pickering 1995; Barry 2001).

Hence the focus of analysis is on practices that take place in particular socio-
material settings where meanings are generated and negotiated, and on how action 
in policy and planning practice is achieved through different frames of reference. In 
the context of this study this means that the aim is not to fi nd general laws for the 
potential of the Internet in spatial local governance. Rather, I aim at identifying ways 
in which meanings are generated and knowledge resources mobilised in practices of 
governing. From this perspective the cases cannot be analysed as isolated experiments 

12 The term extended improvisation is used to distinguish the process from a simple trial-and-error process. According to 
Wagenaar (2011, 241), “this improvisational process is methodical, in the sense that […] it rests on assumptions and 
slowly accumulating knowledge and expertise.”   

13 This applies to other sociocultural, and always material, ways of making-meaning as well; knowledge and reasoning can 
be expressed in many forms, be they sound, words, or pictures (Healey 1997). This is better captured by the notions of 
multimodality (Kress & Van Leeuwen 2001) and mediated action (Scollon 2001). Article III adapts these concepts for 
analysing micro-dimensions of meaning-making in the context of a web-based public consultation.

14 Wittgenstein’s concept of language games gives insight on this aspect. 
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as in a laboratory; instead, analysis takes place in the context of governance processes 
embedded in particular sociocultural milieux. This entails dialogue between different 
levels of analysis, zooming in and out as necessary. That is, one needs to delve into 
distinct events within episodes of governance and analyse these in relation to and 
refl ecting on governance processes and wider culture of governance (Healey 2006; 
Versteeg & Hajer 2010). 



2
Individual studies

This chapter describes how the cases were selected and how they are related to each 
other. This will explain how and why particular interventions were made, and also 
how and why they became part of this study. In addition, the chapter gives a short 
account of each of the cases, the materials used for analysis, and how the cases were 
analysed from different viewpoints. But to begin with, I set the scene of the study. 

The scene of the par� cipatory exercises: Tampere, Finland

Tampere at the beginning of the 21st century makes an interesting scene for experi-
mentation with information and communication technologies owing to its geograph-
ical, political, cultural, and economic characteristics. In this section I describe proc-
esses that help to understand the situated manifestation of the Internet’s potential 
in particular cases. I do not claim a straightforward causality. Instead, this genealog-
ical story brings forth the locally contingent and path-dependent way in which the 
Internet as a setting for public engagement became generated in episodes of spatial 
local governance in Tampere.

The basic unit of local government in Finland is the municipality15. Finnish 
municipalities have a broad self-government and a large number of obligations 
and extensive range of functions including physical and administrative planning, 
elementary and secondary schools, cultural and educational activities, health care, 
social welfare services, as well as environmental and technical infrastructure services 
(Sotarauta 1994; Bäcklund & Mäntysalo 2010). This emphasis on strong munic-
ipal government is a cornerstone of public participation in Finnish spatial planning; 
public administration has the duty to serve citizens and provide them with precon-
ditions for good life (Bäcklund & Mäntysalo 2010). 

15 I use the term city or town interchangeably with municipality for the sake of brevity. Clearly there are differences, as 
many municipalities in Finland are not towns or cities but administrative units that consist of several towns or villages. 
For example, in the context of Tampere, the administrative and planning power extends to peri-urban areas around the 
city such as Nurmi-Sorila, which is under scrutiny in one of the cases (Articles III,IV,V).
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Finland currently has a three-tier spatial planning system. The main components 
are the regional land use plan, the local master plan, and the local detailed plan. The 
system is hierarchical, higher-level plans steering the planning at more detailed levels16. 
The Government sets national guidelines for more detailed levels, but the municipali-
ties are responsible for, and have a monopoly of both local master planning and detailed 
land-use planning (Asikainen & Jokinen 2009). A new Land Use and Building Act was 
enacted in 1999 in Finland17. The law gives a strong role to technical-scientifi c docu-
ments regarding natural conditions, infrastructure, traffi c etc. but at the same time the 
law now explicitly demands the involvement of the public in planning processes. 

In practice, cities have developed locally specifi c ways of organising participation, 
where different planning paradigms, from comprehensive-rationalist to deliberative 
and agonistic models, intertwine (Bäcklund & Mäntysalo 2010). According to Bäck-
lund and Mäntysalo (2010), features from deliberative and agonistic models prevail in 
Tampere; citizens are able to raise issues for the decision-making agenda and spaces for 
the politicisation of the issues have been developed. The city has also its own peculiar 

Figure 1. Map of Tampere region with the scenes of the cases.

16 See the website of the Finnish environmental administration, [http://www.ymparisto.fi /default.asp?node=4773&lan=en, 
accessed 27.04.2011]

17 Maankäyttö- ja rakennuslaki 5.2.1999/132. An unoffi cial translation can be found in the legislative information data-
base website FINLEX, at http://www.fi nlex.fi /en/laki/kaannokset/1999/en19990132.pdf [accessed 27.04.2011]. In 
article II, the Act is incorrectly translated as Land Use and Planning Act.
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characteristics related to spatial local governance and its development, which are crucial 
to the present discussion and I will turn to these characteristics next.

Tampere is a growing middle-sized city that continually needs to adapt to its 
geographically bounded location18 (see Figure 1, p. 22). From the very beginning 
Tampere has been industrial, and the thriving industrial development of the city 
was largely due to its location next to the Tammerkoski rapids, which provided 
energy for factories founded on their banks. The industrialisation of Tampere was an 
economic and social success story, and the nick-name ‘Manchester of Finland’ has 
been carried with pride in the town (Haapala 2005). In the 19th century Tampere 
was the foremost industrial centre in Finland and held that position long into the 
20th century. In many accounts, Tampere has been described as the heart of indus-
trialisation in Finland. These stories have been used to strengthen a sense of local 
identity (Haapala 2010). 

On the other hand, the rapids connect Lake Näsijärvi in the north to Lake 
Pyhäjärvi in the south; Tampere’s location on an isthmus between two large lakes 
has been an important factor in how the city has been forced to adapt to its steadily 
increasing population. The location effectively limits the boundaries of expansion – 
and spatial planning – in certain directions. Obviously the location makes traffi c plan-
ning a diffi cult task, as the traffi c to the city centre is bottlenecked by the lakes. 

Many of the factories important to the industrial basis of the city were closed 
down in the early 1980s. However, the city has managed to change its face from 
industrial to informational (see Kasvio & Anttiroiko 2005). The change has been 
reasonably smooth, as the foundation for this shift was laid down already in the 
1960s before the heavy industries began to lose their competitive edge19 (Kostiainen 
& Sotarauta 2003). By the end of the 1990s, the ICT sector had gained a fi rm foot-
hold in the city. At the same time, the global hype around new ICTs was peaking 
and Nokia’s success story was giving a boost to visioning Finland as a ‘cybertopia’ 
of the early 21st century. The City Strategy from 1997, ‘The Future of Tampere is 
in Knowledge’, proclaims the commitment of Tampere to become the country’s 
leading ICT centre and a prominent actor internationally as well. Actually, in the 
early years of this millennium, Tampere was the only city in Finland where employ-
ment in the ICT sector increased. (Laine & Peltonen 2005.) 

Following the City Strategy, the eTampere programme was launched in 2000. 
Its objective was even more ambitious than the aims of the City Strategy. The 
programme had a general objective to make Tampere a global leader in the research, 
development and application of issues related to the information society. Within 
the eTampere programme, civic use of the Internet was brought up, as one of its 

18 In March 2011, the city had a population of 213,383 according to the Population Register Centre of Finland. [http://
www.vrk.fi , accessed 27.04.2011].

19 In the 1960s, University of Tampere, Tampere University of Technology, and nationwide television channel TV2 started 
to operate in Tampere. These three institutions increased employment in the knowledge intensive sector considerably. In 
1970s, the state-funded Technical Research Centre of Finland (VTT) opened a branch. The two universities and VTT 
started to lay the foundations for the development of the ICT sector in Tampere. These developments were supported 
by the Technology Centre Hermia, which was established in 1986 to attract new technology and ICT entrepreneurs. 
One of the most important players in the fi eld, Nokia, had a research and development team there. See Laine & Pelto-
nen (2005) for more comprehensive narrative on this matter.
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core themes was to develop network services that facilitate the everyday life of resi-
dents and are accessible to everyone (Poutiainen & Häkli 2009)20.

Despite this drastic change in the imagery and economy of the city, patterns of 
local governance have remained surprisingly stable. Since the Second World War a 
political coalition known as the brothers-in-arms axis (consisting of the conservative 
National Coalition Party and the Social Democratic Party) has managed to stabi-
lize its co-operation into a local regime and has dominated the decision-making and 
local political setting. (Laine & Peltonen 2005; Laine 2006.)

The most visible achievements of the coalition were the several drastic changes it 
accomplished in the cityscape. Tampere has never hesitated to introduce big projects 
concerning the physical environment. It has been ready to take big risks and make 
rapid decisions (Kostiainen & Sotarauta 2003). As Laine & Peltonen (2005) argue, 
the coalition practised active ‘politics of construction’, where construction consti-
tuted a shared interest over a wide political spectrum. Construction meant progress, 
employment, and prosperity for developers and workers. This ‘productivity’ also 
created tension between the coalition and environmentalists. This has led to confron-
tations and public debate where the style of local governance has been claimed to 
be undemocratic. 

20 Häkli and Poutiainen (2010) suggest that the image and identity of Tampere as being at the cutting edge of modern 
technology has evolved from a narrative on early electrifi cation of the town; Finlayson’s factory was the fi rst to use elec-
tric light in northern Europe. Although there is some evidence that the story may not hold completely, it has had a 
remarkable impact on constituting a specifi c image of Tampere. 

Figure 2. Timeline of events.
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Figure 2 (p. 24) illustrates the developments discussed in this section and how 
they intersect in time both with research projects on civic uses of ICT in the context 
of Tampere as well as with planning and neighbourhood development processes 
where the experimenting took place. I will elaborate on these projects and processes 
in the next section.

Selec� on and analyses of the cases 

The dispute over the Koskenniska Bridge

When the momentum around the ‘new media’ started to gather speed in the late 
1990s, the academic world was interested in the civic potential of the Internet. The 
Journalism Research Centre of University of Tampere started to study and encourage 
civic uses of the Internet. It coordinated a three-year project called Locality in the 
Global Net that was launched in 1998 and infl uenced the local scene of public discus-
sion by providing opportunities for civic use of the Internet and experimenting with 
new forms of civic publicness (see Heinonen et al. 2001). The project was based on 
extensive cooperation with residents, grassroots organizations, academia, and busi-
ness partners. The activities of the project were visible on the local scene.

The fi rst of my case studies (Article I) took place in the circumstances described 
above. The case study follows a local environmental dispute on building a new bridge21 
over the Tammerkoski rapids at a place called Koskenniska (see Figure 1, p. 22). The 
episode with bridge visualisations described in the introductory chapter belongs to 
this case. Article I traces and analyses how citizens used the Internet, mainly through 
the platform provided by Locality in the Global Net project, to infl uence the deci-
sion-making in the bridge issue.

In 1998 city agencies brought the bridge issue on the agenda and the public 
started to mobilise. The project offered an on-line platform for new forms of civic 
activity in the dispute about Koskenniska Bridge. The analysis follows the case from 
1998 to 2001, a time period during which the most intense public discussion and 
action took place. 

The analysis identifi es four different ways of using the Internet: (1) A website 
to collect and store information on the area of Koskenniska and the bridge planning 
process; (2) on-line discussion groups for public debate; (3) surveys to monitor politi-
cians’ opinions, and; (4) composition images to illustrate the citizens’ view on the issue. 
Article I analyses how these different ways of using the Internet took place within the 
bridge dispute and to what effect, opening up the question of how the potential enacted 
is contextual and contingent on local particularities. Hence the case serves as a crucial 
starting point for the study and whetted my appetite to experiment with different forms 
of participatory input in the context of spatial local governance. 

The analysis builds upon interpretive policy analysis as a perspective. It follows 
the planning process and civic use of the Internet therein. The material of this study 
consists of 14 conversational in-depth interviews with key actors participating in the 

21 There are altogether 8 bridges over the river rapids.
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process and representing divergent views, among them city councillors, civil serv-
ants, members of the technical board of the city, a journalist, people from the citizen 
movement, and organisers of the Internet platform used. Other materials consist of 
discussions in two online discussion forums, newspaper articles in local newspapers, 
and the visual and textual material on the websites that people used for public action 
as well as documentation about the decisions in the process and the minutes of the 
meetings of the city government that handled the bridge case. 

A ci� zen panel in Tesoma neighbourhood 

Another project coordinated by the Journalism Research Centre was started at the 
end of 200122. The project arranged a citizen panel in the suburban neighbourhood 
of Tesoma (see Figure 1, p. 22). The neighbourhood represents a typical suburb built 
during the rapid urbanisation of the 1960s and 1970s. Since then, many of the neigh-
bourhoods from this era, including Tesoma, have witnessed adverse side effects of 
suburbanisation such as increased unemployment.

The aim of the project was to explore novel ways for residents to meaning-
fully participate in the development of their neighbourhood. The project empha-
sised reciprocal interaction and co-operation between the city government and the 
residents. The case of Tesoma was connected to a national neighbourhood develop-
ment programme23, within which the citizen panel project was designed to chart the 
renewal process and the future development of Tesoma neighbourhood. 

The project was based on dialogical methods of action research. A group of 
12–15 residents of Tesoma neighbourhood formed a citizen panel that brought its 
knowledge to the discussion. The project considered local residents as experts on 
their neighbourhood. Acknowledging the civic expertise, the project aimed at devel-
oping participatory practices by utilising the potential of the Internet in communi-
cating and articulating issues.

The citizen panel was active for over a year, having two-hour meetings every 
two weeks. In the meetings, the panel members were asked to raise issues they had 
considered important in their experience on Tesoma neighbourhood, its current 
condition, and issues that needed to be developed and taken under discussion. Issues 
raised were connected to the practice of daily life, such as traffi c arrangements, the 
visual appearance and character of the shopping mall in the area and its surround-
ings, which was considered as the centre of the neighbourhood, the maintenance of 
recreational areas and spaces for leisure activities, or how to organise social spaces 
for the local youth. 

In consecutive meetings, the panel members continued defi ning issues that were 
taken up. Discussion that was started in one meeting was continued in the following 
one to allow panel members to think, refl ect and reformulate solutions for current 
problems and to discover relevant information and knowledge to support their argu-
ments and suggestions. Often the panel rejected its fi rst solution and developed a 

22 The project was called ”Kuntalaisten osallistuminen kestävän kehityksen tietoyhteiskunnassa  KESTY”, or ”Citizen par-
ticipation in sustainable information society” in English.

23 The National Suburban Renewal 2000 programme (Lähiöuudistus 2000 –ohjelma) took place between 2000 and 2004.
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more grounded argument. After formulating their views, the city representative 
participating in the project presented the proposals and comments for considera-
tion by the city administration. The proposals utilized maps in conjunction with 
written arguments. This form of communication proved fruitful, as the city admin-
istrators indicated that in this form the proposals could be more easily assimilated 
from their perspective. 

The participatory action research approach meant that researchers had an active 
role in generating local knowledge. Typically participatory action research underlines 
communities’ local knowledge in understanding social problems that emerge in their 
living environments (see Flicker et al., 2008). Action research has been described as 
empowering participants to independently defi ne opportunities and problems in local 
settings and to adapt and react creatively in these situations (Tacchi et al., 2009). 
In the case at hand, the attention was not only focused on empowering an acting 
community of residents but also inviting these civic participants to develop participa-
tory practices of local governance. New information and communication tools were 
regarded as potential, fi rst, in making these interactive processes public and, second, 
in generating and sharing knowledge between different actors.

In one phase of the project, the citizen panel deliberated on how the Internet 
in conjunction with spatial representations and technologies could facilitate inter-
action and communication between residents, planners, and other administrative 
authorities. At that time, from September 2002 to March 2003, I was involved with 
the project, and article II discusses fi ndings from this participatory action research 
study. The empirical material for this study consists of observations made during the 
panel meetings and their deliberations on the matter.

The panel produced a ‘requirements specifi cation’ for online applications. The 
requirements specifi cation distinguishes features of applications that would facilitate 
residents’ interaction with city administration and planning authorities. The analysis 
in Article II utilises this and produces a categorisation of different ways in which the 
Internet in conjunction with spatial technologies facilitates the translation of meaning 
and increases interaction and communication between neighbourhood actors and 
planning authorities. The basic categorisation presenting three mechanisms of trans-
lation was achieved together with the citizen panel. Then Pauliina Lehtonen and I 
elaborated the categorisation further by linking it conceptually to the question of 
knowledge translation between different social worlds24. The work with the citizen 
panel and fi ndings of this study gave insights for developing new participatory exer-
cises with the Internet to express visually spatial issues. 

The planning process in Nurmi-Sorila

After the Tesoma project, I started to negotiate with the city of Tampere about the 
use of spatial technologies and the web in an actual planning process. At fi rst, our 

24 Article II was a joint effort with Pauliina Lehtonen. We both worked on the research project and both of us took part in 
conducting and observing the citizen panel through which empirical material was produced for use in the article. Ana-
lysis was done dialogically, and the writing process was an iterative process in which the text was worked out by rota-
ting the text from one author to the other. Hence, both authors contributed equally to data collection, the analysis of 
the empirical material, and the actual writing of the article.
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attention was on Vuores, a suburb under planning to the south of the city centre 
(See Figure 1, p. 22). The local master plan process of Vuores had recently provoked 
a heated public dispute. At the outset, public participation had a minor role there 
(Leino 2006; Article V). However, to correct the course, the city started to seek new 
ways of engaging the public in the later stages of the planning process. 

An open two-stage architectural competition was held in 2004 on the land use 
of the central area of Vuores in order to create a distinctive plan for its centre, which 
could then be used as a basis for detailed zoning of the area. Citizens had a chance to 
comment on the plans as well, which were on display for public inspection. In addition 
to the chance to write feedback, a website was designed to accommodate digitised images 
of the plans and to try a new form of participation on the Internet. Users were able to 
choose which plans they preferred and rank them, and they could compare the plans 
and write feedback on the Web. In addition, citizens were also able to adjust their own 
opinions against arguments given by others because every comment was published on 
the website. Before the competition jury convened, it received the people’s comments 
that were published on the Internet. The competitors themselves had also been given 
information on the website where people could comment on their plans. 

Originally, I was trying to achieve a web application in which the plans would 
be displayed and users could attach graphic icons to the plans and write a conjoined 
written comment in a similar way as that nowadays popularized by Google Maps and 
others. The idea was that this would help people to point out particularities in plans 
and deliberate on them. However, at that time there were no resources for program-
ming such an application. Nonetheless, the experiences from displaying the digitised 
plans on the Web and giving the opportunity for feedback in the context of architec-
tural competition were promising. In 2005, a process towards another local master 
plan began and an opportunity for further experimentation emerged25. 

The third case takes place in this peri-urban area of Nurmi-Sorila, which is some 
12 kilometres northeast of the city centre (see Figure 1, p. 22). The planning process 
included a new policy instrument, which could be called the development image. 
Its purpose was to fi nd alternative futures for the area. This provided a useful plat-
form for developing an application to generate local knowledge and public discus-
sion about the particularities of the Nurmi-Sorila. The application was used early in 
the Nurmi-Sorila planning process. Articles III, IV, and V discuss the case of Nurmi-
Sorila from different perspectives. 

The empirical material of the analysis consists of the outcome of the application, 
470 comments consisting of written texts, aerial photos, and graphic icons. These are 
supported by fi ve interviews with planners and civil servants who were involved in 
the planning of Nurmi-Sorila, as well as by fi eld notes and communication during 
the design and development process of the application. In addition, other material 
consists of articles in local newspapers and offi cial planning documents and obser-
vation in the meetings held for public participation. 

25 Besides the planning process, a crucial factor for the new experiment was that a computer science student of the Uni-
versity of Tampere, Mikko Lammi, took part in the process and did the application programming as his Master’s The-
sis [accessible from http://tutkielmat.uta.fi /pdf/gradu00871.pdf ].
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In a way my research process culminates in the case of Nurmi-Sorila. I was 
able to take part in the whole process from the very beginning. Outcomes from the 
previous project in Tesoma could be utilised, and I had a chance to follow crucial 
phases of the participatory exercise starting from the design process of the partic-
ipatory instrument and leading to its implementation and use in practice. I was 
able to interview planners after the exercise had been completed. 

In Article III, I describe the problems of developing and designing the online 
application and how the design choices infl uenced the way it was subsequently 
used for discussing the qualities of Nurmi-Sorila. I describe the design process and 
discuss the design choices in respect to other experiments elsewhere in which the 
Internet and spatial technologies have been utilised to facilitate public participa-
tion. Then I show how it was initially diffi cult to analyse the actual output, the 
geo-referenced discussion. I problematize the assumption that with these tools citi-
zens’ knowledge and information about local characteristics could be easily trans-
ferred into the practice of planning. I show that the web application offered users 
a multiplicity of semiotic resources that they used for their liking, and people from 
different backgrounds used these multimodal semiotic resources differently, which 
caused ambiguity. Article III develops an analytical framework in order to make 
sense of the situated signifi cation by means of geo-referenced discussion. 

Article IV discusses the heterogeneity of issues that was generated in and by 
means of the geo-referenced discussion of Nurmi-Sorila. This article elaborates 
on how people used the web application in this early phase of a planning process. 
The article specifi es the use of the application in terms of how the geo-referenced 
discussion forum engaged people to generate knowledge and to express how the 
place is perceived. In addition, the article analyses the Nurmi-Sorila experiment 
from the viewpoint of planners, and discusses how the problem space of planners 
is shaped by practical reasoning, by their obligation to act upon the situation. The 
analysis utilises the concept of knowing-in-practice to examine how the geo-refer-
enced discussion was transformed through practical reasoning and routine ways of 
knowing into planning practice and materialised into planning documents. 

The fi fth article (V) widens the scope of analysis from the specifi c episode of 
Nurmi-Sorila by comparing the planning process of Nurmi-Sorila with another 
local master plan process, Vuores. It discusses these local master plan processes 
from the perspective of how the different character of the neighbourhoods and 
participatory procedures used at the beginning of each of the processes infl uenced 
the later stages of the planning. Helena Leino and I made the analysis together26 
and wrote the article after observing the differences and similarities between the 
two planning processes27. This comparative case study is based on extensive mate-

26 The process of making this co-authored article was similar to the one illustrated for article II. The analysis was done in 
dialogue, with one author presenting ideas and conceptual insights to the other and then refl ecting on points that the 
other made. Writing was managed in the same way. One of the authors worked on some piece and then passed it on 
to the other until both were satisfi ed with the result. Hence the result is a shared piece of work, whose every bit has a 
touch from both authors.

27 Helena Leino (2006) wrote her doctoral thesis on public participation and power in the Vuores local master plan pro-
cess. 
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rial collected for the doctoral thesis of Helena Leino on Vuores28 and my material 
on Nurmi-Sorila. 

The two planning cases of Vuores and Nurmi-Sorila were interrelated right from 
the beginning. The planning of the Nurmi-Sorila area has been under sporadic public 
discussion ever since the area was merged with Tampere in 1966. In the middle of 
the 1990s these two areas were seen as two options, Nurmi-Sorila in the north and 
Vuores in the south, for providing new homes for rapidly increasing population of 
the city. Nurmi-Sorila was on the agenda fi rst, but in 1997 the city directed its gaze 
to the South and the planning of Vuores started. The public, particularly the resi-
dents in the Vuores area, were unhappy because they did not get to participate early 
on in the process and because the city treated the neighbourhood as a blank slate on 
which anything could be planned. Even the name Vuores was alien to the inhabit-
ants; according to them they were living in a village of Hervanta. This resulted into 
a long and heated public dispute. 

In the early years of the 2000s, Tampere was still growing rapidly, and the plan-
ning of Nurmi-Sorila again rose onto the agenda. The planning of Nurmi-Sorila 
started publicly in 2005, as has been described above, by engaging the public in geo-
referenced discussion to produce a development image for the area. The article anal-
yses these two interrelated but clearly different processes. The focus is on how the 
different images of place were central in how planners expected the people to engage 
with planning in each of the processes, and how in turn these place images infl uenced 
the way in which people participated in each of the processes.

28 Her material was collected for the period of 1998–2003. She interviewed 26 key fi gures and also used newspaper articles 
from four local newspapers, the minutes of the meetings of the Vuores project group, observations from public mee-
tings 1998–2003, communiqués from the City of Tampere 1997–2003, the online discussion on the City of Tampere 
website 1998–2003, and TV programmes about Vuores broadcast 1998–2000. 



3
Dynamic cons� tu� on 
of the Internet as a par� cipatory se�  ng 

While analysing the cases, I came up with a conception that the potential of the 
Internet and spatial technologies in public engagement of spatial local governance 
rests on the dynamics of communicative spaces, which consists of: (1) the dimensions 
of the potential and (2) the co-construction of issues, publics, and communicative 
spaces (see Figure 3, p. 34). This dynamics help to understand how the potential of 
the Web for public engagement becomes actualised in specifi c episodes of govern-
ance that present different circumstances. 

Dimensions of the poten� al: 
interac� onal, organising, and expressive

The potential of the Internet and spatial technologies for public engagement comprises 
three dimensions, all of which take part in how meanings are articulated in particular 
settings. I call these interactional, organising, and expressive dimensions.

The interactional dimension relates to how the communication between different 
actors is achieved. Basically this dimension is about questions such as: Are people 
talking face-to-face? Do people interact in real time, or is it possible for them to 
discuss while physically distant? Do they have to share a fi xed moment for inter-
action? Who is allowed to speak to whom and what kind of language is customary 
and appropriated?29 

The organising dimension of ICT relates to how the information is stored and 
how it can be accessed. The Internet provides relatively inexpensive public access to 
large amounts of data that can be retrieved by users according to their informational 
needs. Interactional dimension is linked to the organising dimension by way of how 
the public discussion and other new information can be stored on the Internet. The 
access to previous discussions facilitates refl ective debate and developing evidence and 

29 Erving Goffman’s term interaction order is useful to illustrate this dimension; interaction orders are social arrangements 
by which we form relations in social interaction (Goffman 1983).
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argumentation. (Coleman & Blumler 2009.) The organising dimension is shaped 
by spatial technologies, such as geographical information systems, that are used in 
conjunction with the Internet. These technologies allow information to be arranged 
based on spatial categorisations and spatial distribution. They also provide visual 
means of displaying this information, which facilitate illustrating spatial matters 
(Sieber 2006). This also brings the expressive dimension to the fore. 

The expressive dimension brings forth different modalities of political argu-
mentation; some stem from everyday life and have their own register of expression, 
while others belong more ‘properly’ to the skilfully crafted domain of argumentation, 
as Bourdieu (1991) has suggested. As Dahlgren (2009, 110) reminds us, informa-
tion can be manifested in many ways, and the forms of appropriating information 
are evolving: “New media technologies can promote new modalities of thought and 
expression, new ways of knowing…There are different communicative forms and 
registers among different groups, defi ned in terms of education, cultural background, 
specifi c circumstances, and so on.” ICT can potentially give illustrative means to artic-
ulate views and ideas, and to present information with different semiotic resources 
ranging from written text to photographs, simulations and artistic expression. 

The organising, interactional, and expressive dimensions of the potential can be 
enacted in a multitude of different confi gurations. The dimensions are certainly inter-
twined, but analytical distinction is helpful, as each dimension has specifi c proper-
ties that may be realised in practice. This allows highlighting interesting differences 
and contrasts that reveal different aspects from the cases that rely on different confi g-
urations of the three dimensions. I fi nd that these dimensions open up an analyt-
ical horizon to address the question of how the Web fi gures in public engagement 
in the context of spatial local governance. However, there are also other factors in 
play, and here we come to the dynamics between issues, publics, and communica-
tive settings.

The co-construc� on of issues, publics, and communica� ve se�  ngs

None of the cases represent civic participation simply in terms of rational argu-
mentation, or even as deliberative ‘talk’; instead they all point at how the Internet 
may facilitate different ways of engaging with issues, where these different ways of 
engagement affect in turn who will participate and how they can generate meanings 
and discuss issues. Regarding this, Barry (2001, 10) has made an argument worth 
quoting at length:

“The contemporary public sphere cannot be understood as something like a set of spaces 
in which rational discussion simply takes place in an unmediated fashion. They are not 
like the Greek polis of the modern political imagination. Rather they are arrangements 
of persons and technical devices formed in particular settings, within which it is possible 
to articulate a range of rhetorical forms. It is these socio-technical arrangements that 
may allow arguments to be made, differences to be recognised and addressed, and 
which may include and exclude certain categories of person and argument. Different 
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arrangements have different advantages and disadvantages. But there is no ideal socio-
technical form for a public sphere.”

My case studies forced me to realise that actors do not have pre-determined roles 
in the communicative spaces that are enacted for public engagement. The question 
is not just about a group of people, known a priori, which enters into some kind 
of communicative space and discuss and defi ne issues and exchange meanings. The 
phenomenon is much richer. 

The issues infl uence who will constitute the public by engaging some people 
and not others. It has been argued that issues are the organising principle of the 
public (Marres 2007; see also Dewey 1991/1927; Leino & Laine 2012). It became 
clear while studying the cases that place-making issues are not static, and neither is 
the public who make these issues their matters of concern. Issues need to be defi ned, 
framed, and narrated, in other words, they have to be constructed30. While it is the 
work of the public to do it, we cannot take it as a pre-existing entity. The public 
emerge through articulating issues; the publics and their issues perform themselves 
into being (Felt & Fochler 2010; Michael 2009). For this performance the publics 
with their constituent issues need settings of communication. 

The act of setting up any communicative space is itself communication resulting 
from the socio-material arrangements enacted31. The communicative settings take 
an active part in shaping the interaction and are in turn shaped by this interaction. 
Gomart’s and Hajer’s (2003) discussion on the generative role of the settings of poli-
tics is helpful here. Their basic idea is that political capacities are achievements of 
particular settings rather than predetermined properties of persons. In their words, 
new settings and forms of policy making and governance should be taken as “medi-
ators, active forms, which transform and fabricate new capacities in those who pass 
through them” (Gomart & Hajer 2003, p.40). In my case such new settings and 
forms were arrangements that utilise the Internet for public engagement. 

Individual studies reveal different aspects of these settings by paying attention 
to the intricacies of the dynamic between the issues and the settings of issue articu-
lation, and the particular local situations where the settings are enacted. Hence the 
particularities of situations matter in this dynamic. The local conditions are impor-
tant, such as the cultural and political situation, the way in which governance is 
practised, and the information and communication infrastructure available; all these 
shape how knowledge resources are mobilised and meanings generated in particular 
communicative spaces. In consequence, there are no objective structures that provide 
unbiased settings for public discussion. Foucault (1984) made it clear that commu-
nication always masks certain assumptions from the very beginning.

The communicative spaces where the public emerge, and where the issues are 
articulated, are biased and in essence full of meanings. Actors enter the settings and 

30 This does not mean that the public would defi ne issues from a blank slate. Instead, a lot of discursive recirculation, as 
Derek Hook (2001) calls it, takes place; issues defi ned earlier in other communicative settings are often the basis for the 
re-construction of issues. This in turn, however, does not mean that everything would be only repetition of what has 
been said earlier. 

31 For example, communicative arrangements prescribe certain roles and forms of behaviour for the public (Felt & Fochler 
2010, Michael 2009). I thank Maria Åkerman for helping me to clarify this.
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negotiate the situation. Hence different settings have from the outset their own 
opportunities and restrictions for public discussion and meaning-making. As the 
settings are enacted through practices, the opportunities and restrictions change in 
the making. In the case of Koskenniska, it was crucial that the dispute happened at 
the same time when Locality in the global net research project was developed and the 
Internet was generally becoming an everyday means of communication (see Article I 
and Chapter 4). In Nurmi-Sorila planning process, the lack of construction lots for 
detached houses and the positive image of the neighbourhood were crucial in evoking 
a certain kind of public to express their concern on matters that they felt important 
(see Articles IV, V, and Chapter 4). 

Accordingly, the actualisation of the Internet’s potential for public engagement 
can be conceived as the tripartite dynamics between: (1) Issues, consisting of mean-
ings and knowledge that are evoked in specifi c episodes of spatial local governance; 
(2) actors who become engaged with generating and negotiating over those mean-
ings, and; (3) communicative settings generated to engage with the production and 
sharing of meaning, and which in turn generate capacities for this activity. 

In what follows, I use the dynamics described above to discuss ways in which 
the Internet became a setting for public engagement, and how the potential of the 
Internet was actualised in the cases that I studied. I use the three dimensions of the 
potential as a heuristic to scrutinize how the different confi gurations of the dimen-
sions facilitated actors in pursuing particular tasks in different cases and communi-
cative settings. 

Figure 3. The dynamics of communica� ve space.
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4
Actualisa� on of the poten� al 
of the Internet in diff erent circumstances

In this section I present the main results and discuss three different ways in which 
the potential of the Web became actualised in the circumstances that the cases 
provided. 

Challenging the local culture of governance

The Koskenniska Bridge case (Article I) took place in the early days of experimenting 
with the civic uses of the Internet. The use of the Web did not take place through 
procedures designed by governmental institutions or planning authorities. Instead, 
the Internet was used mainly to support the emergent public that was objecting to 
the bridge. In this situation, people utilised the Internet in four different ways to 
infl uence decision-making: (1) the visualisations of the bridge; (2) online forums for 
public discussion; (3) an archive of information, and; (4) surveys or opinion polls 
made for decision-makers. Ridell (2005) calls these different ways of utilising the Web 
for public action civic web genres. They all had particular characteristics and served 
particular purposes during the planning process, which will be discussed next.

Making visualisa� ons – challenging exper� se

The episode with bridge visualisations (see Chapter 1) is a fi ne example how the 
Internet came to be used for civic action in the Koskenniska Bridge case (Article I). 
Active citizens tried to achieve certain things with visualisations. First, they demon-
strated that the visualisations of the city did not depict the situation adequately. 
Second, they showed what would happen to the place if the bridge were built. They 
wanted to articulate that the special character of the place would be lost if a vehicle 
bridge occupied the area. But that was not enough for people objecting to the bridge. 
They went even further by making another visualisation in which a pedestrian bridge 
was depicted. They demonstrated that they opposed a vehicle bridge, which would 
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bring car traffi c to the place. With this visualisation people put forward an alterna-
tive option of a pedestrian bridge. To extrapolate, people were not against change in 
general, but against the loss of quality in the local environment. They accepted the 
change, and by illustrating the pedestrian bridge, citizens even tried to open up the 
discussion for another path of urban development. 

However, public debate was stagnated because both sides of the dispute claimed 
the other was subjective and not depicting the situation truthfully. On the one hand 
the people opposing the bridge considered that the visualisations of the city palli-
ated the real situation. On the other hand the planners judged the visualisations 
of the citizens as incompetent and as distorting the truth. In the end the problem 
was that the visualisations were different things for the parties; they served different 
purposes. The citizens wanted public discussion about different alternatives and to 
express their perspective whereas the planners needed technically accurate images 
to enable planning. Instead of technical rationality people relied on cultural ration-
ality, which is “concerned with impacts, intrusions, and implications of a particular 
event or phenomenon on the social relations that constitute the world” (Fischer 
2000, p.133)32.

 By using the visualisations, people wanted to include the affective dimension, 
their passion for keeping the place as it is, and this kind of expression was beyond 
technical rational argumentation. People utilised the visualisation, which is a tradi-
tional technical rational tool for planners, in different terms, by trying to convey 
with them the sense of place in Koskenniska, and how it was important not to ruin 
it by introducing vehicle traffi c to the area. For the same reason, people objecting to 
the bridge thought that those in favour of the bridge would change their minds only 
if they would visit the place, and see its value (cf. Barry 2001). 

As Dahlgren suggests, it is unlikely that there would be public engagement 
without affect, without passion. What would be the motivation to participate without 
it? Values and truth are not separable, so passions and reasons are interconnected. 
Civic agency must have an affective drive (Dahlgren 2009). This is in line with the 
mechanism of democracy proposed by Dewey (1927/1991): people have to be drawn 
to issues that are seen (or felt) problematic. Reason is hardly enough to make people 
engage with issues. 

Discussing anonymously in public – dissuading decision-makers 

The Koskenniska Bridge was discussed on two different online forums. One was a 
discussion forum that was maintained by local news media and the other was estab-
lished by the Locality in the Global Net research project. There was differentiation 
between these two forums in terms of content and style. The debate was more spon-
taneous and vivid in the former whereas the arguments were more developed and 
considered in the latter. However, this does not mean that the discussion was more 
just in the discussion forum provided by the research project. Actually, it served more 

32 Regarding this, Flyvbjerg’s (2001) discussion on the difference between intellectual virtues of techne and phronesis is also 
insightful. Techne is oriented towards production and based on practical instrumental rationality guided by a conscious 
goal, whereas phronesis is oriented toward action and includes deliberation about values in praxis.
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to provide a space for those against the bridge to share their concern and develop 
their views. The supporters of the bridge did not want to take part in the discussion 
because they considered that if they would write something even remotely positive 
about the bridge, the dominant group in the forum would fl oor them33. 

The results show that the Internet may facilitate setting up communicative spaces 
for public discussion, but there is a lot of variation in terms of how the enactment of 
these spaces takes place in practice. In on-line discussion forums some factors that 
defi ne how people frame the social interaction situation, and semiotic resources that 
are available in face-to-face discussion, are lacking, such as gestures and physical prox-
imity, and some other such resources become available. This has many consequences. 
For example, the Koskenniska case gives insight into the question of anonymity. In 
the interviews, the anonymity of online forums was thought to be problematic, as it 
increased the number of inappropriate messages. This had the effect of reducing the 
number of participants in the discussions. 

The anonymity afforded by online forums is often viewed as problematic. 
However, it is more interesting that particularly council members and civil servants 
avoided discussions that assured discussants anonymity. One reason was that they did 
not want to nail down their arguments too tightly. As discussions stay on the Internet 
so that anyone can retrieve earlier discussions later on, writing on an online forum is 
comparable to a written document. Politicians and civil servants want to keep open 
opportunities for changing situations. Here the organising dimension of the Internet 
was crucial in infl uencing what kinds of arguments were evinced. This fi nding is in 
line with Hajer’s (2009) view on the diffi culties of authoritative enactment of meaning 
in contemporary mediatised society. Decision-makers and politicians are nowadays 
in a situation where their arguments expressed in one stage are constantly in danger 
of being taken over by some other media and used there by other actors. 

Archiving informa� on – building iden� ty

Websites can be used to store information. For example, in the bridge case, the website 
was used to gather information about the area where the bridge was to be constructed. 
There were stories about the long history of the area, which highlighted its cultural 
value. The website was seen as a place in which this kind of stories could be gathered 
to build a common knowledge base. One central aim of the website was to reinforce 
the image of place. The information stored on the website served to highlight and 
construct the narrative in which the cultural history of the area was underlined and 
the place was respected as the quiet corner it provided in the centre of the city. 

By extrapolation, people wanted to create shared cultural beliefs of how we 
should live, and mobilise actors by trusting that others would fi nd their point of view 
legitimate. Thus the information on the website can be interpreted to function both as 
a way to build identity and to defi ne the question of the bridge as an issue of cultural 
politics. Hence the website was taking part in the politics of making places. 

33 Noelle-Neumann’s (1993) theory of the spiral of silence is telling here. In general, people try to gain acceptance, and if 
they believe they are in the minority, fear of isolation, of not having a widely accepted view, prevents them from expres-
sing opinions in public.
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In addition, whenever a new decision was made in the planning process, it was 
published on the website. The Web was used as an information archive both to raise 
awareness of the history of the Koskenniska area and to make political actions and 
decisions more traceable. In this sense, the Internet aided people in acting towards 
transparency of information. In general, publicity was a strategy that people employed 
in the Koskenniska case. They used the website to keep the public discussion about 
the issue alive. Usually the mass media take up whatever issue and soon fi nd the 
matter concluded. 

Conduc� ng surveys – holding authori� es accountable

One of the innovative ways of using the Web in the Koskenniska dispute by those 
opposed to the bridge was making surveys and publishing them on the Internet. 
Surveys asked, for example, whether council members would allocate money for the 
bridge in the next budget meeting. The surveys were published on the website set 
up for the bridge issue so that they could be accessed at any time in the future. This 
helped people to gain publicity in other media. Local newspapers raised the bridge 
issue onto the agenda by reporting on the surveys and their results. In a sense, citi-
zens strategically grappled with the traditional instrument of mass media, namely 
survey, to their own ends, but with the help of the mass media. 

In addition, the surveys were referred to later in the process to support argu-
mentation, so the surveys published on the Web served a watch-dog function; when 
something was to be decided in the process, people could return to the surveys and 
check how authorities had responded earlier. Because the surveys were published in 
the Web and they could be accessed later, ill-considered arguments did not work; the 
respondents had to weigh their words. This can be a way to induce decision-makers 
to ponder the issue at-hand, and at least temporarily increase its relative importance 
among numerous other issues on the decision-makers’ agenda. 

Enhancing the fl ow of knowledge and informa� on

In the Tesoma case (Article II), the citizen panel’s concern came from everyday life. 
The panel members had a concern regarding their neighbourhood in general and 
this gave them an incentive to think how they could interact with the authorities 
meaningfully should need arise. The Internet in conjunction with spatial means of 
organising and representing information was thought to facilitate meaningful inter-
action and sharing and translation of knowledge between residents and actors from 
the institutions of local governance. 

The analysis of the Tesoma case stresses a broad view of citizen participation. 
From this perspective citizen participation in spatial local governance can be viewed 
as a continuous but fl uctuating and sporadic interaction between institutional and 
neighbourhood actors. In terms of complexity theory, increasing interactions between 
different kinds of actors makes the system more robust. The work with the citizen 
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panel suggests that presenting and generating information with spatial representa-
tions, visualisations, and simulations on the Web potentially provide means for the 
translation of knowledge originally used in different practices and by different social 
worlds. Particularly, the study suggests three different elements, or mechanisms of 
translation as we call them in Article II, that facilitate the translation of knowledge34 
between residents and planners: (1) spatially organised information; (2) illustrative 
and interactive spatial representations and visualisations; (3) multimodal means of 
producing input. 

Spa� ally organised informa� on and illustra� ve spa� al visualisa� ons

As the fi rst element facilitating their interaction with governance authorities, the 
citizen panel deemed it important to have access both to information and to the 
authorities responsible for the issue at hand from the residents’ perspective. The 
citizen panel considered that arranging information around a familiar concept of their 
neighbourhood would help in accessing information. Often information is arranged 
according to the logic of administration, based on the tasks of different administra-
tive and governmental agencies. From residents’ perspective map-based access to 
information follows their logic better. Residents do not want to know which sector 
of administration is responsible for which issue in relation to other issues. Instead, 
they have certain concerns and want to know about these matters and also about 
who or what institution of governance is responsible for these.

The second element facilitating the translation of knowledge between residents 
and planners is to use illustrative and interactive spatial visualisations and simulations. 
These assist the translation of technical-rational information used in administrative 
work, policy-making, and planning. Information on the socio-economic, spatial and 
temporal distribution of issues is important in policy-making and planning (Innes & 
Booher 2010). The citizen panel identifi ed a need for technical-rational information 
to support their reasoning on neighbourhood matters in the governance context. The 
panel members wanted to widen their view and comprehend the reasons behind deci-
sions and plans that concerned their neighbourhood. For instance, when the citizen 
panel made a report in which particular issues of traffi c safety in the neighbourhood 
were listed, the panel received information such as how much it would cost to install 
traffi c lights for a pedestrian crossing or to construct a pavement. The panel worked 
out its list by collating this economic information with their own experiences of traffi c 
safety. Hence it combined particularized knowledge based on their experiences with 
generalised technical rational knowledge. These complementary forms of knowledge 
have been found essential for urban planning (Krimsky 1984). 

34 As knowledge is bound to particular practices, the translation of knowledge from one domain to another entails both 
transportation and transformation (Gherardi & Nicolini 2000). A useful metaphor of translation in this sense comes from 
the actor-network theory: “The propagation in time or space of anything whatever - statements, orders, artifacts, pro-
ducts and goods – depends on what the individual or collective actors concerned do with it. Each of these actors may 
behave in a different way: it may ignore the thing, alter it, deviate its path, traduce it, supplement it or appropriate it. 
With each passage, the translated item acquires energy that carries it further forward, and in this chain each actor modi-
fi es and adapts the item according to its own interests, and uses it for its own purposes” (ibid., 335). Accordingly, there 
are shifts of meaning as the knowledge is assembled by different actors and with diverse semiotic resources (see Iedema 
2003; 2007, and Article IV).     



Chapter four40

The citizen panel considered that interactive simulations of long-term develop-
ments of the neighbourhood and the city would help to perceive issues more widely 
while binding these developments to familiar elements and particular locations in 
the neighbourhood. For example, when the city is planning to close down a munic-
ipal day care centre in the neighbourhood, the spatial simulation of socio-economic 
processes beyond the immediate environment supports linking one’s own experiences 
to the issues discussed in public. These results resonate with fi ndings that people are 
more able to cope with complex social and technical issues than is often acknowledged 
(Corburn 2005; Wagenaar 2007). Work with the citizen panel confi rms Wagenaar’s 
fi nding that people approach issues in a holistic manner. To support their reasoning, 
they want technical-rational information that is used by administrators and planners 
in policy-making and planning. The panel members found this type of information 
unavailable. What is more, they stressed that information should be made accessible 
in illustrative forms to make it usable. Spatial representations and interactive simu-
lations were found to be such forms. 

In other words, illustrative spatial representations and interactive simulations 
support civic awareness of issues. In a way, these technological tools of representation 
and communication helped to build interactional expertise between actors relying 
on divergent systems of knowledge. Interactional expertise means to be linguisti-
cally able to communicate and discuss matters on some specifi c domain while not 
being capable of contributing directly in the practice of that domain (Collins & 
Evans 2002; Collins 2004; Selinger & Mix 2004). This kind of interactional exper-
tise could furthermore alleviate tensions and ambiguity resulting from incapability 
of creating shared meaning between different actors.

The results also concur with Jason Corburn’s characterisation that when people 
with local knowledge seek a voice in the domain of professionals, “they must manage 
the tension of valuing their own experience while simultaneously accepting the world-
view of professionals” (Corburn 2005, p.65). The problem is that people need to 
be ‘multilingual’ in terms of discourse. They have to be able to articulate knowledge 
from the experiential domain and translate it into a language professionals will listen 
to and understand. The results suggest that illustrative and interactive ways of repre-
senting spatial information on the Web may at least start to respond to this challenge 
in the context of spatial local governance. On the other hand, it has been argued that 
this may lead to diffi culties in incorporating the arguments derived from everyday 
life (Van Herzele & Van Woerkum 2008; see also article IV). 

Mul� modal means of ar� cula� ng issues

The third element found important relates more specifi cally to the translation of non-
professional experiential knowledge to the governance processes. The citizen panel 
considered that various communicative means should be used for this. For example, 
maps and photographs could be used in conjunction with written comments to illus-
trate specifi c matters in the neighbourhood. The use of various communicative means 
could prevent possible misunderstandings when people’s experiential knowledge was 
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interpreted by the administration. The citizen panel pondered that multimodal means 
of communicating spatial matters would support both everyday concerns relating to 
the maintenance and repair of the neighbourhoods, and situations of policy-making 
and planning where the city administration wants to consult residents to elicit local 
knowledge. Particularly this mechanism was experimented with further in the case 
of Nurmi-Sorila (Articles III, IV, and V). 

The results suggest that more attention should be paid to the form of illus-
trating and presenting information in interactive processes and knowledge produc-
tion. In this interaction, spatial means of organising and displaying information, 
such as interactive maps, proved to be useful means to present and visualize knowl-
edge resources that different actors in a city environment utilise. For example, maps 
fi t well with the bureaucratic approach of administration because they offer a general 
overview of spatial entities, such as neighbourhoods. Such a view from above is not 
how residents usually approach issues of their neighbourhood. However, even if 
locations in maps are viewed from above, from the residents’ perspective they still 
provide means to point out specifi c details in them and thus to capture local partic-
ularities. (Article II.)

Online spatial representations seem to provide a way to situate larger issues 
into the neighbourhood and to the particular and conversely, this way facilitating 
taking into account different scales of issues. Our results from the panel show that 
the panel members were willing to discuss their experiential knowing of neighbour-
hood issues in relation to wider scales. Although the ideas were connected to prac-
tical, everyday life and were pragmatic in nature, the panel saw the importance of 
participatory tools from a broader perspective. This is in line with Wagenaar’s (2007, 
p. 32) insight regarding the pragmatism in residents’ reasoning which presents “a 
way of dealing with issues in which concreteness and a continuous awareness of 
complexity go hand in hand”.

While our case study supports these fi ndings, it also suggests that technical-
rational discourse is so dominant in governmental decision-making that citizens feel 
that acquiring this kind of information is necessary to gain credibility within proc-
esses of city governance. The context of engagement disposes citizens to act from a 
subject position that persuades them to think in terms that are familiar to admin-
istration and planning. However, as we ask in Article II, what is the moral obliga-
tion of citizens to acquire technical-rational of information to widen their knowl-
edge base? To put it another way, are citizens the ones who need to have the most 
comprehensive grasp of the issues? 

The citizen panel thought that communicating by means of spatial visualisations, 
such as interactive map interfaces, presents a suitable format in connecting residents 
and administration. Administration could make its knowledge more approachable 
and understandable by utilising visual communication tools, for example maps, as 
translating devices between its organisation and residents. In this sense, the practi-
cality of the spatial view allows localities to serve as a starting point for discussions in 
participatory and interactive processes and to support mutual knowledge production. 
However, my conclusions concerning the geo-referenced discussion in Nurmi-Sorila 
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planning process complicate this picture by illuminating ways in which the partici-
patory instrument itself, and the procedures and process of planning in which it was 
implemented, shaped the knowledge generated (Articles III, IV, V). 

Producing knowledge for land use planning

The geo-referenced discussion forum implemented in the early stages of the land 
use planning process of the Nurmi-Sorila area created yet another setting, which 
provides a different aspect of how public discussion can take place. In this case, the 
online consultation tool was designed to incorporate residents’ local knowledge and 
views into the planning process. 

The analysis of the Nurmi-Sorila case reveals important aspects of the knowl-
edge generation process: (1) geo-referenced discussion generates public knowledge; 
(2) the assimilation of public knowledge into planning practice entails transforming 
it; (3) multimodality introduces ambiguity to the meaning-making process; (4) local 
circumstances infl uence the form which public knowledge assumes. I will turn to 
these aspects next.

Elici� ng public knowledge

Some of the discussion threads concerned everyday problems of the area, such as 
problematic road crossings where visibility is blocked by a particular traffi c sign. 
Others concerned issues on wider scales, such as how the planning in the Tampere 
Region should be directed. The way in which the discussion was organised, that is, by 
geographically referenced places on aerial photographs, provided a variety of means 
for generating meanings. 

In addition, the geo-referenced discussion was open to all who wanted to engage, 
so people articulated meanings differently depending on their background and the 
relational networks providing their frames of reference. Residents encountering trou-
bles in the neighbourhood could precisely plot their location. People who were not 
residents and who probably had different expectations of the planning process raised 
different issues. This is of crucial importance and complicates the interpretation of 
the discussion. 

The results from the participatory exercise in Nurmi-Sorila indicate that it is 
not pure local knowledge that is generated by means of geo-referenced public discus-
sion. Instead, novel type of knowledge is created, public knowledge, which takes shape 
through the types of issues the technology of geo-referenced discussion affords in its 
particular context of use. (Articles III, IV.) 

Assimila� ng ci� zens’ knowledge into planning prac� ce 

From all the information available, the planners assimilated only particular types 
of issues that could be further processed into usable knowledge for the plan-
ning process (Articles IV, V). Much of the work of planners is based on practical 
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reasoning, on an obligation to act upon the situation at hand. How they act in 
particular situations is conditioned by habitus, or their dispositions to act. What 
this meant in the Nurmi-Sorila case is that particular issues, on particular scales, 
assumed a dominant role in the subsequent planning documents that were written 
to report the outcome of the geo-referenced discussion. The issues suitable for the 
level of local master plan were prominent and other issues were either omitted 
from the documents or transformed into a suitable format. For example, everyday 
troubles, such as a problematic road crossing, were hardly included in the subse-
quent planning. This was because the practice of planning constrains the work of 
planners. (Article IV.)

In the Nurmi-Sorila case, the planners were keen to fi nd general patterns based 
on the distribution of graphic icons. Here the organising dimension of the Inter-
net’s potential is at work; the discussion was stored in a database with coordinates 
that linked the discussions to particular spots on the aerial photographs. In this way 
the information system gave a means to organise and interpret the discussion rela-
tive to particular locations in Nurmi-Sorila. Planners saw the opportunity to make 
an overview of how the discussion was spread out in the area, and made thematic 
maps of what was discussed in different parts of Nurmi-Sorila.

However, there is a caveat again here. The interpretation of the discussion 
cannot rely on any assumption that, for example, graphic icons have a fi xed meaning 
among people involved in the geo-referenced discussion. When I explored the 
different discussion threads as communicative acts in detail, I found how the 
graphic icons were interpreted in multiple ways by the users of the application. 
Sometimes this differed remarkably from how the designers of the application had 
‘intended’ the graphic icons to be used. The information system is conducive to 
a certain kind of analysis, but local improvisations, when users act upon the situ-
ation at hand, makes fi nding general patterns and overviews a qualitative task, 
especially when the people using the application are making expressive statements 
(Articles III, IV, V). 

By extrapolation, this fi nding actually raises doubts concerning the usefulness 
of a geo-referenced consultation based on simple icons. There should always be 
other means, such as language, where users can qualitatively specify how they are 
using the icon, what an icon is a symbol of.

Mul� modality and qualita� ve spa� al informa� on introducing ambigui� es

According to my interpretation, the aerial photographs had an orientating function, 
which was persuading users to frame the social interaction situation and the issue 
at hand in a particular way (cf. Dewulf et al. 2009; Van Herzele & Van Woerkum 
2008). The aerial photographs display some distinct features such as roads and 
forest strips shown from afar. This kind of setting evokes biases as to what kind of 
issues people with different backgrounds can raise. For example, some people with 
background knowledge can claim that certain species live in a forest patch shown; 
without training this is not discernible in the aerial photos. The aerial photographs 
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offer different semiotic resources for meaning making. How actors can communi-
cate depends on settings, practices and the habitus of the actors (Hutchby 2001). 
Prior experiences, educational background, and other factors, captured by the term 
habitus by Bourdieu (1990), gave people different communicative affordances to 
generate meanings about Nurmi-Sorila. Thus the interplay between the commu-
nicative setting of geo-referenced discussion and the actors who entered to articu-
late issues took a prominent part in defi ning what kind of knowledge was elabo-
rated by means of the application. 

The geo-referenced discussion experiment in Nurmi-Sorila reveals ambiguities 
in knowledge production. Interpreting the micro-politics of meaning making in 
knowledge production with the geo-referenced discussion is critical. Accordingly, 
Article III introduces a conceptual framework consisting of discourse analysis that 
takes into account the performative dimension of signifi cation and various context-
specifi c communicative resources with concepts of multimodality and mediated 
action. The framework also tries to grasp the dimension that human actors are 
not the only actors who shape the settings; in these technological settings, there 
are various `human-machine confi gurations’ (Suchman, 2006). The multimodal 
approach points to how geo-referenced discussion forum, as a material arrange-
ment that provide some particular semiotic resources in some specifi c situation that 
engage certain actors, take part in defi ning what issues gain dominance in these 
particular settings and, ultimately, what kind of knowledge is produced in prac-
tice. By using this framework, the detailed micro-level analysis of geo-referenced 
discussion showed how people engaged with the issues in this public forum using 
semiotic resources that became available in the setting. 

A multimodal discourse analytical lens brought into focus the ambiguities of 
knowledge production. The design of the Nurmi-Sorila policy experiment should 
be viewed as an attempt to invoke a particular kind of setting to stage on-coming 
events of its use: the use of aerial photographs instead of topographical maps; the 
choice of certain symbols over others to produce certain types of thematic infor-
mation; the possibility for public discussion instead of collecting information indi-
vidually. All these favour some styles of expression over others and some forms of 
knowledge production over others. As Hajer (2009) has suggested, such drama-
turgy is essential for the performance of politics. The acts of staging of policy-
making settings may or may not be intentional, but nevertheless they may have 
unintended consequences because the diverse actors in the setting rely on distinct 
systems of signifi cation. Settings may afford various communicative resources and 
thus they can be used to frame the situation unexpectedly. 

Con� ngencies due to local circumstances and prac� cal situa� ons of use

In the case of Nurmi-Sorila, the motivation of the geo-referenced public forum 
was to initiate discussion about the character of the area to support the subsequent 
planning process. However, in practice, for those who engaged in the geo-referenced 
discussion, it turned out to be a space of deliberation on the future of the Nurmi-
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Sorila area as well as on land use planning on a wider scale in Tampere Region. This 
broadened the scope of the instrument, which was primarily designed to consult 
citizens on their favourite places, problematic places, and places in need of devel-
opment. Hence the case points at discrepancies between the designers’ expecta-
tions of how users would use the web application and the use actually made of it 
(cf. Wilkie & Michael 2009). 

There are a number of factors in play here that infl uenced how the Web was 
constituted as a communicative setting for public engagement in this case. First, 
the collective place image of Nurmi-Sorila provided a viable starting point for the 
geo-referenced discussion and was crucial to how the process of planning proceeded 
(Article V). We compared the Nurmi-Sorila planning process with the land use 
planning of Vuores, which did not have a place image among planners: Vuores was 
framed as an ‘empty space’ in which a new neighbourhood could be developed. The 
planners thought they could start planning without taking local particularities into 
account. However, this approach upset the local residents. They would have wanted 
to engage in planning early on, but actually they saw in the press that some plans 
already existed. Also, residents had a clear place image originating in their attach-
ment to daily practices in the area. By contrast, from the outset the collective image 
of Nurmi-Sorila as a cultural landscape was more widely known among different 
actors. This gave a point of departure to learn more about meanings assigned to 
the neighbourhood by means of geo-referenced discussion. (Article V.) 

 In Nurmi-Sorila, people could participate in the geo-referenced discussion 
without being local residents. This arrangement in conjunction with the collec-
tive place image motivated non-residents to participate by means of geo-refer-
enced discussion. Perhaps they hoped that they could move to live in the area one 
day35. This arrangement, in addition to the lack of much wanted detached houses 
and continuously increasing population of the city, led the discussion to be more 
about possible construction sites than about particular characteristics of Nurmi-
Sorila. (Article IV.) 

The participation of would-be residents in the discussion seems reasonable. 
Whether or not they move to the area is dependent on how attractive the neigh-
bourhood appears. If these people are engaged early on, they can provide insight on 
what makes the area attractive. There is a caveat here that needs to be recognised; if 
people are seeking, for example, an idyllic form of living close to nature, they may 
promote the planning of some area while at the same time forget that the plan-
ning of the area may impinge on the charm of the place. (Article V.) Planners were 
pleased and surprised to see that not everyone was opposed to their intention to 
start planning. The open geo-referenced public discussion initiated before the fi nal 
planning process alleviated potential confl icts between residents and planners.

35 Actually in the Nurmi-Sorila web application there were several comments in which a wish to move into Nurmi-Sorila 
was explicitly articulated.   
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Concluding remarks: 
Towards communica� ve spaces for shaping places 

My case studies demonstrate that the Internet can enhance the fl ow of information 
and the integration of different sources of knowledge into place-making. This requires 
appropriate communicative spaces in which cultural adherences towards issues can 
be expressed. Such communicative spaces are enacted in locally specifi c situations. 
For example, the Nurmi-Sorila case shows that local improvisations have a critical 
infl uence on the communicative setting constituted by the Internet. 

Accordingly, my results suggest that the outcomes of participatory exercises 
should always be evaluated with local improvisations in mind. The contingent nature 
of the potential means that new capacities are created during the implementation. 
People approach issues of spatial local governance holistically, mixing values, experi-
ences, and technical information to articulate meaning in the way a specifi c situation 
demands. A good way to nurture the potential of the Internet and spatial technolo-
gies is to let capacities be generated in the making; there has to be room for surprises. 
Therefore, when we develop novel ways that utilise information and communica-
tion technologies to engage the public, I suggest we should strive for what Gomart 
& Hajer (2003) call good experiments, that is, new political settings and forms that 
allow new capacities to be created among actors. My results concur with their argu-
ment that neither the design nor the analysis of participatory exercises can rely on 
universal predetermined criteria because the settings have emergent properties36.

I present aspects that serve as heuristics for assessing participation as form in 
the making. First, the co-construction of issues, publics, and communicative settings 
outlines elements that show how the potential becomes actualised in specifi c situa-
tions of governance, embedded in a broader culture of governance. Meanings and 
knowledge generated in spatial local governance are a result of the complex interplay 
between issues and their constituent publics, which take shape in particular settings 
and practices. For instance, the intention to build a bridge evoked the process of 

36 Gomart & Hajer (2003, p.45) elaborate that  “the quality of a deliberation would then be investigated in terms of the 
variation of practices, acknowledging that the criteria of a deliberative democracy will change and vary and cannot be 
fi xed a priori”.
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mobilising actors and constructing a shared identity. The initiative to use the Internet 
in these tasks emanated from citizens’ needs, which matched the academic interest 
of a research project studying civic uses of the Web. The Internet could be harnessed 
as a communicative space for public action to challenge the local streamlined and 
consensus-seeking governance culture. 

Second, the confi gurations of interactional, organising, and expressive dimen-
sions provides useful heuristics for studying participation through information tech-
nology. In most situations attention has to be paid to all these three dimensions. In 
fact, I can think of no situation where only one of the dimensions would be in play. 
However, the results suggest that there are no general criteria for how communica-
tive, expressive, and organising dimensions should be confi gured. But importantly, 
the use of the dimensions as analytical tools helped me to analyse the potential in the 
different communicative settings of the cases. Particular confi gurations of the dimen-
sions have a critical infl uence on how the Internet facilitates or constrains negotia-
tion over meanings and mobilisation of different forms of knowledge. I expect that 
these dimensions can be useful in future explorations with civic uses of the Internet 
and spatial technologies.

For example, the social interaction situation in the Nurmi-Sorila case was framed 
as something that could be called ‘oligopticon-within-panopticon’37. People were 
able to look at the area from afar and above, as if from a planning perspective. At the 
same time, residents knew that the discussion was to be used in the planning process. 
At issue was not a private conversation, but a public discussion in which arguments 
addressed questions of spatial policy-making. This in turn had an effect on what kind 
of knowledge was generated.

The organising dimension infl uenced politics of meaning and politics of knowl-
edge. In the Koskenniska Bridge case, information archived in the website helped to 
build a shared identity and highlight the meaning of place. The case of the citizen 
panel in Tesoma demonstrates how the organising dimension of the Internet worked 
to widen the residents’ awareness of issues by giving access to information that is 
normally used in professional practice. Furthermore, this information can be arranged 
spatially in a form that follows residents’ logic. These results are a useful reminder to 
the contemporary discussion on open data and transparency of information. More 
effort should be invested in the form of information, in how it is represented, and 
in forms of access to this information. In the context of spatial local governance, 
visual and interactive representations can help in organising information in illustra-
tive and accessible ways.

In the Nurmi-Sorila case, the use of multimodal semiotic resources assisted the 
discussion to escape any simple codifi cation of information. The issues were formu-
lated and articulated by defi ning the situation, a process in which the web-based 
instrument takes part. For example, the graphic icons were used to point out partic-

37 Foucault (1995) uses the term panopticon to describe a disciplinary mechanism of observation in which all subjects are 
in a state of constant visibility: “The Panopticon is a machine for dissociating the see/being seen dyad: in the peripheric 
ring, one is totally seen, without ever seeing; in the central tower, one sees everything without ever being seen” (p.201). 
Conversely, according to Latour (2005) oligoptica “see much too little to feed the megalomania of the inspector or the 
paranoia of the inspected, but what they see, they see it well” (p.181). 
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ular locations on the aerial photos; the icons in conjunction with the aerial photos 
gave people indexical resources to defi ne what they were talking about. However, 
when interpreted in conjunction with written commentaries, the use of graphic icons 
appeared more complex than just pointing to specifi c locations on aerial photos. The 
results show that when graphic icons are used with written comments, the icons can 
refer to a variety of spatial scales. In addition, the aerial photographs afforded different 
means of meaning-making depending on the user’s ability to interpret features on 
the photos.

In effect, the analysis of the Nurmi-Sorila case suggests that although geo-refer-
enced discussion provides a way to spatially organise discussion, we should be wary 
of using such tools to make generalisations or handle information as divided into 
clearly defi ned units, which can be accessed from a database and forced into quanti-
tatively specifi ed entities. My study suggests that geographically referenced discussion 
is a valuable tool to provoke discussion about qualities of place, but at the same time 
the results point at the need to develop better tools to analyse the outcomes.

The three case studies exemplify the complex relationship between different 
types of knowledge and ways of knowing that inform spatial local governance. My 
cases show how the question should not be addressed as mutually exclusive types of 
knowledge, but as forms that interact and are transformed and merged in practices 
and settings in which different social worlds meet. The results support the fi ndings of 
Van Herzele & Van Woerkum (2008) that visualisation tools have both an enabling 
and a constraining impact on what kind of knowledge can be attained with them in 
planning processes.

My results suggest that communicative spaces that utilise visual means of 
meaning-making on spatial matters infl uence the relationship between professional 
and non-formalised knowledge in a number of ways. First, these communicative 
settings can provide means of contextualising discussion by giving a visual access 
to familiar entities in the local environment. Second, spatially organised discussion 
can provide planners with useful information, which they can incorporate in their 
work. Third, spatial visualisations can provide an access to technical-rational knowl-
edge of socio-material processes, which people fi nd important to understand in order 
to be credible participants in planning processes. Fourth, visual spatial representa-
tions are powerful, and people can harness them to challenge the professional way 
of knowing issues. 

However, at least in the context of Tampere, the technical-rational discourse is 
so powerful that other ways of knowing and articulating issues easily become subor-
dinated. While these technologies may bring together different types of knowledge, 
they are inclined to afford certain ways of knowing things. The Nurmi-Sorila case 
illustrates that when people frame the situation as an arena for public discussion, they 
adapt their reasoning to discourses that are deemed suitable for public articulation. 
This shapes the issues that are generated and knowledge that emerge. In addition, the 
information and communication technology facilitates transforming citizens’ knowl-
edge and views into planning information that can be assimilated into planning prac-
tice. However, this entails categorisation and can lead to loss of meaning. 
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Therefore, instead of always striving for easy acquisition of information, it 
would be better to treat geo-referenced discussion as multimodal narratives that bring 
different aspects of particular places without the obligation to fi nd overall patterns 
that can be spatially arranged at the scale in which planning takes place. This could 
open up possibilities for people to generate ‘pinpoint clues’ (cf. Jacobs 1961) on local 
processes and values assigned to place. After all, we make sense of everyday life in 
the form of narrative (Fischer 2003). If planning is a form of persuasive storytelling 
(Throgmorton 2003), then the communicative spaces that utilise the Web and spatial 
technologies could be viewed more as sites of storytelling where people use different 
semiotic resources to build up their narratives. 

The critical point here is twofold: First, values, emotional attachment, and other 
experiential considerations regarding places are essential in engaging the public to 
articulate issues. Second, these meanings cannot be easily mediated by language alone; 
neither can the technical-rational information needed to build up a broad under-
standing of issues. The results from all the individual cases suggest that other means 
are needed, and technologies that provide multimodal means can facilitate inter-
action between different ways of knowing. However, not everything can be solved 
by novel means of information technology. For example, despite all the efforts at 
utilising the Web in the Koskenniska Bridge case, people expected that planners and 
administrators would understand their perspective much better if they would phys-
ically visit the place with the neighbourhood actors. Spatial representations, such 
as visualisations of the bridge, aid in expressing particular types of knowledge and 
meanings assigned to a place, but they can never replace phenomenological under-
standing of the place.
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Facilitating Knowledge 
Sharing in E-Governance:

Online Spatial Displays as 
Translating Devices

ABSTRACT

This chapter introduces a case study that aimed at developing practices of neighborhood participation by 
utilizing information and communication technologies. A participatory action research project organized 
a citizen panel in the neighborhood of Tesoma in the city of Tampere, Finland. The panel tried to find 
meaningful ways for residents to influence the development of their neighborhood. The central aim was 
to articulate and mediate their local knowledge to administration that traditionally leans on technical-
rational knowledge. The case study suggests that interactive online spatial displays have potential to 
facilitate meaningful exchange of information by three mechanisms of translation: 1) by giving access 
to information from viewpoints familiar to the residents, 2) aiding the translation of technical-rational 
information of public administration for citizens with illustrative visualizations, and 3) giving residents 
multimodal means of producing input to administrators and planners. Interactive online spatial displays, 
such as interactive maps and simulations, are considered to work particularly well as translating devices 
supporting these mechanisms.
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INTRODUCTION

Citizen participation at a neighborhood level is 
often perceived to take place in specific events 
that are arranged within planning processes and 
particular stages of decision-making. However, 
participation at this level is entangled with ques-
tions that rise from actions of everyday life. There-
fore, reflecting on insights from complexity theory, 
we want to take a broader view of neighborhood 
participation and extend it to various practices that 
include continuous as well as sporadic interac-
tion and collaboration between institutional and 
neighborhood actors, particularly between city 
government and residents.

One of the central questions of governance 
is how to provide settings and arrangements for 
meaningful interaction between local experiential 
knowledge and knowledge based on technical-
rational information (Fischer, 2000). However, 
drawing on an approach that sees knowledge as 
being tied to practice (Cook & Yanow, 1993), we 
consider that dissemination of knowledge to the 
use of governance is not a straightforward matter. 
In addition, often knowledge that could be avail-
able is not used because it is situated in periph-
ery from the viewpoint of decision-makers and 
public administration (Yanow, 2004). This means 
that much of the knowledge potential resides in 
different practices scattered around the city. If 
knowledge is understood from this practice-based 
approach as knowing, as a situated capability to 
act, there is twofold potential in information and 
communication technologies (ICTs) such as the 
Internet and geographic information systems 
(GIS)1 to facilitate participatory arrangements 
in e-governance. They can 1) support building 
collective competences to act, and 2) facilitate 
interaction between different actors that are 
members of various different social worlds but 
do not share them all together2. In this chapter, 
we focus on this potential. Hence the crucial 
question: How can ICT be utilized to increase 
interactions between different actors in governance 

of cities? The question has to be discussed while 
acknowledging that at the same time knowledge 
is not directly accessible but needs to be translated 
from the practices that created it.

The chapter opens up the above question by 
way of a participatory action research project, 
which aimed at developing ICT-mediated par-
ticipatory practices with a citizen panel. After 
opening our conceptual framework consisting of 
insights from theories of practice-based know-
ing and complexity, we introduce our case study 
with a citizen panel in Tesoma neighborhood in 
the city of Tampere, Finland. Then we move on 
to consider how neighborhood participation can 
be understood as various interactions between 
citizens and administration where different kinds 
of information and knowledge merge. This leads 
us to discuss how the citizen panel discovered 
ways to apply interactive online spatial displays 
to support interaction and knowledge sharing 
between citizens and administration.

BACKGROUND

Web-Based Spatial Technologies 
in E-Governance

Recent societal and technological changes, such 
as the move from government to governance (see 
Pierre, 2000) and rapid developments in infor-
mation and communication technologies, have 
stimulated a vast amount of scholarly discussion 
of democratic practices and communication be-
tween institutional actors and the public. These 
changes have encouraged searching for more 
transparent and participatory decision-making 
processes (see Hague & Loader, 1999; Axford 
& Huggins, 2001).

Many of the initiatives around citizen engage-
ment in e-democracy practices have focused on 
improving the efficiency of administration by 
paying attention to the ways how governmental 
information could be better accessed by citizens 
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(see Hague & Loader, 1999; Hacker & van Dijk, 
2000; Day & Schuler, 2004). This viewpoint 
easily directs the emphasis on technological 
tools and the competence of citizens to properly 
take advantage of the new electronic services 
offered to them by governments. In this vein, 
citizens are being placed into the position of 
the customer-user instead of being regarded as 
responsible and legitimate actors in decision-
making processes.

In collaborative governance, citizens become 
co-producers of policies that affect their everyday 
life in society. In this view, ICT is approached as an 
arena that serves public, reflexive, and democratic 
negotiation of governance. (Coleman & Kaposi, 
2006.) Coleman and Kaposi see the transformative 
potential of the Internet in encouraging emerging 
modes of communication. They explicate that the 
central role of civic networks in collaborative 
governance is bringing the experiential knowledge 
and perceptions of stakeholders to the center of 
accountable governance. (Ibid., 2006.)

In addition to the Internet, spatial technologies 
such as geographic information systems have 
received a lot of attention as means to facilitate 
public participation (for overviews, see Sieber, 
2006, Craig et al., 2002). According to Richard 
Kingston (2007) “these tools are meant to help 
people make better planning decisions by enabling 
improved communication, design and analysis in 
place making” (Kingston, 2007, p. 139).

Broadly taken, the aims of the experimentation 
of the Internet in conjunction with spatial technolo-
gies include two dimensions. First, communication 
is enhanced as spatial technologies help convey 
meanings regarding spatial matters (Craig et al., 
2002; Sieber, 2006). This is obviously a central 
aspect in urban planning. Furthermore, the Internet 
offers a possibility to extend and diversify public 
discussion and the interplay between different ac-
tors in planning processes. It has been suggested 
that with these technologies one can reach a much 

bigger audience than with traditional means such 
as town hall meetings (Bosworth et al., 2002). 
Second, GIS helps to store large quantities of 
information and, once archived, information can 
be retrieved from a database through user inter-
faces that allow assembling of information in a 
comprehensible and meaningful manner. This 
facilitates knowledge production.

We do not want to take a deterministic stance 
by bringing up this twofold potential. We are 
not interested in questions such as what the ICT 
does as a predetermined entity. Social studies of 
science and technology have rendered this kind 
of a question insupportable, as it presumes an 
objectively verifiable truth3. What we can do is 
to find out how certain technologies gain specific 
attributes (Grint & Woolgar, 1997; Akrich, 1992). 
Grint and Woolgar (1997) elaborate on this as 
follows: “This is not to suggest that machines 
do not have effects. Instead, what counts as an 
effect […] is taken to be a social process involv-
ing the persuasive interpretation of information 
and convincing attribution of capacities” (Grint 
& Woolgar 1997, p.33).

Regarding this, there are questions relating 
to how the potential of the Internet and GIS 
in public participation is realized in practice. 
First, it depends on how public participation is 
understood. Is it restricted to some specific (and 
somewhat rare) occasions, such as voting in 
elections or public hearing in a certain phase of 
a planning process? Or, is it continuous but fluc-
tuating interaction between actors? Drawing on 
insights from complexity theory, we take the latter 
point of view. Second, widening the knowledge 
base through more inclusive governance is not a 
straightforward matter but needs means of transla-
tion; the following approach that acknowledges the 
underlying complexity of urban governance and 
sees knowledge as being dependent on practices 
helps to tackle these questions.
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On Complexity and 
Epistemic Diversity

Complexity is an overriding characteristic in 
governance of urban cities. Cities consist of 
multiple on-going activities that form a mixed 
bag. Processes related to industry, commerce, 
dwelling and recreation are practiced in cities. 
Different practices give shape and structure to 
cities. Governance tries to comprehend these 
processes and have an effect on them. The means 
of governing vary from reactionary responses of 
short-term events to the guidance of anticipated 
structural developments of the city. Complexity 
in modern cities brings in specific challenges 
concerning governance. The need for wide knowl-
edge acquisition for robust decision-making and 
problem solving is immanent. However, the 
complexity in governance cannot be controlled or 
eliminated. This is because complexity does not 
rely on the number of parts within the system, but 
on the intensity and density of interaction in the 
system. Although control is not a viable option 
in tackling with complexity, complexity can be 
harnessed and understood, meaning that there are 
more or less worthwhile ways of dealing with it. 
(Wagenaar, 2007.)

Complex systems have emergent properties, 
which are produced by the interactions between 
separate parts of the system. The separate parts of 
the system do not have these properties; they are 
productions of the interactions between its parts. 
(Ibid.) Accordingly, the citizens’ non-reductionist 
way of dealing with problems complements well 
the technical-rational decision-making that is 
disciplined by administrative borders because this 
way the system can better respond to its emergent 
properties. Policy analyst Wagenaar (2007) puts 
it as follows:

Because expert knowledge is primarily aimed at 
the understanding (and alleged control) of the 
separate parts of the system (e.g. members of 
ethnic minorities, food suppliers, school dropouts, 

employers, etc.), it threatens to miss the emergent 
properties of the system entirely. (Wagenaar, 
2007, p. 24.) 

Hence, complexity theory proposes that we 
should strive for participatory governance because

…it increases system diversity and system interac-
tion. Both have the effect of contributing to the flow 
of knowledge through the system so that it enables 
the actors in the system to produce, appreciate, 
and select productive intervention strategies and 
arrive at coordination of problem solving and 
decision-making (Wagenaar, 2007, p. 29).

We follow the work of Wagenaar in consid-
ering the crucial role of citizen participation in 
governance when trying to harness the complex 
social systems of urban environment. In this 
light, we propose that governance in cities takes 
place in settings that can be described as systems 
of fragmented knowledge. Bruni et al. (2007, p. 
83) define systems of fragmented knowledge as 
“learning settings in which people, symbols, and 
technologies work jointly to construct and recon-
struct understanding of social and organizational 
action”. They use remote consultation practice in 
the health care field as an example of a system of 
fragmented knowledge. They argue that in such a 
system, knowledge is not carried only by people 
but by artifacts as well. We believe the system 
of fragmented knowledge to be a useful concept 
in the context of city governance as well. This 
practice-based approach is useful as the concept 
of practice captures how specific forms of know-
ing are culturally and historically constructed 
with particular material arrangements (Bruni et 
al., 2007).

As an analogy, we draw on a perspective of 
citizen participation where actors, such as residents 
and city government, act inside a shared system 
of fragmented knowledge that consists of various 
practices. Actors interpret this system in social 
interaction from their own viewpoints; e.g. admin-
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istratively created borders of municipalities and 
localities are guidelines for city planners, whereas 
everyday practices – which are not dictated by 
administrative borders – direct the perceptions 
of residents. As the system consists of various 
practices that emerge and take place somewhat 
independently on other practices, social worlds 
have specific ways of knowing. In order to func-
tion properly, the system needs means to translate 
knowledge from one form to another.

However, there are supposedly differences 
between the systems of remote health care and 
governance of cities. The system of fragmented 
knowledge in health care works more on a 
coded, routine-like basis, whereas the system of 
fragmented knowledge in city governance takes 
a more organic form, having multiple configura-
tions. How can information move meaningfully in 
a system if the way of knowing, i.e. sense-making 
by utilization of information and knowledge in 
practice (Cook & Brown, 1999), varies from 
one social world to the next? Two interrelated 
problems can be drawn from the above: how to 
attain information and knowledge, and how to 
make sense of it?

These questions on information acquisition 
and interpretation should be considered from 
the viewpoints of administration and planners 
as well as citizens. Planners may perceive that 
some knowledge in the periphery is not valuable 
and thus there might be no means to acquire 
local experiential knowledge from the citizens. 
Administration often works without enough 
transparency, and hence citizens might not be able 
to acquire information even if the issues concern 
them. This does not have to be administrations’ 
and planners’ attempt to conceal their decisions, 
rather it may stem from the fact that administra-
tion does not know all the consequences of their 
decisions. In this chapter, the citizens’ viewpoint 
is emphasized when approaching these questions. 
In what follows, we introduce a case study that 
will be discussed in order to tackle the questions 
of information acquisition and interpretation.

DELIBERATING ON 
KNOWLEDGE SHARING

Case and Methods: Action Research 
Project in Tesoma Neighborhood

The complexity inherent to governance effectively 
evades the possibility of constructing a universal 
model for public participation. Solutions on how 
to arrange participation will always be context-
specific. Accordingly, we do not intend to build 
up a universally applicable model for public 
participation. Instead, by using an approach that 
combines case study analysis with action research 
methods, we want to bring up elements from the 
case that may provide insights about how and why 
interpretation and interaction between different 
actors could be facilitated by interactive online 
spatial displays. The advantage of case studies 
is that they can provide valuable knowledge 
that is concrete and practical. By taking a case 
study approach, we believe on “the power of the 
good example”, which is often underestimated 
compared to formal generalization as a source 
of a scientific development (Flyvbjerg, 2001) 
4. However, the findings can find meaning and 
place in other cases through analogical general-
ization (Smaling, 2003). The case study allows 
us to trace particular characteristics of interactive 
online spatial displays that relate to participatory 
governance and citizen participation at a neighbor-
hood level. In addition, the case study approach 
lets us discuss the potential of ICT in a specific 
context and practice. This is helpful, as we take 
technology to be inter-related with social practices.

The chapter bases on an empirical case study in 
which the University of Tampere and the City of 
Tampere co-operatively organized a development 
project in a local neighborhood of Tesoma5. The 
project was implemented at a time when themes 
of neighborhood renewal, diffusion of information 
society and development of civic participation 
started to intersect in the Finnish society6. Tesoma 
represents a typical neighborhood that was built 
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during the rapid urbanization in the 1960s and 
1970s. Initially, the Finnish neighborhoods of 
that era were facilitating the increasing popula-
tion movement and housing pressures stemming 
from the migration from rural areas to urban 
towns. Since then, many of these neighborhoods, 
including Tesoma, have witnessed a lot of nega-
tive side effects of urbanization such as increased 
unemployment and crime rates.

In the neighborhood renewal project, the citi-
zen panel played the role of an informant of civic 
knowledge at the neighborhood level. The start-
ing point in this joint project was to consider the 
local residents as experts of their neighborhood. 
Traditionally, the kind of knowledge and expertise 
that have been recognized as relevant in processes 
of urban planning have been narrowly defined as 
rational, basically meaning technical-scientific 
planning knowledge. Nevertheless, technical-
scientific knowledge has proved insufficient 
in situations where different agents and forms 
of knowledge come together (Irwin & Wynne, 
1996; Fischer, 2000; Hajer & Wagenaar, 2003).7 
Acknowledging the civic expertise, the project 
aimed at developing participatory practices by 
utilizing the potential of communication technol-
ogy in civic participation.

The aim of the project was to give residents an 
opportunity to gain more voice in the development 
process of their living environment. A group of 
12–15 residents of Tesoma neighborhood formed 
a citizen panel that brought its knowledge under 
discussion8. The project partners, researchers 
from the University of Tampere and practitioners 
from the City of Tampere, shared the view that 
ICT should be made accessible and available for 
citizens’ use. The project emphasized mutual 
interaction and co-operation between the city 
government and the residents.

Researchers took an active stand in the process 
of local knowledge creation as the approach was 
based on participatory action research. Typically 
participatory action research emphasizes com-
munities’ local knowledge in naming and un-

derstanding social problems that emerge in their 
living environments (see Flicker et al., 2008). 
Action research has been described as empowering 
participants to independently define problems and 
opportunities in local settings and to creatively 
react and adapt to these situations and solutions 
(Tacchi et al., 2009).

The general understanding of action research 
approach has rested on a normative view which rec-
ognizes the potential of the approach in developing 
democratic and deliberative practices. Especially 
participatory action research has been defined 
through aims that make a difference to research 
participants’ living situations as well as to their 
ways of producing, interpreting and understand-
ing knowledge (Genat, 2009, 103; McTaggart, 
1997). In the case at hand, the development of 
e-democratic practices was not only focused on 
empowering an acting community of residents but 
also inviting these civic participants to develop 
participatory practices of local governance. New 
means of information and communication were 
regarded potential, first, in making these interac-
tive processes public and, second, in enhancing the 
mutual knowledge sharing and creation between 
different agents. The researchers were involved in 
encouraging and pursuing these aims by generat-
ing community activity in a local neighborhood 
in conditions where little public citizen activity 
was taking place9.

Working With the Citizen Panel

The launch of the citizen panel was announced 
to the residents with invitations delivered to their 
homes that included directions on how to par-
ticipate10. The panel was active for over a year, 
having two-hour meetings every two weeks. The 
meetings were usually held in a local high school 
in Tesoma11. In the meetings, the researchers and 
the city representative worked as the chairman 
of the discussions and as the secretary when 
documenting the meetings. First the panel’s ac-
tion was connected to the preparation of a general 
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development plan of Tesoma neighborhood on 
which our project partner in the city organiza-
tion was working.12 By collaborating with the 
panel, the City wanted to gather local knowledge 
of issues that residents considered important in 
their living environment. The issues varied from 
positive features of the neighborhood to issues 
experienced problematic and calling for repair. In 
the first meeting, the panel members were asked 
to bring up issues they had experienced important 
when thinking about Tesoma neighborhood, its 
current condition and issues that needed to be 
developed and taken under discussion. The is-
sues raised concerned everyday life practices of 
the neighborhood residents: for example, traffic 
arrangements; appearance and character of the 
shopping mall in the area and its surroundings; 
maintenance of recreational areas and spaces for 
leisure activities; as well as discussion on how to 
organize social spaces for the local youth.

In the subsequent meetings, the panel mem-
bers continued defining the issues. The panel 
formulated its action by discussing one issue over 
two or three meetings. Discussion started in one 
meeting was continued in the next meeting to 
allow panel members to reflect and reformulate 
solutions for current problems and to discover 
relevant information and knowledge to support 
their arguments and suggestions. Often the group 
rejected their first solution and then another one, 
a more grounded solution, was developed. After 
formulating their views, the city representative 
participating in this project helped to pass on the 
proposals and comments for the consideration of 
the city administration.

However, the residents, the researchers and 
the city representative together recognized in 
the panel’s discussions that when forwarding 
the panel’s proposals to the city government, 
the proposals needed to be well formulated and 
arguments clearly articulated. To escape the risk 
of being publicly blamed as presenters of informa-
tion that bases on individual desires and opinions, 
on ‘how one feels about it’, we all recognized the 

limits of the panel’s knowledge, which resulted 
in our needing technical-scientific information on 
which to base the citizen panel’s deliberation. (See 
Heikkilä & Lehtonen, 2004.) In addition, the group 
members carried out tasks between meetings that 
expanded the panel’s knowledge to better cover the 
residents’ point of view. They gathered background 
information for the discussions. They asked fellow 
residents for their viewpoints and suggestions on 
issues that concerned everyday life in Tesoma. 
They organized local happenings and encounters 
with relevant agents at their neighborhood locality. 
Hence their mostly experiential knowledge was 
made more robust with two types of knowledge: 
(1) rational, technical-scientific knowledge that 
was considered more legitimate in city governance, 
and (2) knowledge that represented views of a 
wider group of people than themselves.

The panel’s discussions were supported by a 
vast amount of information resources that touched 
upon different aspects of the neighborhood, for 
instance documentation of the area’s spatial devel-
opment history and its current trends, information 
regarding plans of future land use and its priori-
ties, demographic data of the neighborhood, and 
information of proprietorships of building sites 
on the area. The intensive participation of the city 
organization in the project opened a rare chance 
for the residents to access and analyze GIS-based 
information of their neighborhood and use this 
generally acknowledged technical-scientific 
information as a resource to co-construct and 
reflect their views13 (see Heikkilä & Lehtonen, 
2004). The panel members did not use GIS in 
the traditional sense. They did not work with 
specific desktop software designed for analysis of 
geographical information. Instead, they analyzed 
thematic maps by discussing them in their meet-
ings. The thematic maps were previously produced 
for administrative purposes from GIS data on 
the City of Tampere. For example, the panel had 
a thematic map showing how the green areas in 
town were classified for maintenance. This kind 
of geographic information is not usually available 
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for the general public but is extensively used in 
the city organization.

Such intense co-operation between the public 
and public officials, as the work with the citizen 
panel in Tesoma exemplifies, was fairly uncom-
mon in Finland in the early 2000s. In urban 
planning procedures, civic participation has been 
traditionally constrained to previously determined 
phases and occasions. In addition, the local po-
litical decision-making culture in Tampere has 
previously been closed with little possibilities for 
citizens to participate (Laine & Peltonen, 2003). 
Participatory methods started to gain more focus as 
the general atmosphere for participation in society 
opened up and new legislation was set up for land 
use planning. Currently, the land use and planning 
act gives general guidelines on how participation 
should be arranged in planning processes. The case 
of Tesoma was not connected to a planning process 
as such but to a national neighborhood develop-
ment program, within which the Tesoma project 
was designed to chart the renewal process and the 
future development of this urban neighborhood. 
In this sense, the citizen panel worked beyond the 
usual assumptions of public participation.

Examples and Experiences 
of Online Spatial Displays

Instead of relying on GIS data only as a provider 
of background information for citizens’ discus-
sion, the project wanted to take advantage of the 
potential of spatial technologies and the Internet 
to create concrete ideas or examples for public 
participation. Originally, the idea of developing 
web-based tools and services was raised by the 
researchers, because studying the web as a tool 
for public participation was one of the key aspects 
in the university’s research project. At the same 
time, the participants of the citizen panel had a 
clear interest in developing the conditions of their 
residential area. This interest encouraged the panel 
to think about designing digital forms of public 
participation. The discussion was started on the 

kinds of possibilities the ICT could offer for 
residents. The panel members’ focus was on what 
would increase their opportunities to participate in 
public discussion as well as their possibilities to 
follow the preparation processes of administrative 
issues for decision-making.

When utilizing thematic maps based on GIS 
data that the city organization provided, the panel 
members recognized that the most important and 
interesting type of data was usually inaccessible 
to them. With this they referred, for instance, to 
various databases of the local government that 
included specific information on the neighbor-
hoods. The citizen panel acknowledged in their 
deliberation that they would need this kind of 
technical-rational information to contribute to the 
local development plan. This observation about 
widening the knowledge base of the residents was 
also addressed when the panel started to discuss 
the possibilities to enhance meaningful interac-
tion with public agencies and public officials by 
web-mediated means.

The topic was approached by exploring online 
examples and applications. The researchers intro-
duced examples that they considered as possibly 
interesting for the members of the panel and es-
sential for the question at hand. All the introduced 
examples shared visual and spatial means for 
knowledge representation as they utilized a map 
as an interface. For instance, the city of Tampere 
shares information about services, recreational 
areas and traffic routes on a map-based applica-
tion. Another example showed an interactive 
illustration of the development of rental housing 
and development of black people’s residential 
neighborhoods in New York City. This example 
combined temporal view with spatial develop-
ment, which evoked the citizen panel to ponder 
development trends in these New York areas and 
causalities that encouraged the development. The 
introduced examples clearly stimulated the panel 
to re-think processes of societal development as 
well as the question of how information is illus-
trated and visualized.
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Presumably, the utilization of maps as il-
lustrators may have directed the citizen panel to 
recognize maps as relevant and functioning tools 
for presenting information. However, the panel had 
already had encouraging experiences of map and 
GIS use earlier in the project. The feasibility of 
map-based presentation of knowledge was noticed 
when the panel relied on maps as an illustrative 
form of knowledge presentation that supported 
the panel’s arguments. When it discussed the 
maintenance of local recreation and green areas 
in Tesoma, it got access to information that was 
categorized by the City organization for the general 
maintenance of green areas. The citizen panel then 
evaluated the accessed data to the experientially 
lived green areas in the Tesoma neighborhood. 
They observed the classifications and categoriza-
tions both on a map presentation and on a walking 
tour together with city officials and compared the 
technical-scientific information provided by the 
city of Tampere to their own knowledge. Then the 
panel created its suggestion on how to develop 

the maintenance and use of recreational areas. The 
panel visualized its arguments with two maps by 
attaching brief explanatory comments on specific 
places that were experienced as meaningful and 
important, or which had problems (see one of the 
maps in Figure 1).

The citizen panel also pointed out some defects 
in their neighborhood that concerned traffic ar-
rangements and security. It decided to construct 
a map that included places that were experienced 
as problematic. The problematic places were in-
dexed with numbers and presented on a map with 
a brief comment and a photo of the specific place 
(see Figure 2). For example, number 1 on the map 
had a corresponding photo showing a road cross-
ing. The photo was attached with a comment 
“Pavement missing from the other side of Kohm-
ankaari Road”. The maps with commentaries and 
photos were delivered to the city administration 
as well as published on the panel’s web site.

Experiences from utilizing maps and other 
visual presentations to illustrate local place-

Figure 1. Proposal of the citizen panel for the development of green areas in the neighborhood of Tesoma
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specific information functioned as reference points 
when the citizen panel started to discuss online 
participatory tools. Spatial view on web applica-
tions was emphasized as the citizens recognized 
the need for spatial demographic data as well as 
for data that would illustrate local temporal de-
velopment online (e.g. trajectories of spatial in-
frastructural development or sufficiency of social 
services). The relevance of spatial data was ad-
dressed in the panel from two viewpoints: 1) in-
formation was needed to evaluate local govern-
mental decisions and 2) to support local 
residency on the level of everyday life.

To equip citizens with competences to evalu-
ate, for example, long-term policies that affected 
spatial development, the citizen panel emphasized 
the need to access temporal information. This 
information would encompass a wider view of an 
issue at hand. However, citizens also recognized 
the need for information that would facilitate local 
residents in arranging their everyday life. These 
requirements were linked to situations in which 
spatial-temporal information of one’s living-
environment would clarify city-governmental 

decisions, be it vast future policies or specific 
planning proposals.

After recognizing the potential related to the 
use of spatial data, the citizen panel’s action was 
set up – as we mentioned earlier – with examples 
in which GIS data was represented by means of 
the Internet. This gave a springboard for citizens 
to develop their views on tools useful for web-
mediated participation. During this deliberation 
dialogical methods were used. For example, when 
documenting the panel’s perceptions, one of the 
researchers typed the panel’s views on a laptop 
and projected them on the wall. This way the 
panel could see that the researchers understood 
what the panel was trying to articulate. In addi-
tion, the researchers constantly double-checked 
that the arguments were entered accordingly and 
that everyone in the panel shared current views. 
The deliberation with the citizen panel helped to 
identify mechanisms that facilitate interaction and 
translation of different kinds of information and 
knowledge, which we will come to next.

Figure 2. Traffic problems in Tesoma neighborhood
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Interaction and Translation of 
Information: Three Mechanisms

Based on its deliberative discussions, the panel 
structured a proposal called ‘the requirements 
specification’14 to articulate and mediate its ideas 
about the development of online participatory 
tools from the residents’ viewpoint (see Heikkilä 
& Lehtonen, 2004). Analysis of the work of the 
citizen panel and its requirements specification 
yields three different functions or mechanisms 
that facilitate the interaction and translation of 
information: 1) access and retrieval, 2) tracking 
and interpretation and 3) production and sharing 
of information. These will help in elaborating 
how we handled the interrelated problems of two-
way information acquisition and interpretation of 
information acquired.

Access and Retrieval

Regarding information search and access the 
panel recognized the importance of online infor-
mation service that would serve residents in their 
activities, which would include for example: web 
services that would entail various information, for 
example contact details of local authorities, leisure 
facilities, parking lots, and available recreation 
areas or meeting spaces in the neighborhood. All 
this information would need to be arranged in a 
way that would be easy to find and use. The panel 
members had noticed the difficulty of searching 
for information of their neighborhood on the 
city’s website; the website was built on the gov-
ernmental way of knowing, which differed from 
the residents’ way of knowing. Because of the 
difference between ways of knowing, the panel 
members felt that the city’s website was difficult 
to use and cumbersome. One of the panel members 
elaborated this:

“The search engine is the weakest link on the 
city’s website. In order to find correct contact 

details, the user should know the structure of city 
government very profoundly.” 

In order to easily find information, citizens 
were supposed to understand bureaucratic pro-
cesses and the sectoral logic of the administration 
(Heikkilä & Lehtonen, 2004). However, instead 
of thinking which administrative sector is respon-
sible for their matters, residents would prefer to 
use a web interface where information would be 
arranged based on spatial division, such as neigh-
borhoods. In the panel’s view, spatial organization 
of information on the city’s website would better 
serve citizens by giving access to information 
from the familiar viewpoint. This could possibly 
function as a way to a more effective governance 
by reducing unnecessary contacts from citizens 
to civil servants because the information would 
be more easily and accurately accessible online 
for city residents, as one panel member pondered:

“If information could be found this way, interac-
tion would be efficient both from the viewpoint 
of residents and administration. Any [resident’s] 
question would be channeled more precisely to 
the right address and it could be answered faster.” 

In the panel’s view, the neighborhood is a 
concept around which public information services 
should be aggregated. The panel felt there was a 
gap between how residents and city government 
approached issues, and considered this gap as 
one reason for reducing meaningful interaction 
between institutional actors and citizens. The call 
for a better access to municipal information serves 
both residents in arranging their everyday lives 
and administration’s efficacy, but furthermore, 
opens up operations and procedures of municipal 
organizations and makes them more visible and 
concrete to residents. In translating governmental 
actions to residents, the ICT may enable the inter-
action of rational and bureaucratically organized 
knowledge of administration with the experiential 
knowledge of citizens. This might encourage 
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mutual learning; for example, citizens could learn 
how government as an organization arranges its 
functions. Moreover, developing online tools that 
enhance the continuous and direct communication 
between citizens and public administration may 
open a way out of labeling public participation 
into specific stages of planning and policy-making 
processes.

Access and retrieval answers two questions that 
pertain to residents. First, how to find information 
on public services? And second, how to find the 
people who are responsible for particular issues 
within the institutions of governance? From this 
viewpoint, the function of access and retrieval is 
both retrieval of governmental information and 
access to people, i.e. the city officials whom to 
contact.

Tracking and Interpretation

Whereas the question of facilitating information 
retrieval and access focused on information about 
specific details for conducting everyday life in 
the local neighborhood, the aspect of tracking 
and interpretation covers a more general focus; 
basically it would serve the civic awareness of 
decision-making and policy-making processes. 
The panel members recognized the lack of specific 
information that the city government used in its 
decision-making; for instance when making deci-
sions on child care, retirement homes, or health 
care centers in neighborhoods. Equipping citizens 
with this information that administration holds 
important when making and executing decisions 
could decrease the gap between different available 
knowledge forms.

Online services that reinforce information 
interpretation would equip residents with di-
verse data that would support their capabilities 
to participate in public discussion and evaluate 
local decision-making. This type of information 
would, according to the citizen panel’s view, 
help in understanding and interpreting govern-
mental decisions and their grounds. This can be 

envisioned to improve the quality of reciprocal 
citizen–city interaction. Online spatial displays 
make it possible to use dynamic simulations that 
can illustrate long-term spatial-temporal informa-
tion simultaneously binding it to neighborhood 
localities. For instance, representing temporal 
changes with visual and spatial tools combines 
different ways and forms to process and locate 
information. One panel member brought up an 
illustrative example:

“You could present on a map where families with 
children and the elderly live. At the same time, you 
could design a function to the map from which you 
could see the development of the population as 
years go by. This would be useful information when 
you plan for example where to locate nurseries.” 

In addition, regarding information tracking 
and interpretation, the citizen panel came up with 
the idea of a ‘vigilant announcement system’ that 
would automatically send email to registered users 
when a particular issue was under discussion in 
city government. This system would be maintained 
by the city administration and the citizens could 
join in by registering to certain themes and top-
ics that they considered interesting. This kind of 
service can be seen as helping citizens to ‘stay 
tuned’ in governmental processes. (See Heikkilä 
& Lehtonen, 2004.) This would also encourage 
people to engage with issues. As political scientist 
Hajer (2003) has suggested, citizens are political 
activists on ‘stand-by’, meaning that nowadays it 
is often policy-making that triggers active citizen-
ship. The kind of service that the panel suggested 
increases the potential for igniting citizens to act. 
This kind of system has been recently adopted by 
the City of Tampere15.

The information that was thought to serve the 
task of knowledge interpretation was interlinked 
with local spatial development trajectories, which 
was the kind of information that citizens usually 
have no access. The panel members addressed 
the need to increase awareness of the information 
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and knowledge that the public decision-making 
leans on, as becomes clear from the comment of 
one member of the panel:

“The outlook and awareness about the aspects 
of one’s own neighborhood would broaden and 
issues would be easier to discern.”

Lack of knowledge is not a welcome situation 
in the interaction between citizens and public 
administration:

Both enter communications loaded with hopes 
and expectations based on a history of earlier 
experiences, understandings, and assumptions 
about the other and certain self-images, strengths, 
and vulnerabilities. Lack of knowledge inevitably 
results in an ascription of motives – almost always 
negative motives, such as stupidity, obstinacy, 
duplicity, or carelessness. (Wagenaar, 2007, p. 28.) 

Making the privileged information of the ad-
ministrative apparatus accessible to citizens would 
serve the aims of participatory democracy. Keep-
ing both decision-making and the implementation 
of decision at the administrative or privatized level 
often results in strong opposition from citizen 
groups or administrative inertia (Wagenaar, 2007). 
The opposite strategy, we believe, would encour-
age the interest of the neighborhood residents in 
political affairs and policy-making. That is, the 
translation and the delivery of information that 
has functioned as a basis of decisions, strategies, 
and policies might help to decrease tensions and 
ambiguities that result from incapability to create 
shared meaning across different social worlds.

The tracking and interpretation aspect tack-
les the question: What is going on here and 
why? The vigilant announcement system would 
answer the first part of the question by inform-
ing citizens whenever they need to be aware of 
issues in which they might have or develop an 
interest. The second part of the question is about 
translating information the citizens feel they need 

to consider in deliberating on issues concern-
ing their neighborhood. To take legitimate part 
in such deliberations, residents want to have 
technical-rational information that institutions of 
governance use in their decision-making. Here, 
online spatial displays were regarded useful in 
acquiring technical-rational information that could 
be combined with local knowledge to expand the 
capability of citizens, particularly residents, to act 
in the context of governance.

Production and Sharing

The panel’s third point was that citizens should 
be legitimate actors in creating and producing 
local knowledge and in participating in the gov-
ernance of the city. They highlighted situations in 
which citizens could use the Internet to provide 
authorities with neighborhood-level experiential 
information that the administration perhaps would 
not be aware of, e.g. issues that would need instant 
repairing or maintenance but might be too local to 
be detected otherwise within a vast organization. 
The panel drew heavily on the idea of equipping 
citizens with possibilities to illustrate and visualize 
their messages with photos, pictures or marking 
places on an online map. This, they argued, was 
to improve interpretation of civic knowledge at 
the city-government level. Following the citizens’ 
logic, this service would help in making civic 
messages and knowledge clearer to civil servants. 
Moreover, this would facilitate the mediation of 
civic knowledge to civil servants. The panel also 
sketched an idea to combine written and visual 
messages when contacting civil servants:

“A map could be produced of the surroundings 
of Tesomajärvi Lake, in which one could design 
for instance paths and lighting.”

Another member added that:

“In addition it would be good to attach photos of 
the area, for example photos of defects.” 
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They acknowledged that it is sometimes dif-
ficult to express one’s ideas, questions and other 
messages in a simple format, such as written text. 
They imagined the use of various communicative 
means could prevent possible misunderstandings 
as citizens’ experiential knowledge was interpreted 
by the administration.

An arena for geographically referenced pub-
lic discussion is an example that was developed 
partly based on experiences from the work with 
the citizen panel. This instrument was recently 
used in a land use planning process in the city of 
Tampere. Generally, the geo-referenced public 
discussion forum enabled multimodal means of 
public input (Bamberg, 2010). It consisted of aerial 
photographs that were displayed on the Internet. 
Users were able to move and attach graphic icons 
to the aerial photos. They could also make con-
joined written commentaries with the icons. Users 
could retrieve earlier comments and express their 
opinions and counter-arguments to form threads 
of public discussion. The application was used in 
an early planning phase to start discussion on the 
‘character’ of the neighborhood. The discussion 
was then used in planning to develop a vision for 
the area. (Ibid.) The previous example concerned 
the context of spatial planning. Another example 
related to everyday life is the use of online spatial 
displays for knowledge production. This refers 

to the City of Tampere service for informing 
about streetlight blackouts16. The system allows 
users to inform the administration about broken 
streetlights by producing a spatial interface with 
a map to point the exact location where the light 
has gone out.

The function of production and sharing is to 
give input into governance related processes. 
This contains both long-term developments, 
such as policy-making and planning processes, 
where input focuses on producing knowledge 
for these processes, and continuous interaction 
with administration that ‘keeps the business 
going on as usual’. Hence, the aspect of produc-
tion and sharing concerns the questions: How to 
let administrators know what is going on in the 
neighborhood and how to influence the future 
development of the area?

Table 1 summarizes the above discussion on 
how online spatial displays as translating devices 
influence interaction between residents and ad-
ministrators, officials, and planners, through 
three mechanisms of translation. Accordingly, 
it illustrates aspects that may facilitate the city 
governance – as a system of fragmented knowl-
edge – to harness complexity with aforementioned 
online tools.

Table 1. Three mechanisms of translation 

Access and Retrieval Tracking and Interpretation Production and Sharing

Relates to questions How to find information on 
public services? 
How to find administrators that 
are responsible for particular 
issues?

What is going on here and why? How to let administrators know 
what is going on in the neigh-
borhood? 
How to influence the future 
development of the area?

The function of online spatial 
displays

Arrange information in a mean-
ingful manner

Aiding translation of technical-
rational information of public 
administration for citizens

Assisting translation of local 
experiential knowledge to the 
use of public administration

The role of online spatial 
displays

Give access to information 
and people from a familiar 
viewpoint

Give means of evaluating 
decision-making

Give multimodal means of 
producing input

The type(s) of online spatial 
display(s)

Interactive maps Dynamic simulations and inter-
active maps

Interactive maps with the pos-
sibility to user produced input
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Online Spatial Displays as 
Translating Devices

Many studies suggest that local experiential 
knowledge of citizens is needed to address the 
problems resulting from the complexity of con-
temporary governance. Our study underlines that 
there is a need to find ways to provide technical-
rational information for citizens in illustrative 
forms that make sense from the perspective of 
residents. This would aid them in reflecting their 
own experiential knowledge with patterns of in-
formation that policy-makers and administrators 
use. We stress that it is not a question of simple 
transfer of local knowledge into (technical-ratio-
nal) decision-making, or vice versa, but blending 
information from both. Actually, these two ways 
of knowing are not previously determined enti-
ties but created actively in practices. Knowledge 
is created in situations through practices and 
action of particular social worlds (Knorr-Cetina, 
1981; Haraway, 1991; Cook & Brown, 1999; 
Wagenaar & Cook, 2003). In specific situations 
certain kind of knowledge enables action; this 
means that situations define valuable knowledge. 
Usually in governance knowledge is formulated 
and presented to serve previously determined 
aims of action.

Although we have made a distinction between 
experiential knowledge of local residents and 
technical-rational knowledge of city governance, 
we are not saying that situated local knowledge is 
reserved only for residents. We all are residents of 
some particular neighborhoods. Here, the keyword 
is particular. Although representatives of city 
government, officials, and administrators do have 
local knowledge related to neighborhoods where 
they themselves live, they cannot be experts of 
other neighborhoods because knowledge of those 
other neighborhoods is tied to daily practices. 
Certainly part of this kind of knowledge could be 
acquired by visiting localities and ‘monitoring’ 
local environments by walking around and taking 
part in the practice of everyday life. However, re-

search does not show much evidence of this kind 
of knowledge acquisition, as Wagenaar (2007, p. 
27) notes: ”Time and again we find that the gen-
eral rule is that elected officials and professional 
administrators are not well informed about the 
slice of reality that they deal with or about effects 
that their policy measures have on the ground.”

We have illustrated how more attention should 
be paid to the form of illustrating and presenting 
information in interactive processes and knowl-
edge production of city governance. In this inter-
action, spatial displays such as interactive maps 
proved to be useful means to present and visualize 
knowledge resources that different actors in a city 
environment utilize. For example, maps fit well 
to the bureaucratic approach of administration 
because they offer a general overview of spatial 
entities, such as neighborhoods. This kind of 
overview is not how residents usually approach 
issues of their neighborhood. However, even if 
locations in maps are viewed from above, from 
citizens’ point of view they still provide means to 
point out specific details in them and thus a possi-
bility to capture local particularities. Online spatial 
displays seem to provide a way to situate larger 
issues into the neighborhood and to the particular 
and vice versa, this way facilitating taking into 
account different scales of issues. Our experiences 
with the panel show that the panel members were 
able to set their ideas into wider scales. Although 
the ideas were connected to practical, everyday 
life and were pragmatic in nature, the citizens 
saw the importance of participatory tools from 
a broader perspective. This supports Wagenaar’s 
(2007, p. 32) finding that residents approach 
problem solving with considerable pragmatism 
that addresses “a way of dealing with issues in 
which concreteness and a continuous awareness 
of complexity go hand in hand”.

While our case study resonates well with Wa-
genaar’s findings, it also points out that technical-
rational discourse is so strong in governmental 
decision-making that citizens feel that if they are 
to be credibly considered within city governance, 
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acquiring this kind of information is necessary. 
But what is the moral obligation of citizens to 
acquire technical-rational of information to widen 
their knowledge base? To put it in another way, 
are citizens the ones who need to be the experts, 
the ones who have the most comprehensive grasp 
of the issues? Another question is whether it is 
ethical to make all the information public and at 
what level of detail. By this we refer to things 
such as demographic data and issues related to 
the development of an area. The ethnic origin of 
residents could be used as an example here; e.g. 
the example given earlier about the development of 
black people’s residential neighborhoods. Another 
example would be geo-demographic information 
about the income of residents. These obviously 
raise questions of the limits of transparency.

In their elaboration of the system of fragmented 
knowledge concept, Bruni et al. (2007) stress the 
importance of discursive practices to align dif-
ferent parts of the system. In our case, we bring 
up the possibility of online spatial displays to 
facilitate the alignment by three mechanisms of 
translation. In order to lend support to smooth 
interconnectedness between different actors in 
city governance, which is seen as a system of 
fragmented knowledge, information should be 
translatable between different social worlds. The 
citizen panel thought that spatial displays, such 
as interactive map interfaces, present a suitable 
format in connecting residents and administration. 
Administration could make its knowledge more 
approachable and understandable by utilizing 
visual communication tools, for example maps, as 
translating devices between its organization and 
residents. In this sense, practicality of the spatial 
view allows localities to function as a starting 
point for discussions in participatory and inter-
active processes and support mutual knowledge 
production.

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

The ICT, and especially spatial technology, are 
evolving rapidly at the moment. Their develop-
ment is often directed at economic or entertainment 
purposes, such as offering users the possibility to 
geographically reference their holiday photos. 
However, any technology is a social-material 
arrangement, a heterogeneous network that is 
performed into being (Law, 1994). This means 
that new technologies, such as Google’s street 
view, even if controversial, may potentially pro-
vide ways to support more inclusive governance 
with a wide knowledge base. There is a need for 
further research of these spatial technologies as 
they continue to develop. It needs to be stressed 
that the three mechanisms of translation of online 
spatial displays presented in this chapter most 
probably are not the only mechanisms upon which 
spatial technologies may operate in participatory 
settings. As new technological innovations emerge 
and their implementations are enacted in various 
settings, new mechanisms may become equally 
or more valid. We hope that these will not go un-
noticed and wish that the mechanisms of transla-
tion presented in this chapter will inspire future 
research to find other mechanisms and elaborate 
on the ones we have brought up.

Our case has focused on the viewpoint of 
residents in producing and articulating their lo-
cal knowledge, as well as on their apprehension 
of technical-rational information that is used in 
policy-making and planning. However, for a more 
comprehensive understanding, further research is 
needed to clarify how planners and administrators 
incorporate local knowledge in their practices 
when translating devices are utilized. In addition, 
we argue that instead of emphasizing the division 
of different forms of knowledge a priori, we should 
try to understand how they emerge and blend in 
situated practices and what kind of possibilities 
and constraints surface as they are enacted. Fur-
thermore, focus should be paid on studying how 
these different forms of knowledge could best be 
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utilized in different contexts and circumstances 
in order to use them as accompanying each other 
instead of only emphasizing the differences of 
their origins. Therefore we call for more concrete 
methods for handling and bringing knowledge 
forms together. In our case, we utilized maps 
and GIS data to interpret citizens’ experiential 
knowledge to the language of civil servants, such 
as urban planners. Similarly, means for visualizing 
or representing governmental or administrative 
communication could be explored.

The citizen panel’s work has also raised the 
question of transparency and access, namely what 
kind of information should be made available. This 
is rather an ethical question, as more information 
can increase trust between different actors. How-
ever, certain kinds of information could affect 
neighborhoods’ image, endanger equity and lead 
to conflicts or unwanted development of particular 
neighborhoods. This is a question of detail, as 
at some point information can be too specific17. 
However, general guidelines on this issue would 
be difficult to make; at what point information 
becomes too specific is a matter to be decided in 
practical situations. Research concentrating on 
this aspect would be most welcome.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has discussed how interactions 
between citizens and city government could be 
supported with the aid of ICT. The question of 
how certain e-governance applications could 
assist the translation and movement of different 
forms of knowledge in governance was brought 
up. In the case introduced above, interactive 
online spatial displays were found useful in this 
task. The case study suggests that online spatial 
displays, as translating devices, have potential 
to facilitate meaningful exchange of information 
by three mechanisms of translation: 1) by giving 
access to information from a viewpoint familiar to 
residents, namely their neighborhood, instead of 

organizing information according to administra-
tive borders and sectoral logic, 2) by aiding the 
translation of technical-rational information of 
public administration for citizens with illustra-
tive visualizations, and 3) by giving residents 
multimodal means of articulating information to 
administrators and planners and thus aiding the 
translation of local experiential knowledge for the 
use of public administration. Accordingly, these 
mechanisms serve to increase interactions within 
the system of governance and hence knowledge 
sharing between different actors.

The case study confirms previous findings that 
citizens approach issues in a holistic manner, and 
that they are able to work on complex issues and 
want to see different aspects. They approach is-
sues with considerable pragmatism, in a manner 
in which practical orientation to situation specific 
problem solving intertwines with other larger 
problems and contexts. As Wagenaar (2007) found 
out in his study: “Over and over again, citizens 
demonstrated that a focus on practical problem 
solving went hand in hand with an awareness of 
the permanence of the problems in their neighbor-
hood” (Wagenaar 2007, p.32).

This has consequences on what kind of infor-
mation citizens prefer to use when deliberating 
on public issues. The experiential or situational 
knowledge of citizens is often restricted mislead-
ingly to civic experiences only. However, people’s 
knowledge is not only limited to their everyday 
experiences but builds on a vast combination 
of experiences and ’rational information’ that 
is enacted in changing situations and based on 
habitus (Bourdieu 1990). Residents are capable 
of attaching their situational knowledge to a 
larger framework with various practices. In addi-
tion to local experiential knowledge, they would 
like to utilize technical-rational information that 
decision-makers use in their work. This kind of 
information should be available in a form that 
is comprehensible without extensive education.

One of our central ideas in the Tesoma project 
was to ponder with citizens how the Internet and 
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GIS could advance possibilities to act online as 
a democratic citizen. Therefore, at that time the 
starting point differed from the general trend where 
discussion of the development of information so-
ciety development was focused on expert level of 
governmental and business worlds. Digital innova-
tions were developed more from top-down, based 
on governmental needs, which did not recognize 
the potential of local knowledge of the residents. 
Increasing governmental transparency by provid-
ing citizens with wider access to municipal infor-
mation fulfilled the democratization requirements 
for governance (e.g. Hague & Loader, 1999; van 
Dijk & Hacker, 2000, pp. 214–215).

New forms of digital applications during the 
past decade have shown that ICTs may take a 
central place in social practices. If the early inno-
vations were developed more from governmental 
interests and were top-down-driven, the process 
has now, after the expansion of web 2.0 and diverse 
social media applications, turned to emphasize 
openness and peer-networks in developing prac-
tices of online activities (see Bowman & Willis, 
2003; Bruns, 2005; Gillmor, 2004), as well as to 
incorporate versatile technological tools that in the 
early 2000s were inaccessible for ordinary people.

Despite the recent development, we think that 
many of the questions that were raised within our 
empirical case study are still relevant in discussing 
the area of participatory e-governance. We stress 
the need to move forward from discussing access 
and information delivery to analyze practices of 
knowledge production, presentation and interpre-
tation. We argue that posting more information on 
the web to improve organizational transparency 
is not enough. More intensive attention should be 
paid to the form of access, meaning how informa-
tion is organized and presented, which we have 
demonstrated by taking interactive online spatial 
displays as a focal point.

To enable encounters between different ways 
of knowing, processes of governance should 
become sensitized to the experiential knowledge 
of citizens and to the ways they express their 

opinions, stories and hopes about their everyday 
environment. Furthermore, citizen participation 
in governance needs to arrive at credible results. 
So far it has been rather difficult for citizens to 
access knowledge produced in policy-making and 
planning and, thus, to follow decision-making 
processes. To become legitimate and responsible 
participants in city governance, citizens want to 
hear and see the effects of their participation; 
they need to receive feedback on their input (see 
Coleman & Blumler, 2009).

E-democracy initiatives have been criticized 
for being too often developed in the name of 
convenience, which has made these develop-
ments rather hollow, if they are evaluated based 
on the real aims of democratic communication. 
It is not a question of instantaneity or easiness 
but a question of mutual recognition (Coleman & 
Blumler, 2009, p. 167). In this sense, we would 
call for accountability of city governance when 
it comes to citizen engagement and democratic 
interaction. We believe that this accountability is 
better achieved when interaction between differ-
ent actors is increased, for example, by the three 
mechanisms of translation we have introduced.
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Complexity: Found in systems having emer-
gent properties that are productions of the interac-
tions between its parts. Accordingly, these systems 
are more than the sum of their parts.

Governance: The activity of governing 
through various forms of formal and informal 
co-ordination of interaction between private and 
public actors.

Local Knowledge: Knowledge that is gener-
ated mostly through experiences and is made 
possible because of knowers’ close exposure to 
context.

Neighborhood Participation: Various prac-
tices that include continuous but fluctuating in-
teraction and collaboration between institutional 
and neighborhood actors.

Online Spatial Displays: Multimodal means 
of representing, generating, and transforming 
spatial information on the Internet; for example 
interactive maps.

System of Fragmented Knowledge: Hetero-
geneous settings that consist of people, symbols, 
and technologies. These settings enable learn-
ing through interaction between the parts of the 
system.
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Translating Device: Means that facilitate 
interaction and translation of information between 
different actors.

ENDNOTES

1  For the purpose of this study, a general 
definition from Wikipedia is sufficient: 
Geographical information system “is a 
set of tools that captures, stores, analyzes, 
manages, and presents data that are linked 
to location(s).” Retrieved November 15, 
2010, from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Geographic_information_system

2  The concept of social world has been devel-
oped by Strauss (1993). A concise definition 
would be: “In each social world, at least one 
primary activity (along with related clusters 
of related activity) is strikingly evident; 
such as climbing mountains, researching, 
collecting. There are sites where activities 
occur; hence space and a shaped landscape 
are relevant. Technology (inherited or in-
novative modes of carrying out the social 
world’s activities) is always involved.” 
(Strauss, 1993, pp. 212–213.)

3  Laboratory Life from Latour & Woolgar 
(1979) is a seminal early work.

4  See also Flyvbjerg’s (2001) discussion on 
how Galileo’s experiment from the leaning 
tower of Pisa can be taken as a single case 
study that is able to reject Aristotle’s law of 
gravity.

5  The city of Tampere, with a population of 
c. 210,000, is among the biggest cities in 
Finland. The town is located in southern 
Finland approximately 200 kilometers north 
of the country’s capital, Helsinki. The neigh-
borhood of Tesoma stands 8–10 kilometers 
from the city center and has a population of 
c. 15,000 residents.

6  The project was active in 2002–2003.

7  For instance, in Cumbria, North England, 
drawing on scientific knowledge after the 
nuclear explosion in Chernobyl caused an 
economical crisis for local sheep farmers. 
Instead of acquiring knowledge that would 
consider local practices, government in Cum-
bria leaned on rational, scientific knowledge 
at the expense of knowledge of farmers that 
knew the situation through practical work in 
local circumstances (Irwin & Wynne, 1996).

8  The panel consisted of female and male 
participants whose age varied from 35 to 
65 years. Their educational background 
was diverse. To name a few, the panel had 
a driving school teacher, maintenance man 
of public facilities, a photographer, an office 
worker, a priest, and an electrical engineer.

9  One of the central means for the action of 
the citizen panel was the Internet. The panel 
had a website at the local civic portal called 
Mansetori, which aimed at creating public 
discussion and communication between 
city government and residents of Tampere. 
The panel’s website was designed to help 
in making citizens’ intentions public and to 
communicate its activities to city residents. 
The Internet also functioned as a site for col-
lective memory building of the citizen panel 
as its actions were archived in a process-like 
manner at the website. The panel’s modes of 
public action have been analyzed previously 
elsewhere, see Heikkilä & Lehtonen (2003).

10  Invitations were delivered to 2662 local 
households of Tesoma. Approximately thirty 
residents were keen on joining the citizen 
panel but only twelve actually showed up 
when the panel started two months later.

11  In addition, the panel had various meeting 
places, such as the university and the office 
of the project partner, that is, the regional 
development unit of the City Tampere. One 
of the more peculiar places for meetings 
was the Tampere City Library’s Internet-
Bus called Netti-Nysse (see Harju, 2004). 
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Different settings were provided to evoke 
discussion from new aspects and to build 
trust between actors.

12  In Finnish land use planning, the general 
development plan gives guidelines for future 
development and land-use of specific areas, 
such as neighborhoods.

13  Traditionally, the GIS data has been acces-
sible solely by experts. Recently, the poten-
tial of spatial information combined with 
the power to visualise that information on 
maps has been acknowledged in developing 
dialogical means of participation (see Sieber, 
2006).

14  Four useful questions guided the formulation 
of the requirements specification: 1) Who are 
the users of these online participatory tools? 
2) What kind of functions would people need 
or require? 3) What would be the value of 
the proposed functions? And 4) what would 
help in illustrating or presenting informa-
tion? At the time of conducting the study, the 
authors knew that these questions were used 
in usability design. However, they were not 
aware that the questions are actually outlined 
in the ISO 13407 Standard, Human-centred 
design processes for interactive systems.

15  There are also other examples, e.g., http://
www.planningalerts.org.au/, http://www.
planningalerts.com/, and http://www.twit-
terplan.co.uk/. Retrieved November 3, 2010.

16  Similar service has been designed in Man-
chester where Environment-on-Call (EoC) 
system lets users to inform the local govern-
ment of defects in the neighborhood (see 
Kingston, 2007).

17  For example, there is an online interactive 
map of insecurity (http://www.mapadelain-
seguridad.com/, retrieved November 15, 
2010) representing locations of criminal ac-
tion in the City of Buenos Aires, Argentina. 
This web application lets users mark on a 
map locations where they have witnessed for 
instance armed robberies or sexual abuse. 
It seems obvious that this kind of informa-
tion should be available. However, this may 
increase the fear and feeling of insecurity 
among residents.
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+70)$2 &+4'$0D 3+) "/0)/ (,6 ( .0(72 (''$%&(*%+, 93+) /$+-0) A,*0),0* &+,,0&*%+,/8
-.%&. -(/ /*%$$ (, %//"0 %, ;<<^> %3 6+,0 *.%/ -(2?
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#(/06 +, 0D'0)%0,&0/? B.%/ ($/+ $06 *+ /'0&"$(*%+, (#+"* *.0 ,"4#0) +3 /24#+$/? O+-
4(,2 -+"$6 #0 ('')+')%(*0l B++ 4(,28 (,6 %* -+"$6 4(E0 *.0 (''$%&(*%+, &+,3"/%,1
*+ "/0? B.0 "/(#%$%*2 +3 *.0 %,*0)3(&0 %/ +3 1)0(* %4'+)*(,&0 %, -0#J#(/06 !!@A:
9O(E$(2 (,6 B+#+m ,8 ;<<TH F%,1/*+, 0* ($8 ;<<<>? P(2#0 %* -+"$6 #0 )0/*)%&*%70 (/
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0̀ &+,/%60)06 *.(* *.0/0 *.)00 /24#+$/ -+"$6 #)%,1 "' 6%70)/0 7%0-/? B.0 (''$%&(J
*%+, ')+1)(440) &.+/0 *.0 7%/"($ (''0()(,&0 +3 *.0 1)('.%& %&+,/? N 1)00, &%)&$0 -%*.
( '$"/ /%1, %, %* )0')0/0,*06 b%4'+)*(,* '$(&0a? N 20$$+- &%)&$0 -%*. (, 0D&$(4(*%+,
4()E %, *.0 4%66$0 +3 %* -(/ &.+/0, 3+) b6070$+'40,* '$(&0a? N )06 &%)&$0 -%*. ( 4%,"/
/%1, %, %* -(/ 607+*06 *+ b')+#$04(*%& '$(&0a? Q(&. +3 *.0 /24#+$/ .(6 ( 60/&)%'*%+,8
*.0 '")'+/0 +3 -.%&. -(/ *+ %,3+)4 *.0 "/0) -.(* *.0 /24#+$ 60'%&*/ (,6 .0,&0 1%70
1"%6(,&0 3+) %*/ "/0? e0* "/ ,+- /00 .+- *.0 60/%1, 033+)*/ -0)0 ('')+')%(*06 %,
')(&*%&0?

>?7 (%00-+%$-#)=7 1-99)": -990)(-#)%" )" ',7
R(/%&($$28 *.0)0 ()0 *.)00 6%330)0,* /+")&0/ 3+) /04%+*%& )0/+")&0/ %, *.0 (''$%&(*%+,[ *.0
(0)%($ '.+*+1)('./8 1)('.%& %&+,/8 (,6 *0D*"($ &+440,*/? B.02 ($$ .(70 /+40 /'0&%3%&
3",&*%+,($ *(/E/8 #"* %, ')(&*%&0 *.02 ()0 "/06 (/ +,0 ",%*8 (/ &+44",%&(*%70 (&*/ *.(*
4"$*%4+6($$2 "/0 (0)%($ '.+*+1)('./8 %&+,/8 (,6 *0D* &+440,*/ *+10*.0) *+ 3+)4 ()1"J
40,*/? `.%$08 %, *.0 &+44",%&(*%70 (&*/8 *.02 ()0 3(#)%&(*06 %,*+ ( /04%+*%& '(&E(10
*.(* -+)E/ (/ ( ",%*8 %* 4(E0/ /0,/0 *+ 6%7%60 *.04 3+) (,($2/%/ (/ 0(&. +3 *.04 .(/
/+40 /'0&%3%& 3",&*%+,($ ')+'0)*%0/? A -%$$ /*()* #2 6%/&"//%,1 -.(* *2'0 +3 3",&*%+, *.0
(0)%($ '.+*+1)('./ .(6 %, ')(&*%&0 (,6 *.0, 4+70 +, *+ 0D(4%,0 .+- *.0 1)('.%& %&+,/
-0)0 "/06 %, &+,C",&*%+, -%*. *0D*"($ &+440,*/ (,6 (0)%($ '.+*+1)('./?
W%1")0 T /.+-/ +,0 +3 *.0 (0)%($ '.+*+1)('./ *.(* -(/ "/06 %, *.0 (''$%&(*%+,?

A, *.0 '.+*+1)('. *.0 &0,*)0 +3 *.0 7%$$(10 +3 U")4% %/ /.+-, (,6 (&&+)6%,1$2 +, *.0
-0#/%*0 %* -(/ *%*$06 <7%'$" :(2:72)* 9d0,*)0 +3 U")4%>? h, *.0 %4(10 *.0)0 ()0
/24#+$/ -.%&. "/0)/ .(70 0,*0)06 6")%,1 *.0 0D'0)%40,*? W")*.0) 30(*")0/ ()0 -.%*0
#+D0/ -%*. ,"4#0)/ %, *.04 -.%&. ()0 '$(&06 ,0D* *+ 1)('.%& %&+,/? B.0 "/0)/ +3 *.0
(''$%&(*%+, 6%6 ,+* /00 *.0/0H *.02 -0)0 (**(&.06 $(*0) 3+) *.0 '")'+/0 +3 (,($2/%/? Q(&.
,"4#0) %/ (, (,,+*(*%+, *+ ( /'0&%3%& 6%/&"//%+, *.)0(68 -.%&. -(/ /00, %, *.0 -0#
(''$%&(*%+, +, ( /0'()(*0 -%,6+- 9(/ %, 3%1")0 ;>? N66%,1 ,"4#0)/ $(*0) -(/ 6+,0 %,
+)60) *+ ($$+- $%,E%,1 +3 *.0 /'0&%3%& %&+,/ *+ &+,C+%,06 -)%**0, ()1"40,*(*%+, (3*0)
')%,*%,1 +"* *.0 6%/&"//%+,/?
B.0 (0)%($ '.+*+1)('./ %, *.0 (''$%&(*%+, .(70 (, &%$(")*)$". 3",&*%+,? B.02 (%4 *+

&)0(*0 *.0 /0**%,18 /(2%,1[ bb*.%/ %/ -.(* -0 $++E (*aa8 +)8 bb*.%/ %/ -.(* -0 *($E (#+"*aa8 #"*
*.02 6+ *.%/ %, ( 70)2 /'0&%3%& -(2? N/ -0 /00 3)+4 3%1")0 T8 &0)*(%, 6%/*%,&* 30(*")0/
+3 *.0 ()0( ()0 ')0/0,*8 /"&. (/ )+(6/8 /*)%'/ +3 3+)0/*8 (,6 3%0$6/? R"* /+40 +*.0)
30(*")0/ &(,,+* #0 /00,? W+) 0D(4'$08 A &(,,+* /00 -.(* (,%4($ /'0&%0/ $%70 %, *.0 ()0(?

>-+07 D. X0/&)%'*%+, +3 0(&. +3 *.0 1)('.%& %&+,/ %, *.0 <7%'$ = 5&%$-*" ,-722*) >* ?$$"7:2()
i!)+/ (,6 d+,/ +3 U")4% _ :+)%$(j -0# (''$%&(*%+,?

!"#$ %& '($ )*#+%, -$)./01'0%2 &%/ 3)$ %& '($ )*#+%,
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N4#%1"%*%0/ %, E,+-$0610 ')+6"&*%+, L<T
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d+440,* NI? bb:.+)0 (,6 3+)0/* /*(,6? B.0 ()0( /.+"$6 #0 $03* ($+,0 3)+4 &+,J
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0D'0&*%,1 0D'0)%0,*%($ E,+-$0610 (,6 '0)&0'*%+,/ +3 *.0 $%706 0,7%)+,40,* #03+)0 *.0
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'$(&0a *+ )070($ *.0 '+*0,*%($ +3 *.0 /0**%,1 +3 U:!P (33+)606 *+ "/0)/? A, 10,0)($8
*.0 3",&*%+, +3 1)('.%& %&+,/ &+,/%/*06 +3 *-+ ')+'0)*%0/ -.%&. &+"$6 #0 ,(406
+('&"2)%*)$#( (,6 );('*)$6? B+10*.0)8 *.02 (6606 (, %,1)06%0,* *+ 406%(*06 (&*%+,/?
B.0 604+,/*)(*%70 3",&*%+, +3 *.0 1)('.%& %&+,/ -(/ *+ '+%,* (* ( &0)*(%, $+&(*%+,

+, *.0 (0)%($ '.+*+1)('.? A* -(/ 1%70, *.0 *(/E +3 #0%,1 ( 3%,10) *+ '+%,* +"* ( '$(&0
%, ( /%*"(*%+, -.0)0 ( 3%,10) 0330&*%70$2 &+"$6 ,+* #0 "/06? R"* %* %/ ,+* *.0 /(40 (/
'+%,*%,1 -%*. ( 3%,10) %, 3)+,* +3 ( '('0) 4(' 3+) %,/*(,&0H %, ( /%*"(*%+, -.0)0 '0+'$0
()0 1(*.0)06 ()+",6 ( 4('8 +,0 &(, 4+70 ( 3%,10) +, *.0 4(' /")3(&0 *+ /.+-
#+",6()%0/ +) #+)60) &0)*(%, )01%+,/ -%*. ( &%)&"$() 4+*%+,? B.0/0 &+"$6 ,+* #0
6+,0 -%*. 1)('.%& %&+,/ *.(* .(70 ( 3%D06 '$(&0 +, *.0 '.+*+1)('. +,&0 *.02 .(70
#00, '$(&06H %* /00406 *.(* *.02 '+%,*06 *+ (, 0D(&* '$(&0? n0* *.0 604+,/*)(*%70
3",&*%+, 0/&('06 *.%/ /%4'$0 %,*0)')0*(*%+,? `)%**0, &+440,*/ )070($ *.0)0 %/ 4+)0
&+4'$0D%*2 %,7+$706 )01()6%,1 -.(* *.0 1)('.%& %&+,/ (&*"($$2 '+%,* (*? e0* "/ .(70 (
$++E +,&0 4+)0 (* *.0 6%/&"//%+, +, /24#+$ 8̂ 3%1")0 T? B.0 /*()*0) +3 *.0 6%/&"//%+,
*.)0(6 9&+440,* RI> /(2/ bbB.%/ '$(&0 .0)0 .(/ 1$(4+") (,6 4",%&%'($ 0,1%,00)%,1 %/
)0(62 070, 3+) ('()*40,*J.+"/0 &+,/*)"&*%+,?aa O+- /.+"$6 *.0 -+)6 b.0)0a #0 %,*0)J
')0*06l A* %/ ( $%,E *+ *.0 1)('.%& %&+, #"* -.(* 6+0/ *.0 -+)6 b.0)0a %,&$"60 3)+4 *.0
()0(l A* %/ ($4+/* &0)*(%, *.(* %* )030)/ *+ (, ()0( -.%&. %/ %,/%60 *.0 '()*%&"$() (0)%($
'.+*+1)('. +, -.%&. *.0 1)('.%& %&+, )0/%60/8 #"* %* %/ ,+* *.(* &$0() .+- #)+(6 (,
()0( %/ %,&$"606 %, *.0 40(,%,1 +3 b.0)0a? B.0 3%)/* )0'$2 9&+440,* R;> %, -)%**0,
&+440,*/ +, *.0 *.)0(6 (**(&.0/ %*/ -)%**0, &+440,* *+ *.0 1)('.%& %&+, (,6 6%/J
&+")/0 +3 *.0 *.)0(6 /*()*0) #"* 4(E0/ ( 4+70 *+ (,+*.0) /&($0[ bbN'()*40,* #$+&E/ ()0
,+* ,00606 .0)0 (,6 10,0)($$2 *.02 ()0 ,+* ,00606 %, *.0 ()0( +3 U")4% (/ ( -.+$0?aa
d+440,*(*+) ,"4#0) R; "/0/ *.0 1)('.%& %&+, *+ '+%,* +"* (, 0D(4'$0 #"* *.0
&+440,* %/ ,+* )0/*)%&*06 *+ *.0 ()0( ()+",6 *.0 1)('.%& %&+,? A, -)%**0, &+440,*
,"4#0) RT8 *.0 +)%1%,($ &+"'$%,1 +3 *.0 1)('.%& %&+, %/ ,+* ')0/0,*? A,/*0(6 *.0
&+,&0), %/ /'(*%($$2 #)+(60)8 *.0 '$(,,%,1 +3 U")4% _ :+)%$( %, 10,0)($[ bbA, *.0 -.+$0
()0( +3 U")4% _ :+)%$(8 %* %/ %4'+)*(,* *+ ')0/0)70 3%)/* +3 ($$ %*/ &+",*)2/%60J$%E0 $++E
(,6 *.0 '+//%#%$%*2 *+ $%70 &$+/0 *+ ,(*")0? B.%/ %/ ( Uh *+ ('()*40,* #$+&E/?aa R"*8
%,*0)0/*%,1$28 *.0 $(/* &+440,*(*+) 9RZ> +3 *.0 *.)0(6 )0*"),/ *+ "/0 *.0 %&+, 604+,J
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Geo-referenced discussion around planning: Generation and
Transformation of public knowledge

Jarkko Bamberg
Environmental policy,
School of Management,
University of Tampere

Introduction

“Only supermen could understand a great city as a total, or as a group of districts, in the

detail that is needed for guiding constructive actions and for avoiding unwitting,

gratuitous, destructive actions.”

- Jane Jacobs

The inclusion of nonprofessional first-hand knowledge regarding the qualities, the

processes and the values of places has been a concern of urban planning at least since Jacobs

(1961) published her influential book. Recently, the internet and geo-visualisation

technologies1 have been considered as facilitators of this endeavour. Over the last two decades,

numerous experiments have been conducted that use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to

facilitate public participation (see Jankowski, 2009; Sieber, 2006; Craig et al., 2002).

Additionally, the internet has been increasingly harnessed in conjunction with these geo-spatial

technologies and visualisations to engage the public (Carver et al., 2001; Kingston et al., 2000;

Peng, 2001). Whereas these initiatives have relied upon various presumptions and intentions, a

common driving factor has been to improve communication, design and analysis in place-

1 By invoking this term, I want to speak of various types of technologies that are used to represent, illustrate, and
organize geographical matters. These technologies include both more traditional GIS and such technologies that
have been described by Elwood (2009) as ‘not-quite GIS’ assemblages of hardware, software and functionalities.
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making (Kingston, 2007) and widen the knowledge base that informs planning decisions

(Jankowski, 2009).

One prominent idea has been to combine the online discussion with some type of geo-

spatial visualisation, such as a map, to provide the means for a geographically referenced

discussion (Carver et. al., 2001; Rinner, 2001; Rinner, 2006; Hopfer & Maceachren, 2007). It

has been argued that geo-spatial annotations can play an important role in collaborative spatial

planning discussions by capturing attention and contextualising discussion (Hopfer &

MacEachren, 2007). According to Rinner (2006), a geo-referenced discussion supports

discursive elements in geographic decision-making by providing visual access to debates.

In principle, these types of arguments concerning a geo-referenced discussion are logical,

but they require an empirical investigation in a practical planning situation. How does a geo-

referenced discussion actually contextualise a discussion in practice? What discursive elements

exist in the initial public discussion and later in the working knowledge of the planners? This

article addresses these questions by examining a case in which a geo-referenced public

discussion was initiated in an urban planning process that aimed to accommodate several

thousand new residents in an area on the rural-urban fringe of the city of Tampere, Finland. A

web-based forum was designed to engage the public in a discussion about the qualities of place

in  the  planning  process  of  an  area  called  Nurmi-Sorila.  I  took  part  in  the  design  of  the  web

application with a group of practitioners from the city's planning office and a software designer

from the University of Tampere. The goal was to create a forum in which residents and other

stakeholders could share in illustrative ways their views concerning Nurmi-Sorila.

There are a number of empirical case studies that have evaluated the potential of a geo-

referenced discussion for public participation in the context of spatial planning and decision-

making. However, many of these studies have been technology-driven accounts focusing on

the technical features and design parameters of particular technologies and applications without

paying sufficient attention to the contingencies of their use in practice. In practical situations,
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people may use the semiotic resources of geo-referenced discussion, such as graphic icons,

written comments, and maps, in unexpected ways to communicate meaning (Bamberg, 2010).

More attention should be paid to factors that play a part in practical situations, including the

following: the socio-cultural setting in which these technologies are used, the local procedures

and practices of spatial planning and policy-making, the decisions and formulation of planning

issues that these technologies are intended to facilitate, and the people engaged in the planning

process. In other words, an empirical understanding of how these methods work when

implemented in the practice of planning has been missing. As Rinner and Bird (2008) suggest,

there is a need for more case studies to be examined in real-life settings.

This article approaches the question using an epistemic focus. Given the aim of using a

geo-referenced discussion to widen the knowledge base used in planning, it seems plausible to

examine how knowledge is generated when this type of technology is put into practice in the

political process of planning. Two conditions deserve consideration given the aim of bringing

citizens’ knowledge into the domain of planning by use of information technologies. First, we

should not reify any form of knowledge beforehand. Second, we should not reify the types of

technology  with  which  we  are  experimenting.  This  article  starts  from  a  viewpoint  that  we

cannot assume the types of information and knowledge that will be generated by these

technologies because knowledge production is a situated practice (Haraway, 1991; Latour,

1987). This supposition makes the form of knowledge and the role of technology in the

production of that knowledge a question for empirical research.

The article places an emphasis on knowledge-in-practice, more specifically, on how

knowledge and meaning about place are generated and transformed by introducing a geo-

referenced discussion forum into a real-life planning process. Although the motive of the geo-

referenced public discussion in Tampere was to extract knowledge about local matters and

conditions, there is a need to critically examine the type of knowledge that was generated and

the method through which it was achieved. As Van Herzele and Van Woerkum (2008) argued,
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visualisation tools may have both an enabling and a constraining effect on the types of

knowledge that residents bring to planning discussions. Hence, the present study follows the

entire episode of governance in which geo-referenced discussion played a part by asking the

following empirical research questions. What issues were discussed by means of the geo-

referenced discussion? What information was considered meaningful by planners in the context

of their work? How did the planners assimilate the information provided by the instrument?

These questions imply that attention is focused on two distinct phases of the consultation

process, both of which greatly influenced the knowledge garnered by the geo-referenced

discussion. First, the article discusses the type of knowledge generated by the participants of

the geo-referenced discussion. The focus is directed on three elements of discussion: the style,

scale, and scope of issues. The style of discussion gives insight into the ways in which issues

were discussed. This aspect will illustrate the ways in which people framed the situation and

used particular repertoires of expression that were suitable for that situation. The scope reveals

the types of matters, problems, and concerns brought up through the geo-referenced discussion.

Finally, the scale of the discussion is an important element because one of the main arguments

for a geo-referenced discussion is that matters in spatial planning are geographically referential

and can be organised spatially. These three elements allow us to discover both how issues

become contextualised in a geo-referenced discussion and the types of discursive elements that

the discussion supports in a practical planning situation.

 The article moves on to scrutinise the ways in which planners assimilated information

from the geo-referenced discussion into the subsequent planning work and the types of material

outcomes produced by this participatory exercise. How does the knowledge generated by

citizens fit into the planning discourse and how do the planners adapt, filter, and transform this

knowledge to make it relevant to planning in practice? How do the style, scale and scope of

issues produced by the public fit into the planning practice? Previous accounts have not studied
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how  planners  use  information  and  garner  knowledge  from  these  tools  to  broaden  the

knowledge base.

Although both of these phases deserve attention independently, assessing them in concert

permits  analysis  of  the  dynamics  of  knowledge  production  in  socio-material  practices.  In

addition, this analysis allows for investigation of the way in which knowledge and meanings

are transformed as they shift from one site of knowledge production to another during the

planning process.

Knowledge in environmental planning

Knowledge is important when different actors, including residents, are engaged in

negotiation and decision-making strategies to develop the qualities of places. Traditionally,

powerful actors in these political struggles, such as city government and planners, have

represented themselves as experts. These experts have justified their views by relying upon

technical-rational knowledge, from which the environment is generally seen from a distant

viewpoint or 'objectively' (Scott, 1998). Citizens more often base their views on their

experiences, that is, a practical sense-making of the world. These different viewpoints assign

divergent meanings and values to the environment and place and result in different methods of

knowledge acquisition. If technical rationality is not seen as the only possible starting point for

discussion, expertise should be redefined to include views that are based on different types of

knowledge (Fischer, 2000). It is widely acknowledged that contemporary planning functions at

the intersection of multiple knowledge bases (Madanipour et al., 2001; Rydin, 2007).

Non-professional knowledge relies more directly on cultural rationality, which can be

understood as rationality built on social experiences. Fischer (2000) has stated that “it is

concerned with the impacts, intrusions, and implications of a particular event or phenomenon

on the social relations that constitute that world. (p.133)” In other words, non-professional
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knowledge about place is produced through experiences, in which the informal ‘instruments’ of

knowledge production are the practices that people take part in to make sense of everyday life.

Hence the generated knowledge is often more a by-product than an objective of their effort.

Therefore, the methods of production and the knowledge itself are often tacit and not usually

articulated. This type of knowledge is made credible by experience, whereas professional

knowledge gains credibility by instrument-mediated assessment.

Corburn  (2003)  identifies  three  different  types  of  relationships  that  exist  between

professional, formalised knowledge and non-professional, local knowledge. The traditional

expert-based view has emphasised that local actors have a deficit of technical knowledge with

the  effect  that  local  knowledge  is  discounted.  A  second  view  stresses  that  the  two  forms  of

knowledge can be complementary. Experiential, non-formalised knowledge can enrich

scientific findings, but it cannot contradict them. A third point of view approaches the process

as co-production, in which both professionals and local actors need each other to support

sense-making and produce accountable knowledge.

Krimsky (1984) distinguishes different forms of non-professional knowledge that can

complement technical decision-making. Three categories are relevant for the case at hand.

First, people are well equipped to identify problems in their environment and seek causal

explanations for these problems. Second, people can evaluate the meaning and value of places

and urban form through inductive thinking and understanding of their particular qualities (see

also Jacobs, 1961). Third, people may have an intuitive and tacit understanding of local

conditions. For example, farmers have learned about their environment through years of

intimate association with local natural processes.

Contrasting professional knowledge with non-professional knowledge does not mean that

professional technical-rational knowledge is objective and impartial. All knowledge is situated

and locally produced in specific socio-cultural and material circumstances and depends on

certain tools and methods of analysis that are culturally bound (Latour, 1987; Haraway, 1991).
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Additionally, all types of knowledge consist of three dimensions: they all have matters of fact,

something  that  is  known;  they  all  rely  on  a  system or  method to  invoke  matters  of  fact;  and

they all have a normative framework because both systems of knowledge and matters of fact

rely upon social interpretation (Haila, 2008).

I find it crucial that we do not reify non-professional, experiential and professional,

formalised knowledge as monolithic entities, “but rather as useful frames for capturing

different approaches to knowledge production” (Corburn, 2005, p.51). As Van Herzele and

Van Woerkum (2008, p.6) suggest, in actual situations in which people express knowledge and

feeling about matters, it is difficult to distinguish which knowledge is acquired locally and

which is not. We all are part of various relational networks, through our families, occupations,

hobbies, and so forth, each of which possibly shapes the epistemic frame of reference that

conditions  our  understanding  of  ‘what  is  this’  and  ‘how  do  we  know  what  this  is’  (Healey,

1997).

In effect, new socio-material practices of public participation introduce emergent forms

of knowledge. Importantly, it is public knowledge that is generated. Here, it is helpful to think

of the public in terms of how Dewey described it: consisting of “all those who are affected by

the indirect consequences of transactions to such an extent that it is deemed necessary to have

those consequences systematically cared for” (Dewey, 1927, pp.15-16). In other words, issues

that cannot be governed by technocratic politics alone are so engaging that a new public is

formed (Marres, 2007; see also Leino & Laine, 2011). Because this collective consists of

people with a variety of backgrounds, it necessarily blurs the boundaries between different

forms of knowledge (Irwin and Michael, 2003).

This article suggests that the methods and technologies of public participation create a

type of public knowledge that results from the interplay between (1) the site of knowledge

production that is the arena of public discussion, (2) the issues that are deemed necessary to be

cared for publicly, and (3) the people who are willing and able to enter the public arena and
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address issues in the way that the public arena affords. Therefore, this type of public

knowledge  is  a  product  of  the  webs  of  relations  that  intermingle  when  people  enter  this

particular public arena. In addition, knowledge is shaped by the discourses and styles of

argumentation that these people consider suitable for the situation, which is public speaking in

this case (cf. Callon & Rabeharisoa, 2004; Dahlgren, 2009).

Methodological lens: language-in-use and knowing-in-practice

The emergent nature of public knowledge raises a problem: How do we address

knowledge that comes from participatory practices, such as a geo-referenced discussion?

To answer this question, it is important to acknowledge that knowledge is not a stable

entity in planning and policy-making, but it is instead generated in practice and directed

towards action. Hajer and Wagenaar (2003) argue that the concept of practice is useful as it

conveys the sense of how knowing and doing are tied together, “It suggests that people

negotiate the world (both social and physical) by acting upon it. Also, the concept of practice

presupposes the social. It implies that in negotiating a particular situation the actor is always

aware of his or her position in a larger network of relations and obligations.” (ibid. p.20).

This stance implies that people produce meaning in interaction (Hajer, 2006). When they

speak, they expect someone to listen and respond. The way in which they speak depends on

where and in what situation they speak and with whom they interact. In consequence, the focus

is on language-in-use and practice. Therefore, one should pay attention to both the content of

argumentation and the practical performance of it (Fischer & Forester, 1993).

It has been convincingly argued that communication, whatever form it takes, is not free

of power (Foucault, 1984; Flyvbjerg, 1998). Hence, it is important to critically examine ways

in which issues are addressed, the specific language and manner in which the language is used,
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and the settings where issues are articulated. As Hajer (2006) has suggested, the analysis of

discourse is particularly powerful if done in conjunction with the analysis of socio-political

practices in which the actors are engaged and from which different ways of expression emerge.

In this article, I will examine the language-in-use in a specific episode of governance in which

the geo-referenced discussion was initiated and follow the change in meaning during the

episode. I take as a general guideline the questions asked by argumentative discourse analysis

(Hajer, 2006): How something is said, to whom, in what context, and with what effect.

In addition, the concepts of knowing-in-practice and practical reasoning are helpful for

analysing how planners assimilate information from the geo-referenced discussion. Both of

these concepts imply an understanding of planning as practical work (see Wagenaar, 2004).

Knowing-in-practice was captured by Schön in The Reflective Practitioner, “The problem he

sets, the strategies he employs, the facts he treats as relevant, and his interpersonal theories of

action are bound up with his way of framing his role.” (Schön, 1983, p.210). This framing of

one’s  role  is  not  static;  it  is  dependent  on  the  context  and  the  specific  situation.  In  any

particular activity, the actors mutually produce the proper activity through an emerging

understanding of what fits with that specific situation. Wagenaar (2004, p.644) suggests that

“this sense of rightness is not given in toto and a priori, but is collectively produced or

reproduced in a dialectical interaction with the particulars of the situation at hand as it is

embedded in its wider organisational, social, and cultural context”. Hajer and Wagenaar (2003)

suggest that  the obligation to act  upon the situation at  hand is the centrepiece of the work of

policy-makers and public administrators. When practitioners do their job, “solutions are not so

much formulated as arrived at, haltingly, tentatively, through acting upon situation at hand and

through application of practical wisdom in negotiating concrete situations” (ibid., p.19).
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The case

The planning area of Nurmi-Sorila covers 17 km2 around the villages of Nurmi and

Sorila and is located approximately 12 km northeast of the city of Tampere. The landscape is a

typical inland Finnish countryside where patches of forests, lakes, pastures, fields, old farm

houses, and domestic animals influence the perception of the place. There are currently

approximately 700 inhabitants. The aim of Tampere city planning is to accommodate several

thousand new residents along with the appropriate services for them. When the planning

process began in 2005, a policy instrument called ‘the development image’ (‘kehityskuva’ in

Finnish), consisting of a type of visioning process, was used at this level of planning for the

first time in Tampere. According to the planning office, the purpose of the instrument was to

enable target-oriented discussions and the participation of different interest groups in an early

stage of planning.

This new policy instrument provided a platform for the geo-referenced discussion forum

called “The Pros and Cons of Nurmi-Sorila”2 (hereafter PCNS). The application was used to

discover the character of the neighbourhood and the citizens’ local experiences in their

environment. City officials acknowledged that they generally have very restricted access to this

type of knowledge. Generally, the PCNS consisted of aerial photographs upon which users

could insert graphic icons to make spatial reference to written statements. Three graphic icons

provided the thematic categorisation of discussion topics. A red circle with a minus sign

represented a problematic place, a yellow circle with an exclamation mark represented a place

of development, and a green circle with a plus sign indicated an important place. Importantly,

users could articulate their opinions and counter arguments in threads of public discussion3.

2 Translation from the original Finnish title “Nurmi-Sorilan plussat ja miinukset”
3 See Bamberg (2010) about design choices that were made.
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The PCNS was open to the public. The users were not recruited; all who noticed the

existence of PCNS and felt comfortable in this type of forum to express their opinions and

matters of concern were able to participate. This framework was a deliberate element of the

design process of the application. We considered that, in addition to residents, other individuals

might be interested in matters of Nurmi-Sorila, such as landowners and recreational users. The

background information of the participants reflected this assumption. Many of the discussants

were not residents of Nurmi-Sorila, as they lived elsewhere in Tampere.

I draw on a wide variety of materials collected and experiences gained from this

participatory exercise. I took part in the design process of the NSPC. The deliberations about

the  application  design  provide  an  understanding  of  what  we  tried  to  achieve  with  the

instrument and why it was used in the planning process. The geo-referenced discussion itself is

an important source of data. The discussion took place in 14 aerial photographs to which 170

graphic icons were attached to geographically reference 470 written commentaries. In addition,

I draw on background information of the users of the NSPC.

After the NSPC was used in the planning process, conversational in-depth interviews

were conducted with the planners and the practitioners working in the planning office of

Tampere City. Interviews with planners revealed their expectations of public participation

through the geo-referenced discussions, the type of information that they considered useful and

the obstacles that exist in using geo-referenced discussion. The interviewees had a role either in

the  design  process  of  the  application  or  in  the  planning  process  of  Nurmi-Sorila.  Three

planners who had central roles in the planning process were interviewed. A practitioner who

was in charge of the development image policy instrument was interviewed. This practitioner

also took part in the design of the web application and was responsible for the analysis of the

NSPC. Another practitioner who took part in the design phase of the application was

interviewed as well. Her job consisted of producing policy documents and technical reports to

support the planning process. I performed participant observation in public meetings that were
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conducted during and after the geo-referenced discussion. In addition, I reviewed policy

documents that were produced as a result of the geo-referenced discussion.

The style, scale, and scope of the discussion in Nurmi-Sorila

Some issues were brought up more frequently and debated more vigorously than others.

Let us begin with an example of marginal commentary. In one of the aerial photos, a comment

geographically referenced with a green circle containing a plus sign (denoting an important

place) stated the following: “Gorgeous old community hall, good sauna and beach. Welcoming

farmyard.” This commentary shows a simple, descriptive comment that assigns qualities and

value  to  a  particular  place.  In  a  sense,  it  is  the  type  of  information  that  we  aimed  to  attain.

Importantly, it did not engender any replies; it was a singular statement, with no exchanged

opinions.

Alternatively, another example shows the diverse aspects of discussion and a dominant

discourse in the Nurmi-Sorila application. The discussion thread is related to symbol number

37 in Figure 1 and reads as follows:

A. June 2, 10:53: “The countryside landscape has to be preserved - the pasture of cows
and horses.”

B. June 2, 10:53: “Tampere desperately needs construction lots for one-family houses
or else all the families with children will move to the neighbouring municipalities.
Finland is full of rural landscape even if houses would be constructed here.”

C. June 3, 15:34: “First one wants to move to the countryside - like Nurmi-Sorila and
next one wants to fill fields with houses…one cannot get all at the same time!”

D. June 30, 13:05: “Fields suit Teisko.”
E. August 10, 20:11: “Discussion about families moving to neighbouring municipalities

is superfluous. The Tampere region should not be developed on the basis of
municipal borders but as a unified area. Municipal borders are from the times when
people travelled with horses, so one can give up on them.”
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Figure 1. An aerial photograph from Nurmi-Sorila with graphic icons users have inserted to geographically
reference discussions (source: City of Tampere).

First, this discussion thread presents the most common issue discussed while using the

application, namely where and what type of housing should be built in Nurmi-Sorila and what

areas should be preserved. Such framing of this situation was prevalent, and most discourses

were organised around the issue of how the area of Nurmi-Sorila should be planned. Although

this finding may seem obvious, other issues may have been addressed if the geo-referenced

discussion was used in a different context and situation. A common argument that illustrates

sense-making  of  the  situation  is  seen  in  the  commentary  of  the  person  who  started  the

discussion thread (37A). In commentaries such as this, the value of Nurmi-Sorila is highlighted

as a cultural and historical countryside landscape. Countryside landscape or cultural landscape

were clearly ordering concepts for ‘keep the Nurmi-Sorila as it is’ discourse. The first reply

(37B) brings up an equally common argument that brings attention to the lack of housing lots

for single-family houses within the municipality of Tampere. The second reply (37C) shows

something that is not often present in the discussion threads of this Nurmi-Sorila case; the
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commentary brings up the contradictory nature of previous claims of the thread: “one cannot

get it all at the same time!”

The prevalence of ‘shortage of single-family houses’ discourse can be understood better

against the background information of the users of the NSPC. Many of them did not live in the

area and were adult individuals who had families with children. This group prefers to live in

single-family houses more than other groups. In addition, there has been a lack of new lots for

the construction of such houses. Nurmi-Sorila, as a tranquil area, was a potential place for them

to live in the future and, as such, the geo-referenced discussion venue drew comments from

people who wanted to move to Nurmi-Sorila.  Such opinions were also garnered because

NSPC was open to the public and received media attention.

Commentary 37D represents a type of ironic and sarcastic rhetoric that was occasionally

found. Teisko is the name of a village to the north of Tampere. How should we relate to this

style  of  argumentation?  Should  this  type  of  comment  be  dismissed  as  irrelevant?  In  the

comment “Fields suit Teisko”, the commentator may be trying to convey that one can put new

housing in Nurmi-Sorila because it is not as rural as Teisko. Although the comment certainly

cannot be described as a rational argumentation, the utterance includes reasoning. The

reasoning is concealed behind the rhetoric style that the commentator has chosen. The

argument presented in 37E continues with a sarcastic tone, but it reveals how the scale of the

discussion is not pre-determined and that it may change in dialogue, ending as something

different than the scale that started the discussion thread (see also Bamberg 2010). Moreover,

this sarcastic statement indicates that the contemporary procedures of planning do not fit with

the situation at hand and suggests an innovative view (in the Finnish context) of the way in

which planning should proceed, based on regional co-operation.

The regional scale is at one end of the spectrum, and this scale of framing the discussion

was mostly found on discourses about spatial planning of Nurmi-Sorila in general. At the other
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end of the spectrum, issues of a smaller scale that relied on different discourses were found,

such as in the following discussion thread relating to symbol number 74 in Figure 1:

A. June 3, 18:24: “The buses that wait at the bus stop (the ones heading from town
towards Teisko) completely block the visibility when coming from Viitapohja. There
are even two buses at the same time waiting at the bus stop for long time.”

B. June 8, 18:14: “When one turns towards the town from Viitapohja, the parapet next
to the road also impedes visibility of cars coming from Teisko. Visibility is hindered
to the left by buses and to the right by the parapet… Dangerous especially with
slippery roads!”

C. June 9, 15:55: “Looking from Aitoniementie Road, a visual obstruction is formed by
the parapet on the left side, which prevents one from seeing cars sufficiently in
time.”

In  this  thread,  the  spatial  scale  is  bordered  by  the  exact  location  of  the  symbol  in  the

aerial photograph. The discussion thread develops with very detailed descriptions of the issue

with  this  road  crossing.  It  exemplifies  the  detailed  geographical  scale  at  which  some  of  the

discussions took place. The problem is framed as being relevant to everyday life. In addition to

pointing out one end of geographical scale, the above ‘visibility discourse’ shows an

experiential account of an issue found to be problematic in daily routines. This issue of safety

provides a fine example of local experiential knowledge that is gained through taking part in

socio-material practices and that constitutes the Nurmi-Sorila as they know it. They know the

nature of the problem because they have been there and experienced it first hand. The scale of

issues at the detailed level in conjunction with experiential knowledge of the situation, such as

in the above discussion thread, was particularly present in discourses that express the troubles

of everyday life.

The discussion thread around the visibility of the road crossing reveals as well how

knowledge is generated through a dialogue between discussants. Here, the individual who

began the discussion thread (74A) relies upon local knowledge based on experiences of buses

routinely staying at a bus stop and thus hindering visibility. The reply (74B) carries on from

there and brings up new aspects of the experience. Importantly, the reply introduces new
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evidence for the claim. First, it brings up another hindrance of visibility (the parapet). Second,

it expresses a perception that because of the lack of visibility, the crossing is especially

dangerous when slippery. The last commentator supports the previous commentator and brings

in a new experiential viewpoint, “Looking from Aitoniementie Road…” to back up and

develop the argument. This thread shows how meanings develop through dialogue and

interaction, in which different discussants bring up various aspects of different issues. One user

may start a thread with a claim and another may carry on by disagreement or by provided new

evidence for the thread starter’s claim, such as in the aforementioned example.

In  addition  to  knowledge  about  present  conditions  in  the  area,  there  was  also  local

knowledge that had accumulated over a longer timeframe. This knowledge consists of

experiences about the past conditions in the area and changes that have occurred over time. In

addition to first-hand experience, this knowledge is generated through narratives told about the

situation in the past and what has happened in the neighbourhood, as in the following

discussion thread:

A. June 3, 16:05: “From here, one could travel by boat at least until the 1950s. Then, a
fixed connection was built, and the canal was blocked. The canal should be reopened
because the increase in current would better the quality of water in the Gulf of
Juoponlahti and it would decrease eutrophication. Maybe the gulf should be dredged
a little as well because the lack of current has caused sludge to accumulate, and the
gulf has become shallower. This would increase the possibilities for fishing there as
well.”

B. June 14, 08:38: “This would naturally better the water quality in the Gulf of
Mäntylahti but not that in the Gulf of Juoponlahti, which can be seen farther behind
in the picture.”

C. July 7, 11:20: “At the same time, a beach and boat harbour could be built around
here.”

D. October 11, 10:11: “Because the city acts so slowly, the church could consider
organising a bee in order to handle the situation.

However, not all information is based on local knowledge produced through experiences

in the area. There is knowledge gained through education, the media, or through one’s

profession, which is generated through these different relational networks that people bring



submitted

17

with them to the forum of public discussion and guide the issues and ways of discussing them

in the application. The following example involves the symbol number 59 of Figure 1: “A rare

butterfly species (the False Heath Fritillary) lives in the area. This endangered species lives, in

addition to the Pirkanmaa region, only in the city of Kristiinankaupunki. We need to be proud

of our own nature and preserve it untouched.” Here, the knowledge that a certain butterfly

species is endangered is joined with the knowledge that it is found in that particular location.

Given that the False Heath Fritillary is an emblem animal of Tampere, people may have

learned about it from media, and they may not necessarily need to be a biologist or nature

enthusiast to provide this knowledge. However, this item is derived from information

disseminated through the media and through educational institutions; it is not contextual local

knowledge. In many cases, it is very difficult to separate local experiential knowledge from

other types of knowledge. Information acquired from different sources is generally assembled

into our system of knowledge; hence, it seems unnecessary to search for pure local knowledge

that would need to be accessed for planning purposes.

To conclude, we provide another example of commentary that may be formulated by an

amateur naturalist showing how people often approach issues holistically:

“The Sorilan Lammi pond as well as the surroundings around the end of the Sorilan joki
River are a grovelike tangled thicket. Several rivers and brooks, along which one can find
lovely patches of fauna and animals, run to the end of the riverbed. In addition to more
common birds (which abound), I can mention at least the thrush nightingale, corncrake,
snipe, woodcock, cuckoo and kestrel. Also butterflies are numerous. These kinds of lush
bordering fields are becoming rare in Finland and particularly in Tampere, and because
of that,  it  would be important to preserve them as they are,  or join them to some larger
green area. Interesting mammals live in these lands as well. It would be nice to have, for
example, walking/skiing paths in this landscape, although one can walk over there
without marked paths. Apparently a private bird-watching/hunting tower has been built
to the edge of the field of junipers that is next to the Sorilan Lammi pond, although one
cannot yet see the tower in the photo.”

Here local experiential knowledge about the place is conjoined with scientific

knowledge, and technical, moral, and aesthetic reasoning intertwines with value judgments.
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The commentary illuminates the holistic way in which people approach issues and the way in

which they frame their discussion. They did not want to simply describe values that they

assigned to places; they generated arguments as (political/policy) problems that needed to be

addressed. There are two distinct types of information:  knowledge about or related to the

neighbourhood of Nurmi-Sorila and conceptions of how the place should be in future. I will

come back to these two items as they relate to the planning process.

The planners’ conception of useful public input

The method by which planners assimilate information from participatory exercises depends

on how they view their role within policy-making and governance and alternatively how they

perceive the role of the public within the domain of planning (cf. Campbell & Marshall, 2000).

Interviews with the planners revealed that they see the purpose of public participation as

delivering information and producing knowledge for planning. They expressed that, at least in

the Finnish context of land use planning, the public is not called on to deliberate on issues in

order to give them a voice in decision-making. The planners saw their own role in the planning

process as collectors of information and mediators of knowledge as well as negotiators

between various interests and claims to produce viable alternatives for collective action.

According to them, they use their expertise to accumulate knowledge from which they produce

plans. However, they did not aim to determine which plan would be implemented. In their

speech, they externalised the political side of planning to the local council and politicians; the

planners’ job was to use their expertise to produce plans that are decided upon by political

institutions. This stance is common in Finnish planning practice. As Bäcklund & Mäntysalo

(2010) have suggested, current planning procedures in Finland often rely on the tradition of

comprehensive-rationalist planning ideology, even if other paradigms, such as communicative

or agonistic planning, are gaining a foothold. When asked how the information gathered from
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the web application was included in their later planning work, one of the interviewees

answered as follows:

“Of course the task of the planner is to try to piece together all the different perceptions
and viewpoints and produce that knowledge, so that decision makers then have the
knowledge on the basis of which they make the possible decision.”

The planners expressed interest in many of the discussions provided by the citizens;

however,  they  considered  the  geo-referenced  discussion  to  be  a  consultation  tool  and  not  an

arena in which they needed to participate. None of the planners who I interviewed had

discussed matters in the NSPC. They did not find a reason to do so, and they did not feel that

they had the time for such an activity.

Planners approach public dialogue with considerable pragmatism. As one of the

interviewees said, the dialogue can take different forms. The planners used processed forms of

the geo-referenced discussion in the form of summaries and thematic maps, for example, in the

public meeting. These processed representations of the discussions were on display at the

meeting, and people could gather around them and discuss them with planners. This form of

dialogue is practically useful for planners in the course of a planning process. It is also a

reminder of how the geo-referenced discussion, or any other instrument made for participation,

cannot be understood when detached from the practice and process of planning. The planner

sees  the  interaction  and  dialogue  with  residents  in  the  context  of  the  whole  planning  process

and  not  just  separately  as  conversation  within  the  application.  The  dialogue  is  carried  on  in

later public meetings by presenting the planners’ interpretation of geo-referenced discussion in

the form of the material outcomes produced by the planners, such as thematic maps.

As an example of the different types of knowledge and the information that planners

considered useful, it is worthy to view the following extract from an interview:

 “Well, anything really, if you think about what kind of citizens there are that can provide
some kind of knowledge to us. Residents probably have their own kind of knowledge and
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experience from the basis of intimate knowledge of the domain of everyday life. […] And
why not consider knowledge about what are important places and what places are
somehow  valuable.  […]  And  then,  there  are  of  course  citizens  who  are,  for  example,
members in some association or hobbyists of some specific domain, and why not experts
as well. So they may provide additional knowledge. In a way one cannot, I cannot, close
off anything, any domain of knowledge. And then, of course, besides this knowledge of
things and issues, there are also perceptions, conceptions, hopes, and opinions.” (Interview
2).

There are three points in this quote that need further attention. First, this planner sees that not

everything can be studied by an ‘outsider’; one must live in a certain place to be able to hold

specific types of knowledge about it. This facet is something that residents can deliver to

strategic planning. Second, it is not just this type of local and experiential knowledge that

residents can provide; the planner has a clear understanding that people may have expertise in

some domain that can provide value. Third, the planner makes a clear distinction between

knowledge and “perceptions, conceptions, hopes, and opinions”. This ‘non-knowledge’ may

provide important information about the importance of public opinion:

Researcher:  “What kind of a role did these perceptions [from the NSPC] have among
other sources of information?”

Planner:  “It  surely is,  what is  always interesting, is  that  are there some general  trends
among themes. If there’s just an individual comment, which is very different than all the
others, it supposedly does not carry that much weight. But then, when some common
themes arise, like in Nurmi-Sorila, such common themes have arisen without question,
they are really interesting and are also the kind of stuff that needs to be contemplated.”
(Interview 2)

The planners assimilated information from the NSPC by searching for ‘general trends’ or

‘common themes’ among the statements. Interviews revealed that the NSPC was successful in

this way because the public was given the option to participate in an early stage of planning.

The geo-referenced discussion forum was thought to be successful in outlining the key points

and central issues that should be taken into account in the subsequent planning process:

“Well, this was really good, this web application, because there was a written comment,
and  then  it  was  tied  to  some  specific  place.  For  us  too,  that  is  really  easy  to  read.  So
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when the discussion is somehow at a more general level, it of course demands much
more effort to work out and digest. The opinions that came through the web application
were about really concrete matters.” (Interview 2).

However, it became clear from the interviews that the geo-referenced discussion in the

form it was available from NSPC, as a multifaceted discussion branching into many directions,

was not of high utility for planners. They continuously worked with enormous amounts of

information from different sources and needed a clear presentation that condenses the main

points illustratively. In the case of Nurmi-Sorila, the practitioner in charge of the NSPC and the

development image policy instrument began analysing the public input and produced material

that could be used in the subsequent planning process. This detail was important as the

planners did not have sufficient time to process the public input. Moreover, it seemed that the

expertise of the planners discouraged them from performing the necessary analysis. The

practitioner in charge of the analysis had a social science background, which helped her grasp

the public discussion, as indicated in her interview:

“But  of  course,  there  is  always  the  question  how the  results  will  be  analysed  […] You
cannot give that kind of stuff [data in need of analysis] to planners. It is labourious, and
then, the way they look at these things is clearly different compared to me. And they take
the comments somehow differently. They react to the comments somehow as if they
would be in your face.” (Interview 1)

This quotation shows the crucial importance of the interpreter. Of course, one should

have sufficient time to perform the analysis. Of equal importance, the interpreters should have

the ability to orient themselves to two different social worlds simultaneously, that of the public

and that of the planners. The relational networks of the practitioner, particularly the educational

background and  the  communities  of  practice,  were  significant  in  the  conduct  of  the  analysis.

As a social scientist, she was able to process the complex discussion and bridge the planners’

needs for certain types of knowledge.
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Policy documents as material outcomes of practical work

The need to bring information from the NSPC to the planners effectuated the process in

which meanings were transformed into a more convenient form from the planners’ perspective.

As a product of the practitioners’ practical reasoning, two policy documents were written that

transformed information from the NSPC into planning knowledge. These two policy

documents further summarised, generalised, categorised and visualised the geo-referenced

public discussion. For example, the report, which summarises the outcome of the application,

starts with a general introduction on the nature of the application and then presents some

statistics about the users and usage of the application. The primary written section consists of a

thematic categorisation summarising the geo-referenced discussion. Then, three thematic maps

are shown that were produced from the geo-referenced discussion. Finally, all of the aerial

photographs and graphic icons with textual commentaries are attached at the end of the report

as an appendix. The thematic categorisation of the discussion consists of the following sections

(headings and subheadings shown below):

Thematic categorisation:
‘The key topics of the discussion’

- For and against construction of Nurmi-Sorila
- Places of construction
- Future forms of housing
- Places for centre and services
- Recreational places and natural areas
- Future solutions of transport

‘The areas deemed valuable in Nurmi-Sorila and their characteristics’
- The cultural environments of Nurmi and Sorila
- The nature
- The characteristics of the surroundings

‘The problems experienced in Nurmi-Sorila’
‘Perceptions about the development of Nurmi-Sorila’

- Rural Nurmi-Sorila
- Suburban Nurmi-Sorila
- Small-town Nurmi-Sorila

Thematic maps:
‘The place image map’ (see Figure 2.)
‘Perceptions about areas of construction in Nurmi-Sorila’
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A map showing all of the symbols that were given during the experiment

These categorisations indicate how the practitioner reformulated the public discussion

into a rational-technical discourse of planners, in which the rambling public debate is

categorised and generalised and then visualised with thematic maps. For example, the

following text found in the ‘Places of construction’ section under the heading ‘Key topics of

the discussion’ portrays how the entire public discussion regarding the location of construction

is condensed into a few sentences:

“In  the  discussion  about  the  construction  areas,  most  of  the  respondents  hoped  that  the
most important open landscapes of pastures and fields could be preserved and also that
agriculture would be visible in the future as well, even if there would be more
construction in the area. On the other hand, there were opinions that the flat lands of the
fields are well suited for detached house construction. Lakeside sites for construction
were proposed in some of the opinions, but the most of the respondents hoped that
waterfront would stay for the general public’s recreational use.”

For another example of how meanings from the geo-referenced discussion were

translated for planners, we can look at the thematic map representing the ‘place image’ of

Nurmi-Sorila (Figure 2.). The description below the title (Nurmi-Sorilan Mielikuvakartta) of

the map reads: “The map assembles a summary of the perceptions of places that are considered

valuable in Nurmi-Sorila and the perceptions that focused on the development of particular

places  on  the  area.  The  boundaries  of  the  different  colours  are  very  general”.  Under  the

description is the colour coding of the map, which reads (from up and left) as follows:

o Brown = possible area for construction
o Red = possible area for services
o Green = possible area for recreation
o Yellow = possible area for agriculture
o Diagonally lined brown = plenty of contrary opinions regarding these areas
o Thick line = area considered valuable
o Boat icon = proposed beach and shorefront for boats
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Figure 2. The place image map of Nurmi-Sorila (source: City of Tampere).

The map shows how different opinions based on the public input were generalised,

categorised, and visualised and thus translated for planners. Sketching and visualising the

general outlines of entities (e.g., construction, services, and recreation) on the map would

facilitate planning at this level. When I asked the practitioner how the map was produced from

the  vast  amount  of  discussion  that  was  composed  of  various  words,  graphic  icons  and  aerial

photographs, the practitioner had a quick laugh expressing that my question was ignorant and

the answer obvious, as she replied: “well, it was all there”. I realised that it would not make

sense to inquire about the specific work procedures as her practical knowledge was the basis of

much of her work and was difficult to put into words. In terms of knowing-in-practice, she did

not have a clear framework for doing the job of classification and generalisation, but she had

arrived at feasible solutions through understanding the ‘particulars of the situation at hand’

(Wagenaar, 2004).
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Nonetheless, this type of classification work cannot be neutral (Bowker & Star, 2000).

Classification shapes the items so that they will work for a specific purpose. Meanwhile, other

items are generally overlooked or omitted from the classification. If we look at the content of

the reports, the topics that are included generally concern planning, and they are framed to

facilitate this particular level of planning. The practical work of categorising these items

entailed re-scaling of the issues to the appropriate level of planning. Some issues were

overshadowed because they did not find their way into the scale or scope of matters that were

considered suitable for practical purposes. In this sense, it was the practitioner’s understanding

of the particulars of the situation at hand that lent to some discourses (with their accompanying

styles of argumentation, scope, and scale of issues) to be more easily included in the planning

practice than others. For instance, discourses that were centred on how Nurmi-Sorila should be

planned took a dominant place in the above thematic map. In addition, practical reasoning

caused the transformation of detailed accounts used by people to describe problems and places

that they value into more general descriptions of common themes as interpreted by the NSPC.

Finally, practical reasoning resulted in the exclusion of some issues because they did not find

their way into the scale or scope of matters that were considered suitable for practical purposes

in planning. For example, the perceptions in the example below, which clearly describe a

stressful problem for the individuals expressing their concern and which are very much based

on their experiential knowledge of the situation, were omitted from the planning documents:

A. July 5, 10:43: “The dogs in this kennel cause overwhelming harm to all residents in
Nurmi by continuous barking. Action from authorities is needed as discussion will
not help. Thank you.”

B. September 17, 10:20: “The continuous barking and howling of dogs especially at
night time has been a really big problem for years. As the years have gone by, sheds
for dogs have been built here and there. Discussion has only lead to worse direction.
The end result was that we decided to give up our family summer house a few
months ago. One could not say to be happy there anymore. To the contrary, one
would get stressed because of continuous barking.”

C. […]
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Issues such as these were not addressed in the policy documents because they did not fall

into the relevant scale or scope of matters that could be handled at the particular planning level

and process in which the NSPC was implemented. The omission of items from the policy

documents does not indicate that planners and practitioners ignored these discourses and

issues, as they might be addressed in some other way. For example, in the case of Nurmi-

Sorila, there was another discussion thread concerning a missing cycleway on one of the main

roads of the area. The practitioner addressed this item by informing the officials who were

responsible for traffic development about the problem. This finding actually demonstrates

again the importance of the practitioner having a practical understanding of the particulars of

the situation at hand. She realised that this knowledge is important and that the problem could

be more effectively and quickly addressed outside of the planning process.

Conclusions: The production and transformation of public knowledge

A central goal of participatory web-based spatial information and communication tools is

to widen the knowledge base in planning. This article illustrates that implementation of such

tools in planning practice leads to contingencies that impact the acquired knowledge. In

particular, two distinct phases that introduce such contingencies in knowledge production were

brought up. The results suggest that the potential of the geo-referenced discussion, as well as

other technologies of participation, should be evaluated in practical situations. This goal may

be achieved by tracing how issues are enunciated by means of a geo-referenced discussion.

Understanding the dynamics between the scale, scope, and style of issues provided useful

heuristics for this task. These dynamics describe the manner in which discussions become

contextualised in a geo-referenced argument.

In addition, reflecting on the different levels of analysis, from the very situation-specific

acts of meaning-making to the cultures of governance in which this meaning-making takes
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place, is useful in scrutinising the types of knowledge production supported by the geo-

referenced discussion. Accordingly, the article strongly suggests that more case studies on the

methods by which geo-referenced discussion, and other such technologies that are used to

support participation, function in planning practice. The case studies should account for the

context and the practices in which the participatory exercises have been conducted and, if

possible, follow the process from inception to completion, from the design process of the

participatory instrument to the traces it leaves during the planning process.

Acknowledging the situatedness of knowledge (Haraway, 1991), that knowledge is

always local and that it is always a product of practices that take place through particular

sociomaterial relations, the geo-referenced discussion in Nurmi-Sorila had two roles. It was

simultaneously an arena for public discussion and a consultation tool4.  This  double  role  was

crucial in terms of the kind of knowledge generated. The knowledge was co-produced by

citizens  who brought  with  them divergent  relational  networks  and  frames  of  reference.  From

the perspective of planners, the relationship between the knowledge generated by citizens in

the geo-referenced discussion was complementary to other sources of information.

In my interpretation, the three elements of discussion, scope, scale, and style of issues,

are crucial factors for the definition of the type of knowledge that is generated by means of a

geo-referenced discussion. Resolution of these elements in the NSPC involved the interplay

between (1) people who were engaged with matters of Nurmi-Sorila, (2) the way in which the

NSPC constituted a public forum for discussion and how it afforded argumentation, and (3) the

issues that were in need of public articulation in the politico-cultural situation of Tampere.

This conclusion implies that people who engage in a discussion bring their knowledge

from various backgrounds backed by a wide variety of relational networks. There is no singular

form of local knowledge that is transferred untouched to the domain of planning. Instead, a

new type of knowledge is produced. The public arena becomes a site of public knowledge

4 By stressing that the instrument was both a public forum and a consultation tool, I want to convey the sense that
these technologies can be, and often are, many things simultaneously (cf. Elwood 2009).
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production. The analysis of the NSPC suggests that discussion in a public arena called for a

holistic approach to issues in which technical reasoning, values, and moral reasoning are

intertwined. Generally speaking, people were not willing to simply state matters of fact or

name their favourite places because they entered a public arena and assumed that they were

expected to provide arguments. They constructed their arguments in the form of a problem that

needed to be addressed or to which they provided an answer.

From the planners’ perspective, the role of the geo-referenced discussion was to consult

people and extract local knowledge with the help of this technology. As a result, the

technology of participation took part in the process in which public knowledge was

transformed into formalised, technical-rational planning knowledge. This case shows how

planners differentiated between planning and politics. This widely criticised planning paradigm

based  on  rational  decisions  made  with  the  aid  of  technical-scientific  information  seems  to

persist in the planning practice of Tampere (see also Bäcklund and Mäntysalo, 2010). The local

culture of planning provided a role for public participation by means of geo-referenced

discussion. The planners found this tool to be useful for collecting information, but they did

not see the geo-referenced discussion as a way to deliberate with citizens on issues within the

NSPC. Although some planners said in the interviews that dialogue would be necessary to

specify some issues, it seems that the timeframe and procedural steps involved in planning

processes limit the ability of planners to engage in deliberation with citizens. In other words,

the planning process effectively guided the practical reasoning of planners in their efforts to

assimilate public knowledge.

In my interpretation, the socio-cultural context, particularly the governance culture of

Tampere and the strategic planning process of Nurmi-Sorila, worked as a framework against

which the planners and the practitioners made sense of the geo-referenced discussion. Through

the emerging understanding of the situation, the policy documents were translated to provide

the planners with the type of knowledge that they could efficiently incorporate into their work.
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They needed to identify the general trends and common themes in the discussion and

assimilate issues that were adaptable in the context of the planning process. The assimilation of

issues was achieved by transforming issues through the lens of the planner, which allows

addressing the issues as entities that have boundaries and that are spatially spread and

organised over the area of the planning object (cf. Scott 1998).

As indicated by the results of the case study, some issues were omitted in this process of

assimilation, and other issues lost nuances through categorisation and generalisation. This

limitation raises the question: could there be other ways to assimilate information from a geo-

referenced public discussion that could complement the knowledge that is generated by

categorising and formalising the discussion into technical-rational forms? It could be fruitful to

look back to Jane Jacobs’ comment: “To learn how things are working, we need pinpoint

clues” (Jacobs, 1961, p.442). By pinpointing clues, she refers to inductive reasoning from

particulars. To complement the generalisations of the discussions, it would be relevant for

planners (and academics) to think of geo-referenced discussion in terms of pinpoint clues. In

practice, one way of carrying this forward could be to treat geo-referenced discussion threads

as multimodal narratives, in which different semiotic resources are used to communicate

meaning (Bamberg, 2010). After all, making geographic references using visual means implies,

ipso facto, pinpointing of matters.
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Efforts in contemporary urban planning to include collaborative practices have often 
transformed into conflicts between stakeholders. We compare two planning processes 
that took place in Tampere, Finland (1997–2007), focusing on the role of local place 
images in public participation. Our study stresses the dynamics of practices, suggest-
ing that instruments and practises of public participation should be contextual and 
tied to local circumstances. The analysis of the two cases, the areas of Vuores and 
Nurmi-Sorila, shows that planning authorities should engage the local place images 
as the foundation on which the public participation can be successfully constructed. 
Furthermore, the comparative findings suggest that local place images have to be taken 
comprehensively into account in order to provide a positive image of place for both 
current and possible future inhabitants.

Helena Leino & Jarkko Bamberg, Department of Regional Studies, FI-30014 Univer-
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Vuonna 2000 voimaan astunut maankäyttö- ja ra-
kennuslaki (MRL) painottaa kansalaisten ja suun-
nittelevien virkamiesten välistä vuoropuhelua ja pai-
kallista osallistumista (ks. MRL 62§). Avoimuuteen 
tähtäävä suunnittelu on vaatinut uudenlaisten osal-
listumiskäytäntöjen kehittämistä (ks. esim. Staffans 
2004). Tämä tavoite on kuitenkin osoittautunut han-
kalaksi toteuttaa, kun yhteisymmärrykseen pyrkivä 
suunnittelu on hajonnut usean tahon väliseksi rat-
kaisemattomaksi ristiriidaksi (esim. Mäntysalo & 
Nyman 2001; Lapintie 2003; Peltonen & Villanen 
2004; Leino 2006).

Artikkelissa tarkastelemme kansalaisten osal-
listumista kahden osayleiskaavaprosessin alku-
vaiheessa Tampereella. Nämä tapaukset, Vuo-
reksen ja Nurmi-Sorilan alueiden osayleiskaavo-
jen suunnitteluprosessit, sijoittuvat vuoden 2000 
maankäyttö- ja rakennuslain muutoksen molem-
min puolin: Vuoreksen osayleiskaavaprosessi ajoit-
tuu vuosille 1997–2003, Nurmi-Sorilan kaavoitus 
alkoi 2004. Kiinnitämme huomiomme erityisesti 
seikkaan, joka nousi tapauksista kiinnostavasti 
esiin: paikkamielikuvien merkitykseen suunnittelu-
prosessissa.

Vertailemme kahta suunnitteluprosessia tiedostaen 
kummankin tapauksen kohdalla vahvan konteksti-
sidonnaisuuden. Kansalaisosallistumisen moniulot-
teisuutta tutkittaessa hedelmällinen lähtökohta on eri-
laisten konkreettisten suunnittelutapausten analysoi-
minen, sillä ihmisten käyttäytymistä yksittäisissä ti-
lanteissa on hyvin vaikeaa arvioida ennakolta yleistä-
vien teorioiden kautta (Flyvbjerg 2001: 71–72).

Suunnittelutilanteet sisältävät myös yllätyksen 
mahdollisuuden. Etukäteen tehdyt suunnitelmat ja 
toisaalta sovellettavaksi tarkoitetut lait eivät aina 
toteudu kuten on alun perin ajateltu. Olemme kiin-
nostuneita tapausten yksityiskohdista ja siitä, mi-
ten alun perin pieneltä näyttäneet seikat ovat pääs-
seet vaikuttamaan koko prosessin kulkuun. Täl-
laisia ovat olleet mielikuvaerot Nurmi-Sorilan ja 
Vuoreksen välillä. Pohdimmekin artikkelissa paik-
kaa koskevien mielikuvien merkitystä maankäy-
tön suunnittelun osallistumisprosesseissa erityises-
ti asukasosallisen näkökulmasta. 

Aloitamme paikkamielikuvien käsitteellises-
tä tarkastelusta, jonka jälkeen esittelemme aineis-
tomme ja menetelmälliset lähtökohtamme. Nämä 
muodostavat pohjan tapausten tarkastelulle ja sitä 
seuraaville päätelmille.
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Paikkamielikuvat  
kaupunkisuunnittelussa

Kaupunkisuunnittelussa paikkamielikuvien merki-
tys on ollut tärkeä jo pitkään; ”suunnittelijat halua-
vat luoda paikkatunteen”, kuten Yi-Fu Tuan (1977: 
1) esitti yhdessä humanistisen maantieteen klassi-
koistaan. Suunnittelijoiden lisäksi kaupunkisuun-
nittelussa on kuitenkin useita toimijoita, joiden 
mielikuvat paikoista jäsentyvät eri tekijöiden kaut-
ta. Sirpa Tani (2001; 2005) määrittelee viisi ulottu-
vuutta paikkamielikuville: (1) yksilöiden ympäris-
töön liittämät mielikuvat, (2) jaetut ympäristöön lii-
tetyt mielikuvat, (3) äkilliset ja odottamattomat ta-
pahtumat ja muutokset, (4) tietoiset paikkamieliku-
vien kehittämisprojektit ja (5) aika. Näiden ulottu-
vuuksien kautta voi tarkastella paikkamielikuvien 
moninaisia piirteitä.

Humanistisen maantieteen näkökulmasta paikka 
on aina henkilökohtainen. Se syntyy, kun yksilöt 
liittävät merkityksiä ympäristöönsä (Tuan 1977; 
Tani 1997). Näin paikka saa merkityksensä ihmis-
ten kokemuksista ja tulkinnoista ja kiinnittyminen 
paikkaan tapahtuu elämisen kautta (Haarni 1997; 
Karjalainen 1997). Henkilökohtaisten kokemusten 
lisäksi paikat rakentuvat siis ympäristöön liitetty-
jen mielikuvien välityksellä (Tani 1997).

James ja Nancy Duncan (2001) pitävät asuk-
kaiden mielikuvia paikasta suhteellisina. Ne vaih-
televat yksilöiden kokemusten ja tiedon mukaan, 
mutta niissä esiintyy kuitenkin tiettyä säännön-
mukaisuutta. Näitä jaettuja mielikuvia voi sel-
ventää identiteetin ja maineen käsitteiden avul-
la. Anna-Kaisa Kuusisto-Arponen (2005) puhuu 
paikkaidentiteetistä, jolla hän tarkoittaa yksilöiden 
tai ryhmien paikkatunnetta, joka syntyy yhteisöl-
lisen merkityksenannon kautta. Kuusisto-Arponen 
(2003: 53) käyttää paikkaidentiteettiä suomalai-
sessa keskustelussa vakiintuneemman alueellisen 
identiteetin käsitteen (esim. Paasi 1986, 2002, 
2003) sijaan, koska paikan käsite korostaa kon-
tekstuaalisuutta ja siten tavoittaa yksityiskohtai-
semmin merkityksenannon ja identiteetin muo-
dostumisen prosessin. Paikkaidentiteetin käsit-
teessä yhdistyvät yksilön oma paikkaan kuulumi-
sen tunne ja yhteisötason identifikaatio. Kuusisto-
Arponen korostaa myös, että paikan käsite ei riipu 
maantieteellisestä mittakaavasta. Tutkimuksemme 
arkisiin käytäntöihin nojaavaan tutkimusotteeseen 
tämä paikkaidentiteetin määritelmä sopii perustel-
lusti. Paikan maine voidaan puolestaan määritellä 
jaettujen mielikuvien, stereotyyppisten merkitys-
ten ja myyttisten yleistysten yhdistelmäksi, jonka 
ihmiset liittävät tiettyyn paikkaan. Maineen pe-
rusta on siten yhteisöllisissä arvostuksissa (Tani 
2001; Koski 2005).

Suunnittelemattomat muutokset alueella, ku-
ten Tanin (2001, 2005) esimerkissä Helsingin 
Kallion kaupunginosan leimautuminen katupros-
tituution alueeksi, voivat muuttaa alueen mai-
netta odottamattomasti. Tani painottaa äkillisis-
sä muutoksissa median keskeistä asemaa siinä, 
miten kielteiseksi muutos ja sen vaikutus paikkaa 
koskevaan mielikuvaan koetaan. Asukkaiden ko-
kema todellisuus onkin usein huomattavasti mo-
nipuolisempi kuin median tarjoamat mielikuvat 
(Tani 2005: 9).

Uusia asuinalueita ja kokonaisia kaupunkiseu-
tuja markkinoidaan rakentamalla alueille oma 
imago tai brändi, jonka uskotaan lisäävän alueen 
vetovoimaa (esim. Äikäs 2000; Zimmerbauer 
& Suutari 2004; Kuusisto-Arponen 2005). Ima-
goa voidaankin pitää tavoitemielikuvana (Äikäs 
2004). Paikan markkinointi sinällään ei ole uusi 
ilmiö, sillä esimerkiksi Pohjois-Amerikan länsi-
osissa sitä hyödynnettiin kiinteistöjen myynnissä 
jo 1800-luvun alkupuolella (Hall 1998). Paikka-
markkinointi on jälkiteollisessa yhteiskunnassa 
tullut yhä suositummaksi, kun vaatimukset toi-
mintojen sijainnista ovat menettäneet merkitys-
tään (Tani 2001). Imagon tuottaminen kiinnit-
tyy kaupunkien toimintaan, jossa tavoitteena on 
hyvän julkisuuskuvan ja paremman kaupunkiin 
liittyvän mielikuvan tuottaminen (Barke 1999). 
Tämä ilmiö saattaa kehnoimmillaan näyttäytyä 
tarkoitushakuisena pr-markkinointina, jolla ei ole 
mitään tekemistä sen kanssa, millainen mieliku-
va ihmisillä on kyseisestä alueesta (Äikäs 2000: 
77–78).

Alueet kilpailevat globaaleilla markkinoilla. 
Harri Andersson (1997: 115) puhuu ”paikkojen 
sodasta”, jossa paikkojen edistäminen ja rakenta-
minen ovat osa menestymisen politiikkaa. Anders-
sonin mukaan markkinoinnin avulla alueita muu-
tetaan valitulle kohdeyleisölle, usein keskiluok-
kaisille kaupunkilaisille sopiviksi. Myös Kuusis-
to-Arposen (2005: 77–78) mielestä on olennais-
ta pohtia, miten jokin tietty paikka ja siihen liitty-
vä brändi tai markkinointi ovat kytkettävissä toi-
siinsa. Onko mainostettu paikka todella olemassa 
ja tunnistavatko sen asukkaat ne mielikuvat, joilla 
aluetta markkinoidaan?

Kulttuuriperintöä käytetään yhä enemmän paik-
kamarkkinoinnissa. Perinnemielikuvia (heritage 
images) käytetään laajalti myös sellaisten paikko-
jen markkinoinnissa, joiden historia on lyhyt ja 
maine vakiintumaton. Perinteen valikoiva käyttö 
voi kuitenkin syrjäyttää sellaisia paikallisen kult-
tuuriperinnön piirteitä, joita pidetään matkailijoille 
tai sijoittajille huonosti myyvinä (Larkham 1999). 
Peter Larkham (1999: 341) huomauttaa myös, että 
perinnemielikuvien valinta ja promootio on vali-



TERRA 119: 2 2007 109Helena Leino & Jarkko Bamberg Paikkamielikuvien ja osallistumisen...

koitunut valtaeliittien etujen ajamiseen, olivatpa 
nämä sitten ylikansallisia yhtiöitä tai paikallisia 
johtavia virkamiehiä. Paikallisilla järjestöillä ja 
asukasryhmittymillä on vähemmän vaikutusval-
taa perinnemielikuvien edistämisessä.

Tanin ulottuvuuksista viides kohdistaa huomion 
henkilökohtaisten ja jaettujen paikkamielikuvien 
syntyyn ajan kuluessa. Kaikki edellä esitellyt mie-
likuvien ulottuvuudet syntyvätkin ajan kerrostami-
na, joten tämä ulottuvuus läpäisee muut.

Tutkimamme tapaukset tuovat hedelmällisesti 
esille näitä paikkamielikuvien ulottuvuuksia. Sekä 
Nurmi-Sorilan että Vuoreksen suunnittelun yhtey-
dessä tehdyistä haastatteluista löytyvät yksilöiden 
subjektiiviset mielikuvat, kuten myös kollektiivi-
nen identiteetti ja mielikuvat. Tapaukset heijasta-
vat myös mediassa tuotettujen mielikuvien kes-
keistä asemaa, sekä äkillisten muutosten sattues-
sa että tietoisten paikkamielikuvien kehittämispro-
jekteissa. Koska me molemmat tutkimme ensisi-
jaisesti kansalaisosallistumisen roolia kaupunki-
suunnittelussa, on artikkelimme tavoite tarkastel-
la näitä mielikuvien ulottuvuuksia ja niiden suh-
detta kansalaisosallistumiseen.

Aineistot ja analyysi

Teemme Vuoreksen ja Nurmi-Sorilan tapauksis-
sa arjen käytäntöihin keskittyvää tapaustutkimus-
ta (vrt. Hajer & Wagenaar 2003). Lähtökohtana on 
ajatus siitä, että onnistunut tapaustutkimus tarjoaa 
mahdollisuuden yleistämiselle (esim. Flyvbjerg 
2006). Tällöin toimiva tilanteen analyysi on enem-
män kuin yksittäinen tapaus. Siitä muodostuu koko-
naisnäkemys, josta nousee esiin yleisesti relevantte-
ja teemoja ja uusia tarkastelunäkökulmia. Tässä ta-
pauksessa tuo kokonaisvaltaisempi ongelma liittyy 
kansalaisosallistumisen problematiikkaan kaupunki-
suunnittelussa.

Olemme toteuttaneet aineistonkeruussa trian-
gulaatiota, erilaisten aineistojen yhdistämistä (ks. 
Denzin 1970). Laadulliselle tutkimukselle ominai-
sesti tavoitteenamme oli monipuolisen aineiston 
kautta rakentaa tulkinta paikallisesta ilmiöstä tiet-
tyä teoreettista viitekehystä hyödyntäen (Alasuu-
tari 1993). Näemme tapaustutkimuksen tutkimus-
strategiana, emme pelkkänä menetelmänä (ks. Yin 
2003). Tällöin tutkimuksen keskipisteenä on jokin 
ilmiö, jota voidaan ymmärtää tapauksen avulla. Ta-
paustutkimuksen näkökulmasta ajateltuna toisiaan 
täydentävät aineistot tuottavat yhtäaikaisesti yk-
sityiskohdiltaan rikkaan ja kokonaisvaltaisen ym-
märryksen tutkittavasta ilmiöstä (Snow & Trom 
2002: 149–151). Olennaista on, että käsiteltävä ai-
neisto muodostaa kokonaisuuden (eli tapauksen), 

josta voidaan monipuolisilla aineistoilla ja mene-
telmillä antaa joustavampi ja kokonaisvaltaisem-
pi käsitys kuin mihin yhdellä tiedonhankintame-
netelmällä päästään (Saarela-Kinnunen & Eskola 
2001: 159, 168).

Bent Flyvbjerg (2001) puolustaa tapaustutki-
musta, koska se tuottaa kontekstiin sidottua tie-
toa. Ihmisten toimintaa analysoitaessa on kuiten-
kin pohjimmiltaan aina kyse kontekstiin liitty-
västä tiedosta, josta tilanteeseen osalliset tekevät 
omat tulkintansa. Tapaustutkimuksen tarkoitukse-
na ei ole todistaa ”yhtä totuutta”, vaan auttaa oppi-
maan jostakin ilmiöstä (Flyvbjerg 2001: 71–73). 
Tällä tavoin on mahdollista nostaa tiettyjä näkö-
kulmia esiin, kuten artikkelissamme teemme kan-
salaisosallisten kohdalla.

Vuoreksen osayleiskaavan suunnittelusta on 
koottu monipuolinen aineisto ajalta 1998–2003. 
Tämän artikkelin perustana ovat Vuoreksen osal-
ta avaintoimijoiden haastattelut (26 kappaletta) 
ajalta toukokuu 2003–huhtikuu 2004 sekä lehti-
artikkelit neljästä paikallislehdestä 1997–2003 
(Aamulehti, Tamperelainen, Hervannan Sanomat 
ja Lempäälän–Vesilahden Sanomat) tammikuusta 
1997 lokakuuhun 1999 ja Aamulehden ja Hervan-
nan Sanomien artikkelit lokakuusta 1999 marras-
kuuhun 2003. Analyysia tukevat myös Vuoreksen 
hankeryhmän, yhteisen toimielimen ja yhteistyö-
ryhmän kokouksien pöytäkirjat sekä osayleis-
kaavaan liittyvät suunnitteluasiakirjat. Näiden 
lisäksi Vuoreksen aineistoa ovat yleisötilaisuuk-
sien havainnointi vuosina 1998–2003, Tampe-
reen kaupungin tiedotteet 1997–2003 sekä Tam-
pereen kaupungin nettisivuilla käyty keskustelu 
vuosina 1998–2003. Tarkastelimme myös televi-
siossa esitettyjä Vuoresta käsitteleviä ohjelmia 
vuosina 1998–2000. Vuores-prosessia käsiteltiin 
laajemmin TV2:n Ajankohtaisessa Kakkosessa 
(27.7.1998) ja Nelosen Palaneen käryä -ohjel-
massa (7.2.1999). Tämän Lisäksi TV2 esitti pai-
kallisen asukkaan, Juha Suonpään, tekemän Vuo-
res-dokumenttielokuvan (3.2.2000), joka esitet-
tiin Tampereen filmifestivaaleilla maaliskuussa 
2000.

Nurmi-Sorilan analyysissa käytämme yleisöti-
laisuuksien havainnointia vuosilta 2005–2006 ja 
Aamulehden artikkeleja tammikuusta 1996 touko-
kuulle 2006. Analysoitavana on myös kuusi tee-
mahaastattelua vuodelta 2006 (yksi asukas, viisi 
suunnittelijaa). Lisäksi Nurmi-Sorilan kehitysku-
vatyön yhteydessä käytettiin osallistumisen verk-
kosovellusta, jonka esittelemme jäljempänä. Sen 
käyttäjien antamat taustatiedot toimivat yhtenä ai-
neistona. Sovelluksella oli tarkastelujaksolla 216 
käyttäjää (kesäkuusta 2005 toukokuun puoliväliin 
2006).
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Kaupungin kaksi vaihtoehtoa:  
Nurmi-Sorila ja Vuores

Nurmi-Sorilan ja Vuoreksen alueet sijaitsevat Tam-
pereen laitamilla, Nurmi-Sorila noin 12 kilometriä 
koilliseen ja Vuores noin 7 kilometriä etelään Tam-
pereen keskustasta (kuva 1). Molemmat edustavat 
perinteistä maa- ja metsätalousmaisemaa, joissa 
asutus keskittyy kyläkeskuksiin. Nurmi-Sorilassa 
vakituisia asukkaita on noin 700, Vuoreksessa 150.

Kummallakin alueella on myös loma-asutusta ja 
ne toimivat tamperelaisten virkistyskohteina. Nur-
mi-Sorilassa suunnittelualue käsittää noin 17 ne-
liökilometriä, Vuoreksessa arviolta 12,6 neliökilo-
metriä. Vuorekseen on suunnitteilla uusia asuin-
alueita 13 500 asukkaalle, Nurmi-Sorilaan 7 500–
15 500 asukkaalle eri vaihtoehdoista riippuen.

Alueiden historia on hyvin erilainen. Nurmi-So-
rila sijaitsee entisen Aitolahden kunnan alueella, 
jota on asuttu pitkään ja joka on toiminut seudul-
lisesti tärkeänä maatalousalueena. Kollektiivinen 
mielikuva – tai maine – alueesta maatalousvaltai-
sena kulttuurimaisemana on vuosisatojen juurrut-
tama. Vuoreksen alue ei ole ollut samalla tavoin 
seudullisesti tunnettu. Alue oli aiemmin nimeltään 
vanha Hervannan kylä, joka nimensä mukaisesti 
sijaitsee suurena kerrostalolähiönä tunnetun Her-
vannan vieressä. Varsinaiset julkiset, kollektiiviset 
mielikuvat Vuoreksesta ovat muodostuneet vasta 
osayleiskaavaprosessin myötä viimeisten kymme-
nen vuoden aikana. Mielikuvien ajallinen kerros-
tuminen alueilla on näin ollen erilainen.

Nurmi-Sorilan kaavoittaminen on ollut aika 
ajoin esillä julkisuudessa siitä lähtien, kun Aito-
lahden kunta liitettiin Tampereeseen vuonna 1966. 
Tällöin osapuolet sopivat, että Aitolahden kaavoit-
tamista jatkettaisiin keskeytyksettä alueen kehityk-
sen turvaamiseksi. Alueen tällä hetkellä voimas-
saoleva osayleiskaava laadittiin poikkeuslupahar-
kinnan pohjaksi ja hyväksyttiin kaupunginvaltuus-
tossa vuonna 1981. Tämän jälkeen Nurmi-Sorilan 
kaavoittaminen uusia käyttötarkoituksia varten on 
noussut esiin tasaisin väliajoin.

Tampere alkoi kasvaa entistä voimakkaammin 
1990-luvun loppupuolella. Kaupunki kuului kas-
vukeskuksiin, jonka muuttovoitto vuosikymmenen 
lopulla oli keskimäärin 2 000–3 000 asukasta vuo-
dessa. Tämän seurauksena kaupunginvaltuutettujen 
ja viranhaltijoiden oli etsittävä kartalta lisää aluei-
ta, jotka soveltuisivat laajemmin asuinrakentami-
selle (Leino 2006: 44).

Mahdollisia alueita oli kaksi, tutkimamme Nur-
mi-Sorila ja Vuores. Aikaisemmin kaupungin edus-
tajat olivat puhuneet pohjoisesta tulevaisuuden 
asuntorakentamisen suuntana. Tällöin Nurmi-So-
rila oli ollut voimakkaasti esillä mahdollisena uu-
den asuinalueen rakentamiskohteena. Tampere-
laisen kaavasuunnittelupolitiikan yhtenä keskei-
senä piirteenä on ollut se, että kaavoitettava maa 
on yleensä ollut pääosin kaupungin omistamaa. 
Tätä pidettiin tärkeänä myös uuden asuinalueen 
paikasta päätettäessä. Kaupunki omisti Nurmi-So-
rilasta laajempia maa-alueita, mistä syystä sitä pi-
dettiin hyvänä suunnittelukohteena (Leino 2006). 

Kuva 1. Vuoreksen ja 
Nurmi-Sorilan sijain-
ti Tampereella. (Ku-
va: Tampereen kau-
punki/Birgitta Hel-
sing)
Figure 1. The loca-
tion of Vuores and 
Nurmi-Sorila in Tam-
pere. (Image courte-
sy of City of Tampere/
Birgitta Helsing)
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Vielä vuoden 1996 alussa Nurmi-Sorilan vaihto-
ehto oli vahvasti läsnä, muun muassa Aamuleh-
den etusivulla:

Tampere kaavailee uutta, 5 600 asunnon ja jopa yli 
12 000 asukkaan tytärkaupunkia Nurmi-Sorilan  
alueelle. Asunnoista valtaosa on omakoti- ja rivitaloja. 
(2.1.1996)

Lähempien seudullisten tarkastelujen jälkeen 
eteläinen kasvusuunta ja Vuores alkoivat kui-
tenkin näyttäytyä Nurmi-Sorilaa parempana 
vaihtoehtona. Paitsi yhdyskuntateknisesti, myös 
työpaikkojen sijoittumisen ja liikenteen sujuvuu-
den näkökulmasta Vuoresta pidettiin koko Tampe-
reen seutukunnan kannalta toimivampana ja edul-
lisempana ratkaisuna. Haastatellun (14.11.2003) 
Tampereen kaupungin johtavassa asemassa olevan 
virkamiehen mielestä ”Vuores oli tässä katsannossa 
selvästi terveempi ratkaisu”.

Tampereen kaupunki muutti strategiaansa kau-
pungin kasvusuunnasta 1996. Julkisuudessa hyvin 
vähän esiintyneeseen Vuorekseen päätettiin raken-
taa uusi, iso asuinalue. Viitisen vuotta myöhem-
min, 2000-luvun alkupuolella, kaupungin väki-
määrän jatkuva nopea kasvu nosti Nurmi-Sorilan 
jälleen esiin. Alueen uuden osayleiskaavan suun-
nittelu käynnistyi huhtikuussa 2004.

Käsittelemme seuraavassa osallistumisen alku-
vaiheita molemmissa tapauksissa. Tarkastelemme 
menetelmiä, joita Tampereen kaupunki käytti kun-
talaisten osallistamisessa suunnitteluun. Erityinen 
huomiomme kiinnittyy siihen, millaisia mielikuval-
lisia ulottuvuuksia alueista prosessien alkupuolella 
esiintyi – ja millaisissa yhteyksissä. Kuten Lynne 
Manzo ja Douglas Perkins (2006: 340) ehdottavat, 
jäljitämme sitä, miten alueen asukkaiden, muiden 
osallisten sekä kaupungin virkamiesten alueeseen 
liittämät mielikuvat ovat vaikuttaneet osapuolten 
väliseen yhteistyöhön. Tämän jälkeen selvitämme, 
miten mediassa muodostetut mielikuvat heijastuvat 
alueen suunnitteluun ja imagomarkkinointiin.

Vuoreksen tahmea aloitus

Ensimmäinen tiedotustilaisuus Vuoreksen suun-
nittelusta pidettiin maaliskuussa 1998. Tässä vai-
heessa virkamiehet olivat valmistelleet Vuoreksen 
osayleiskaavaa noin vuoden ajan. Julkinen keskus-
telu Vuoreksesta aiemmin toteutuneessa seutukaa-
van luonnosteluvaiheessa oli ollut laimeaa, joten 
suunnittelijat eivät odottaneet kansalaisten aktiivis-
ta panosta osayleiskaavan suunnitteluun. Tätä puol-
si myös se, ettei Vuoresta kovin yleisesti tunnettu 
Tampereella.

Maaliskuun tiedotustilaisuudesta sai alkunsa 
kuitenkin erittäin ristiriitainen kansalaisten osallis-
tumisprosessi. Vuoreksessa asuva perhe luki Hel-
singin Sanomista suurehkon uutisen kaavoituspro-
sessista. Uutiseen liitetyn alustavan piirroksen mu-
kaan perheen talon päälle rakennettaisiin palvelu-
keskus. Se oli alustavasti sijoitettu alueen keskelle, 
vanhan talon päälle, jonka asukkaaksi oletettiin iä-
käs nainen (haastattelu, virkamies 19.8.2003). Hän 
oli kuitenkin kuollut ja tilalle oli asettunut lapsi-
perhe, jossa vanhemmat olivat sanavalmiita. Hei-
dän lisäkseen alueen suunnittelusta kiinnostuivat 
myös muut asukkaat ja kesämökkiläiset, jotka ryh-
tyivät aktiivisiksi (Leino 2006: 54–56). Prosessia 
seurannut valtionhallinnon virkamies muisteli al-
kua seuraavasti:

Siis tää prosessihan lähti vähän epäonnisten tähtien 
alla, johtuen just siitä että kaupunki ei lähtenyt ihan 
sillä tavalla liikkeelle, niin kuin olisi pitänyt lähteä, 
tämmöisestä tyvestä latvaan päin. […] Kyllä mä sen 
ymmärrän, että jos maanomistaja ensimmäisen kerran 
lukee asiasta lehdestä, tai näkee jo näin pitkälle piirre-
tyn kartan, niin siihen tulee negatiivinen suhtautumi-
nen ja kaikki tämmöset tekijät on vaikuttaneet siihen. 
[…] Virkamiehillä varmaan Tampereella oli sellainen 
käsitys, että ei muuta kuin yhteinen toimielin kokoon 
ja kaava pystyyn. (26.9.2003)

Paikalliset lehdet alkoivat täyttyä ripeään tahtiin 
Vuoresta koskevista uutisista ja mielipiteistä. Vuo-
rekseen liitetyt mielikuvat alkoivat tarkentua julki-
suudessa, kun neljä alueella ilmestyvää lehteä (Aa-
mulehti, Tamperelainen, Hervannan Sanomat ja 
Lempäälän–Vesilahden Sanomat) julkaisi vuoden 
1998 aikana yhteensä 121 kirjoitusta Vuoreksen 
suunnittelusta. Paikalliset asukkaat mielsivät itsen-
sä vielä tässä vaiheessa pitkälti Hervannan vanhan 
kylän asukkaiksi, mikä ilmeni myös Hervannan 
Sanomien kirjoituksessa ”Hervannan vanha kylä on 
jäämässä Vuoreksen alle” (18.4.1998):

Tunnelma on haikea ja pettynyt, isäkylä Tampere on 
virkamiehineen iskenyt kyläläisiä nuijalla, suunnitel-
lut alueelle Vuorekseksi kutsutun tuhansien ihmisten 
asuinalueen, kysymättä kyläläisiltä edes mielipidettä. 
Eikä pikkusiskokylä Lempäälä pistänyt yhtään vas-
taan. Aluksi osataan vain kysyä. Mikä tämä Lempäälän 
Agenda on, jossa tarjotaan uutuutena yhteistyötä kylä-
toimikunnille alueiden kehittämiseksi, mutta ei mitään 
kysytä näin suuressa asiassa? […] Piloillaanko vuosi-
satojen aikana syntynyt kulttuurihistoriallinen kylä pi-
lataan vaikka ei olisi pakko. Eivätkö nämä vanhat talot 
pihapiireineen tuntuisi uusienkin asukkaiden mielestä 
mukavalta, alueella olisi jo valmiiksi historiaa.

Osallisten tulkinnan mukaan sekä alueen suunnittelu 
että asukkaiden osallistaminen olivat käynnistyneet  
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kaupungin voimakkaasti ylhäältäpäin sanelemana. 
Edellinen sitaatti ilmentää tilannetta myös alu-
een asukkaiden jakaman paikkamielikuvan 
näkökulmasta: he tulkitsevat asuvansa kulttuuri-
historiallisesti arvokkaassa kylässä, jonka pihapiirejä 
kannattaisi hyödyntää myös tulevien asukkaiden 
viihtyvyyden nimissä. Osallisten tulkinnan mukaan 
tamperelaiset virkamiehet eivät ottaneet huomioon 
alueen alkuperäistä luonnetta, vaan nimesivät van-
han Hervannan kylän uudelleen Vuorekseksi. Tilan-
ne voidaan nähdä asukkaiden näkökulmasta myös 
odottamattomana ja suunnittelemattomana muutok-
sena (vrt. Tani 2005) ja uhkana. Asukkaiden mieli-
kuvat, alueen historia ja siitä aiemmin käytetty nimi 
olivat virkamiesten suunnitelmissa merkityksettö-
miä. Osayleiskaavasuunnitelmissa paikan historial-
le ei annettu merkittävää arvoa huomion keskittyes-
sä tulevaisuuteen.

Kansalaisten osallistuminen ei jäänyt vain leh-
tien mielipidepalstoille. Kesäkuussa 1998 alueel-
la vaikuttava Särkijärvi-yhdistys luovutti 3 700 
nimeä sisältävän adressin Tampereen kaupungin-
valtuustolle. Siinä vastustettiin Vuoreksen alueel-
la sijaitsevan Särkijärven ylitse suunniteltua siltaa. 
Saman vuoden heinäkuussa Ajankohtainen kakko-
nen käsitteli Vuoreksen kaavasuunnittelun julki-
seksi uhriksi nousseen perheen voimatonta ase-
maa. Kolme päivää myöhemmin Lempäälän–Ve-
silahden Sanomat (30.7.1998) uutisoi kansalais-
ten apulaisoikeuskanslerille jättämästä kantelus-
ta, joka koski Lempäälän kunnan teknisen johta-
jan jääviyttä suunnittelussa. Syytteissä oli kysy-
mys teknisen johtajan vaimon omistamista mais-
ta Vuoreksen alueella. Nämä maat oli alustavissa 
suunnitelmissa merkitty kerrostalovaltaisiksi, jot-
ka kunnalle myytäessä ovat arvoltaan korkeampia 
kuin esimerkiksi virkistykseen varatut alueet (Lei-
no 2006: 57, 62).

Ensimmäinen Tampereen kaupungin ja Lempää-
län kunnan organisoima yleisötilaisuus järjestettiin 
syyskuussa 1998, samana päivänä sekä Lempää-
lässä että Tampereella. Haastattelemamme asuk-
kaat kummeksuivat sitä, ettei yleisötilaisuuksia 
missään vaiheessa järjestetty Vuoreksessa. Muu-
tenkin virkamiehiä kaivattiin paikan päälle tutus-
tumaan alueeseen ja sen asukkaisiin.

Haastattelujen perusteella elettyyn ja koettuun 
ympäristöön liitettävät mielikuvat eivät täysin vä-
lity ilman fyysistä läsnäoloa. Haastateltu asukas-
yhdistyksen jäsen toivoikin, että virkamiehet me-
nisivät ”maastoon aluetta katselemaan” eivätkä 
tutustuisi siihen vain toimistoissaan suunnittelu-
dokumenttien välityksellä. Intiimejä kokemuksia 
ympäristöstä on vaikea ilmaista, ja paikan piirteet 
ja laatu eivät välity pelkästään kuvien tai tekstien 
voimalla (vrt. Tuan 1977: 147).

Kuntien virallisissa yleisötilaisuuksissa ei löy-
tynyt yhteistä säveltä ja välitöntä vuorovaikutusta. 
Aktiiviset osalliset kokivat näissäkin tilaisuuksis-
sa osallistumisen keinotekoiseksi prosessiksi, jos-
sa virkamiehet eivät osoittaneet merkkejä todelli-
sesta halusta tutustua alueen ominaispiirteisiin tai 
asukkaiden mielikuvien rakentumisen kannalta tär-
keisiin elementteihin.

Loppuvuodesta 1998 asukkaiden osallistu-
mismahdollisuuksia lisättiin. Syyskuussa heil-
lä oli mahdollisuus tavata Tampereen keskustas-
sa suunnitteluun osallistuvaa Suunnittelukeskus 
Oy:n konsulttia Pertti Tammista ja kommentoi-
da alueen suunnittelua. Tämän lisäksi Tampereen 
kaupunki käytti osallistumismenetelmänä seu-
rantaryhmää, jonka nimi myöhemmässä vaihees-
sa vaihdettiin yhteistyöryhmäksi. Siihen kuuluivat 
Lempäälästä kunnanjohtaja ja kaavasuunnittelija, 
Tampereelta apulaiskaupunginjohtaja, yleiskaava-
arkkitehti ja arkkitehti, edustajat Suunnittelukes-
kus Oy:stä ja Pirkanmaan liitosta sekä paikallisten 
asukas- ja ympäristönsuojeluyhdistysten edustajia. 
Kokoonpanosta päätettiin hankeryhmässä, johon 
kuului Tampereen ja Lempäälän johtavia virkamie-
hiä sekä kaavasuunnittelusta vastaavia arkkitehte-
jä. Seurantaryhmä kokoontui aina Tampereen kes-
kustassa. Kokouspaikan valinnasta johtuen paikal-
listen asukkaiden ja virkamiesten välille ei näissä-
kään tilaisuuksissa muotoutunut jaettua kokemusta 
paikan luonteesta ja sen erityispiirteistä.

Vuoden 1998 lopussa ja 1999 kuluessa osallistu-
minen alkoi vakiintua seurantaryhmän kokouksik-
si ja yleisötilaisuuksiksi. Tampereen kaupunki ava-
si maaliskuussa 1998 Vuoresta koskevat keskus-
telusivut internetiin. Aiheesta keskusteltiin vielä 
helmikuussa 1999 televisio-ohjelmassa Palaneen 
käry. Samanaikaisesti asukas Suonpää jatkoi Vuo-
reksen suunnitteluprosessin dokumentointia, vaik-
ka häneltä useammassa yleisötilaisuudessa kiellet-
tiin kuvaaminen omalla kamerallaan. Vuores-elo-
kuva esitettiin keväällä 2000 televisiossa, tampe-
relaisessa elokuvateatterissa ja Tampereen lyhyt-
elokuvafestivaaleilla. Elokuvasta syntyi keskuste-
lua jonkin verran lehtien palstoilla ja internetissä 
(Leino 2006: 63). Elokuvaa oli katsomassa teatte-
ri Niagarassa täysi sali, 129 katsojaa.

Osallistumisen muuttuva rooli  
Nurmi-Sorilassa

Nurmi-Sorilassa varsinainen osayleiskaavatyö aloi-
tettiin vuonna 2005. Tällöin alueesta tehtiin erillis-
selvityksiä ja määriteltiin lähtökohtia suunnitte-
lua varten. Samalla aloitettiin Nurmi-Sorilan kehi-
tyskuvatyö, jossa hahmoteltiin alueen vaihtoehtoja 
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tulevaisuudessa. Kehityskuvalla pyrittiin luomaan 
lähtökohtia ja alustavia tavoitteita kaavoituskeskus-
telulle sekä osallistamaan eri eturyhmät suunnitte-
luun jo osayleiskaavatyön alkuvaiheessa.

Nurmi-Sorilan kehityskuvan suunnittelussa pi-
dettiin olennaisena ihmisten paikallistietämyksen 
ja -näkemyksien keräämistä, jota varten kesäkuun 
alussa 2005 otettiin käyttöön uudenlainen osallis-
tumisen väline, kaupungin internetsivuilla toimi-
va sovellus. Siinä ihmiset pystyivät symboleilla 
merkitsemään Nurmi-Sorilasta otettuihin viisto-
kuviin mielestään tärkeitä, ongelmallisia ja kehit-
tämistä vaativia paikkoja. Symbolien tueksi tuli 
jättää kirjallinen kommentti. Sovelluksessa saat-
toi myös tarkastella muiden merkintöjä sekä kes-
kustella näkemyksistä.

Verkkosovellus suunniteltiin työryhmässä, joka 
koostui kahdesta Tampereen kaupungin viranhal-
tijasta, Tampereen yliopiston tutkijasta sekä opis-
kelijasta, joka toteutti sovelluksen pro gradunaan 
Tampereen yliopistolle. Sovellusta suunniteltaessa 
päätettiin käyttää alueen viistokuvia sellaisenaan. 
Kaupunki ei siis esittänyt minkäänlaista suunnitel-
maa, vaan pyysi alueen asukkailta ja muilta käyt-
täjiltä näkemyksiä Nurmi-Sorilan vahvuuksista, 
heikkouksista ja kehittämisen paikoista.

Verkkosovelluksen välityksellä kehityskuvatyö-
hön osallistuessaan ihmiset pääsivät mukaan pro-
sessiin jo ennen kuin varsinainen osayleiskaavan 
suunnittelu oli alkanut. Toisin kuin Vuoreksessa, 
kaupunki keräsi asukkaiden näkemyksiä jo hyvis-
sä ajoin ennen ensimmäistä yleisötilaisuutta. Tällä 
tavoin Nurmi-Sorilan tapauksessa alueeseen liitet-
täviä mielikuvia lähdettiin kartoittamaan ja raken-
tamaan asukkaiden ja muiden alueen käyttäjien tai 
siitä kiinnostuneiden kautta. Verkkosovellus tuki 
mielikuvan kollektiivista muodostamista, koska 
sovelluksessa saattoi seurata toisten kommentoin-
tia ja lisätä oman mielipiteensä.

Syyskuussa 2005 pidetyssä yleisötilaisuudessa 
esiteltiin osayleiskaavaprosessin vaiheita ja verk-
kosovelluksen avulla siihen mennessä kertynei-
tä näkemyksiä. Tilaisuudessa yleisö pystyi anta-
maan lisää kommentteja Nurmi-Sorilan kehityk-
sestä. Toukokuussa 2006 Tampereen kaupunki 
järjesti paikallisella Sorilan koululla ensimmäi-
sen yleisötilaisuuden varsinaiseen osayleiskaa-
vaan liittyen. Siellä osallisten näkemysten esit-
tely oli keskeisellä sijalla. Kaupungin edustaja 
kertoi, kuinka niitä oli kerätty verkkosovelluksel-
la sekä aiemmassa yleisötilaisuudessa. Kuntalais-
ten näkemyksistä kaupungin suunnittelijat oli-
vat koostaneet mielikuvakartan, jossa eri värein 
esitettiin muun muassa rakentamiselle ja palve-
luille kuntalaisten mielestä sopivia alueita sekä 
alueita, joiden rakentaminen oli herättänyt ristirii-

taisia mielipiteitä. Nähdäksemme verkkosovellus 
auttoi suunnittelijoita paikkaan liitettyjen mieli-
kuvien ja ominaispiirteiden esittämisessä heidän 
suunnittelukäytäntöihinsä sopivassa muodossa 
– siis karttaesityksinä. On kuitenkin huomatta-
va, että pelkistetyt karttaesitykset voivat olla riit-
tämättömiä, sillä ”maisema on perusolemuksel-
taan enemmän aistien välittämä vaikutelma kuin 
objektiivisesti mitattu alueellinen kokonaisuus” 
(Raivo 1997: 206). Merkittävä ero Vuorekseen 
oli kuitenkin siinä, että yleisötilaisuudet ja pai-
kallisten maatalousyrittäjien tapaaminen järjes-
tettiin Nurmi-Sorilassa.

Kuntalaisten näkemysten esittelyä syyskuun ti-
laisuudessa seurasivat kaupungin suunnittelijoi-
den tekemät rakennemallit Nurmi-Sorilasta. Esil-
lä oli kuusi mallia, jotka erosivat toisistaan eri-
tyisesti alueen keskustan (keskustojen) sijoittu-
misen ja asukasmäärän suhteen. Kaupungin edus-
tajat painottivat useaan otteeseen, että mallit oli-
vat vain alustavia ja niiden tarkoituksena oli tukea 
keskustelua. He myös kertoivat, että yleisötilaisuu-
den osallistujat näkevät rakennemallit ensimmäi-
sinä, eli niitä ei julkistettu missään aiemmin. Tä-
män tarkoituksena oli nimenomaan se, että osal-
listujat pääsisivät keskustelemaan ilman, että leh-
distö oli muokannut heidän mielipiteitään. Toisin 
sanoen epäiltiin median tuottavan alueesta mieli-
kuvia, jotka olisivat voineet olla ristiriitaisia asuk-
kaiden kokeman todellisuuden kanssa.

Paikan maine ja julkisuus

Vuores ei ollut alueellisesti selkeä kokonaisuus 
eikä nimenä Tampereen seudulla kovinkaan tunnet-
tu suunnittelun käynnistyessä vuonna 1997. Tällöin 
siitä kirjoitettiin lehdissä esimerkiksi seuraavia pai-
kannuksia käyttäen: ”niin sanottu Vuoreksen alue” 
(HerSa 8.1.1997), ”Särkijärven ympäristö” (HerSa 
19.3.1997) ja ”Hervannan ja Peltolammin väliin 
sijoittuva alue” (AL 21.3.1997). Lisäksi puhuttiin 
”Tampereen laajenemisesta Hervannan seudulla” 
(HerSa 26.3.1997). Vuosina 1998–2000 Vuores ja 
sen suunnittelu tulivat mediassa tutuiksi pääosin 
paikallisten asukkaiden aktiivisuuden ansiosta.

Nurmi-Sorilan tapauksessa keskustelu lehdistös-
sä muotoutui hyvin erilaiseksi verrattuna Vuorek-
seen. Aamulehdessä esiintyi Nurmi-Sorilan kaa-
voittamista vastustavia mielipiteitä, mutta joukossa 
oli myös runsaasti sitä puolustavia kannanottoja. 
Monet ihmettelivät julkisesti Nurmi-Sorilan kaa-
voituksen lykkäämistä 1990-luvulla. Alueiden vä-
liset erot kiteytyvät hyvin nimimerkin ”Tilaa kai-
kille” Aamulehdessä julkaistussa mielipidekirjoi-
tuksessa:
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Nurmi-Sorila ei ole niin huono vaihtoehto kuin on 
luultu. Alue on maisemallisesti otollinen pientaloasu-
miseen. Toki on muitakin vaihtoehtoja pientaloalueik-
si kuin Nurmi-Sorila. Esimerkiksi Hervannan laajen-
tuminen Kangasalan suuntaan pitää tutkia huolella, 
sillä Hervannan palveluvarustus kestää laajemmankin 
asukaspohjan. Samoin Atalan alueen laajentaminen 
itään tuntuisi järkevältä. Harmillista on, että kuntara-
joista johtuen kaupunki ei voi laajeta etelään, joka olisi 
luonnollisin ja taloudellisin suunta kaupungin kasvul-
le. (22.10.1996)

Kirjoittaja mainitsee etelän suunnan ”luonnolli-
simpana” vaihtoehtona, mutta Vuoresta ei nimetä. 
Nurmi-Sorilasta kirjoittajalla on selkeä näkemys: se 
on ”maisemallisesti otollinen”. Suuri osa Aamuleh-
den mielipideosastoon kirjoittajista nimenomaan 
toivoi Nurmi-Sorilan kaavoittamista. Kirjoittajien 
mielestä alueelle oli hyvät liikenneyhteydet ja siellä 
oli hieno maalais- ja kulttuurimaisema ja palveluita 
valmiina. Miksi siis jättää alue kaavoittamatta?

Lehtikirjoittelua lähemmin tarkasteltaessa 
huomataan, miten nämä kaksi kaavoitusproses-
sia kääntyivät päälaelleen 2000-luvulle tultaessa: 
Nurmi-Sorilan kaavoitusta ei aloitettu, vaikka sin-
ne nimenomaan haluttiin tontteja, kun taas tunte-
matonta Vuoresta kaavoitettiin, mikä aiheutti suur-
ta kritiikkiä. Haastattelemamme paikallinen asukas 
ei tosin uskonut maalaismaisen idyllin säilymiseen 
Nurmi-Sorilassa väestön lisääntyessä:

Niin, mutta huomaa, että ihmiset luulee, että tämä 
säilyy semmoisena idyllinä, että täällä on lehmiä ja 
hevosia ja muuta, mutta eihän se säily. Siis ei voi olla 
kakkua ja syödä sitä, niin sanotusti. Se on se ikävä to-
siasia. […] Että se on ihan turha kuvitella, että me voi-
taisiin pitää täällä lehmiä, isoja lantaloita sun muuta, ja 
sit ois tää hirvee asutus tässä ympärillä ja ne sais vaan 
ihailla tätä systeemiä. Ja kohta ruvetaan huutamaan 
että paska haisee, ja lehmiä ei saa kuljettaa tien yli, kun 
on kiire. (23.5.2006)

Nurmi-Sorilalla oli julkisuudessa suunnittelun 
alkaessa hyvä maine, myönteinen ja mielikuva sii-
tä on myönteinen ja kutsuva, joten alueelle halut-
tiin muuttaa. Tämä onkin yksi merkittävimmistä 
eroista verrattuna Vuorekseen. Toisin kuin Nurmi- 
Sorilan kohdalla, julkinen keskustelu Vuoreksen 
alueesta oli hyvin näkyvää ja syyttelevää suun-
nittelun alkuvaiheessa. Kollektiivinen mielikuva 
mediassa kytkeytyi yhtäältä kerrostalovaltaiseen 
naapurilähiöön Hervantaan ja toisaalta voimakkaan 
ristiriitaiseen suunnitteluprosessiin ja alueen ”han-
kaliin asukkaisiin”. Mielikuvaero kahden alueen 
välillä oli valtava.

Vuoreksen lehtiaineistosta emme löytäneet vuo-
silta 1997–2003 kirjoituksia, joissa olisi vaadittu 
nopeaa kaavoittamista, koska kirjoittaja haluaisi 

muuttaa Vuorekseen. Vuoreksen tapauksessa pai-
kallisille virkamiehille tuli yllätyksenä asukkaiden 
voimakas julkisuushakuisuus. Alueen asukkaat ja 
yhdistykset tulivat tutuiksi niin valtakunnallises-
sa lehdistössä kuin television ajankohtaisohjelmis-
sakin. Erityisesti Suonpään dokumenttielokuva oli 
täysin uudenlainen tapa tehdä oma asuinalueensa 
ja siitä käyty suunnitteluprosessi näkyväksi osal-
lisen näkökulmasta.

Tampereen kaupunki pyrki suunnittelun ede-
tessä korjaamaan Vuoreksesta syntynyttä julkis-
ta mielikuvaa. Tilanne voidaan tulkita myös tie-
toiseksi paikkamielikuvan kehittämisprojektiksi. 
Julkisuudessa on puhuttu muun muassa ”Ecocitys-
tä” ja ”langattomasta Vuoreksesta”. Alueen koti-
sivut aloittavat esittelyn lauseella ”Uutta ihmislä-
heistä ja ihmisen kokoista asumista nykyajan kau-
punkilaiselle” (www.tampere.fi/vuores). Suunnit-
telukeskus Oy:n konsultista Vuoreksen kehittä-
mispäälliköksi siirtynyt Pertti Tamminen ker-
toi kesällä 2004 toivotusta tulevaisuudenkuvasta 
Markkinointi&Mainonta-lehdessä seuraavasti:

Pystymetsään nousee Brändikylä
Peruspystymetsään on tarkoitus nostattaa vuoteen 
2010 mennessä 1,2 miljardin euron budjetilla ”ICT-
teknologiaa hyväksikäyttävä, ekoasumiseen perustuva 
edelläkävijäyhteisö”, kuten Vuores-projektia johtava 
Pertti Tamminen muotoilee. Reilun 1200 hehtaarin 
alueelle odotetaan muuttavan noin 13 400 asukasta. 
[…] Tammisen mukaan Vuoreksesta halutaan raken-
taa määrätietoisesti brändi. Ja kansainvälinen sellainen 
eli Imageneeringilta (mainostoimisto) odotetaan myös 
maailmalle suuntautuvia b-to-b toimia, joissa Tam-
pereen alueen teknisistä valmiuksista ja Vuoreksen 
tarjoamista mahdollisuuksista kerrotaan vakuuttavasti 
muun muassa high tech -yrityksille. (10.6.2004)

Humanistisen maantieteen paikkakäsitystä vasten 
tulkiten suunnittelijoille Vuoreksen kaava-alue ei 
ollut paikkana olemassa, vaan se näyttäytyi tilana, 
josta oli mahdollista muokata paikka. Seuraavana 
vuonna samainen kehittämispäällikkö kuvaili Vuo-
reksen imagoa kaupungin tiedotteessa (29.8.2005) 
paitsi yrityksille sopivana, myös kulttuuri- ja taide-
yhteisöjä puhuttelevana alueena. Tiedotteessa Tam-
minen totesi, että ”Vuoreksen ’brändin’ keskeisiä 
elementtejä ovat muun muassa luovuus ja taide eri 
muodoissaan”.

Näiden sitaattien myötä palaamme artikkelin 
alussa esitettyyn imagon ja mielikuvien väliseen 
ongelmalliseen suhteeseen. Anderssonia (1997: 
114–115) mukaillen tulkitsemme Vuoreksen vah-
van imagomarkkinoinnin muuttuneen aina koh-
deyleisöstä riippuen sopivaksi mainospuheeksi. 
Tämä paikan uudelleen luominen monipuolisen ja 
muuttuvan retoriikan avulla saattaa näyttää kuiten-
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kin kovin keinotekoiselta alueella jo asuvan nä-
kökulmasta. Yhteistyön sujuvuutta ajatellen pro-
jektipäällikön lausunnot voidaan tulkita paitsi vie-
raannuttaviksi, myös asukkaita loukkaaviksi. Pro-
jektipäällikkö puhuu ”peruspystymetsästä” samal-
la, kun asukkaat ovat korostaneet kylänsä kulttuu-
riperintöä ja kehittäneet kyläsuunnitelmaansa. Ku-
ten Kuusisto-Arponen (2005: 78) toteaa, voidaan 
mielikuvia paikoista tietyissä rajoissa muokata ja 
brändätä, mutta täysin irti arkitodellisuudesta nii-
den ei tulisi olla.

Nurmi-Sorilan tapauksessa kaupungin suunnit-
televat virkamiehet totesivat tarkoituksella mene-
telleensä niin, ettei tietoja alueen suunnittelusta 
kerrottu julkisuuteen ennen ensimmäistä yleisö-
tilaisuutta. Viranhaltijoilla täytyikin olla jonkin-
lainen aavistus siitä, että Nurmi-Sorilan kaavoi-
tuksen alkaessa syntyy myös julkista keskustelua. 
Suojauksella haluttiin välttää väärinkäsityksien 
syntymistä virkamiesten ja paikallisten asukkai-
den välillä. Tämä osoittaa, että suunnittelijat ym-
märsivät median roolin mielikuvien muokkaajana 
ja tuottajana. Tapaus ilmentää myös kartografisten 
suunnitteluesitysten tulkinnallisuutta (vrt. Mon-
monier 1996; Häkli 1997). Suunnittelijat eivät 
pitäneet todennäköisenä, että heidän tulkintansa 
rakennemallien tarkoituksesta olisi välittynyt luki-
joille lehden kautta. Suunnittelijat pitivät tärkeänä 
sitä, että he voisivat esittää oman tulkintansa sa-
malla, kun rakennemallit esitetään.

Yleisötilaisuuteen osallistuneet kiinnostuneet 
kansalaiset saivat muodostaa käsityksensä pai-
kan päällä vuorovaikutuksessa toisten osallisten 
ja suunnittelevien virkamiesten kanssa, eivät lehtiä 

lukemalla. Tämä menettelytapa saattoi antaa osal-
lisille myös tunteen siitä, että heidän näkemyksen-
sä ja tiedonsaantinsa oli ensisijaista suhteessa mui-
hin tamperelaisiin.

Osallistumisen laajeneminen internetiin

Nurmi-Sorilan kehityskuvatyön yhteydessä käytet-
ty osallistumisen verkkosovellus oli kaikille avoin 
kommentointifoorumi. Samalla se merkitsi osal-
listen piirin laajenemista asukkaiden ulkopuolelle. 
Tämä käy ilmi verkkosovelluksen käyttäjiltä kysy-
tyistä taustatiedoista (kuva 2). Esimerkiksi ne, jot-
ka pitivät aluetta potentiaalisena vaihtoehtona tule-
vaksi asuinalueekseen, pääsivät kertomaan mieli-
piteensä sen kaavoituksesta. Toisaalta myös alueen 
virkistyskäyttäjät saattoivat ilmaista näkemyksen-
sä. Osallistumassa kävivät myös kaavoituksesta 
muutoin kiinnostuneet, kuten kaupungin kehitys-
tä yleisesti seuranneet. Näillä osallisilla on erilai-
nen suhde suunniteltavaan alueeseen. Viimeiseksi 
mainituilla se ei välttämättä jäsenny edes paikaksi, 
vaan heidän mielipiteensä perustana saattaa paikka-
mielikuvien sijaan olla esimerkiksi alueen luonnon-
ympäristön kannalta suotuisa kehitys tai yleinen 
näkemys siitä, millainen kaupunkikehitys on toi-
vottavaa. Tämän menettelyn onnistuminen johtui-
kin osittain juuri siitä, että keskustelua syntyi so-
velluksen välityksellä alueen asukkaiden ja siitä 
muuten kiinnostuneiden kesken. Nurmi-Sorilan 
myönteinen maine lisäsi kiinnostuneiden määrää ja 
verkkosovellus heidän mahdollisuuksiaan osallis-
tua keskusteluun.

Kuva 2. Nurmi-Sorilan verk-
kosovelluksen käyttäjien 
(1.6.2005–11.5.2006) ensisi-
jainen kiinnostus alueeseen. 
Vastaajia 216.
Figure 2. The primary interest 
of the users of the web appli-
cation (from June 1, 2005 to 
May 11, 2006) regarding the 
area of Nurmi-Sorila. Num-Num-
ber of respondents: 216.
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Päätelmät

Olisi liian suoraviivaista selittää Nurmi-Sorilan 
muuttuneita käytäntöjä sillä, että pelkästään koke-
mukset Vuoreksesta olisivat uudistaneet tampere-
laisia osallistumiskäytäntöjä. Näiden kahden kaa-
vaprosessin välille mahtuu Tampereella lukuisia 
muita suunnittelukohteita 2000-luvun alussa. Se, 
että suunnittelijat Nurmi-Sorilan tapauksessa otti-
vat lähtökohdakseen paikallisten näkemyksien sel-
vittämisen heijastaakin sitä, että suunnittelijoilla oli 
vakiintunut mielikuva alueesta. Nurmi-Sorilalla oli 
tietty maine, jonka vuoksi paikan erityispiirteistä 
tuli oppia tarkemmin. Näin kyettiin tarkentamaan 
jaettuja ympäristöön liitettyjä mielikuvia. Vuorek-
sen suunnittelun alkaessa ei alueella ollut vakiin-
tunutta mielikuvaa tai vahvaa mainetta. Suunnitte-
levat virkamiehet eivät näin ollen paneutuneet tar-
kemmin asukkaiden paikkamielikuvien selvittämi-
seen. Kuitenkin juuri Vuoreksen tapaus osoittaa, 
että asukkaiden mielikuvat paikasta saattavat olla 
hyvinkin vahvoja, vaikka sillä ei varsinaista mai-
netta olisikaan.

Yhteinen mielikuvan tuottaminen suunnittelijoi-
den ja paikallisten asukkaiden kesken on tärkeää 
paitsi osallistumisen onnistumisen kannalta, myös 
siksi, että aluetta osattaisiin markkinoida tuleville 
asukkaille kun tämä hetki koittaa. Uskomme Jo-
hanna Vilkunaa (1997: 177) mukaillen siihen, että 
perimmäiset, paikan hengestä nousevat ideat anta-
vat uskottavaa nostetta myös asuinalueen tuleval-
le imagolle. Tässä suhteessa osallisten piirin laa-
jentaminen (kuten Nurmi-Sorilan verkkosovellus-
ta käytettäessä) on kaksiteräinen miekka. Toisaal-
ta on ensiarvoisen tärkeää, että ne, jotka voisivat 
alueelle tulevaisuudessa muuttaa, pääsisivät osal-
listumaan suunnitteluun. Toisaalta samalla, kun he 
mitä luultavimmin toivovat lisärakentamista lisä-
täkseen mahdollisuuksiaan muuttaa alueelle, voi 
juuri tämä kehitys muuttaa sitä paikan henkeä, jota 
he alun perin hakivat.

Tapausten vertailussa on paljastunut, että 
Nurmi-Sorila on alun perinkin ollut kahdesta 
alueesta se, jonne yleisesti julkisessa keskustelussa 
halutaan muuttaa ja siihen useammin yhdistetään 
miellyttävän asuinalueen mielikuva. Molemmat 
tapaukset auttavat kuitenkin ymmärtämään, että 
paikkamielikuvat tulisi suunnittelussa ottaa hyvin 
vakavasti. Mielikuvien ulottuvuudet ja niiden 
monivivahteinen sisältö tulevat näkyviksi osallis-
ten käytännöissä, kokemuksissa ja arjen paikallis-
tietämyksessä (vrt. Flyvbjerg 2001).

Tulevaisuuden osallistumishankkeiden kannalta 
mielenkiintoiseksi paikkamielikuvien ulottuvuuk-
sien pohtimisen tekee osallistujien alati laajeneva 
joukko. Tällöin on syytä pohtia sitä, miten eri läh-

tökohdista katsovat ihmiset kommentoivat suunni-
teltavaa aluetta, millaisia painotuksia mielikuvat 
saavat ja miten moninaisia, rinnakkaisia todelli-
suuksia heijastuu osallistujien palautteista. Jo nyt 
on selvää, että erilaiset paikkamielikuvat kilpai-
levat suunnittelussa keskenään (Hague 2005: 12). 
Osallistujajoukon laajetessa saattaa paikan men-
neisyys mielikuvia määrittävänä tekijänä menet-
tää asemaansa. Tapaustutkimustemme perusteella 
voimme kuitenkin väittää, että paikkamielikuvat, 
kansalaisosallistuminen ja kaupunkisuunnittelu 
ovat läheisesti kietoutuneet yhteen. Jää nähtäväk-
si, miten suunnittelevat virkamiehet pystyvät ot-
tamaan haasteen vastaan. Nurmi-Sorilassa valittu 
ennakkoluuloton, neuvotteleva ja osallisten näke-
myksiä arvostava lähestymistapa näyttäisi tarjoa-
van jatkokehittelyn arvoisen väylän alati laajen-
tuvan osallistujajoukon hallinnalle.
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