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ABSTRACT 

Lassi Lapinmäki: Public participation in urban development projects: participatory budgeting 
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Master’s thesis 

Tampere University 

Master’s Degree Programme in Industrial Engineering and Management 

November 2020 
 

Cities can be developed by means of urban development projects (UDPs). They are imple-
mented to improve residential environment and furthermore the well-being of citizens i.e. the pub-
lic. In UDPs, citizens are focal stakeholders and the projects should generate value for them. 
Instead of being only passive receivers of the UDPs’ outcome – which often may be the case – 
or participating for example by filing appeals against the projects, the public can actively partici-
pate in projects’ decision-making concerning the project design with a motivation to form more 
valuable projects. Participation can be done via different public participation methods, such as 
participatory budgeting, and it may enhance the co-creation of projects between the citizens and 
the city, and increase the value of UDPs from the perspective of the citizens.  

The objective of this thesis is to gain knowledge on how citizens can participate in decision-
making concerning project design in UDPs, and on how citizens co-create projects together with 
the city in this kind of situation. The emphasis is on public participation methods that empower 
the public, i.e. place the final decision-making power in their hands. A promising method of this 
kind is participatory budgeting, and the empirical part of the study focuses on this method by 
studying the co-creation of UPDs in project design workshops organized in participatory budget-
ing.  

To guide the research, two research questions were formulated: 1) How can citizens partici-
pate in decision-making about project design in urban development projects? and 2) How do 
citizens and city representatives co-create projects in participatory budgeting workshops? The 
research was conducted as a qualitative case study and the main data collection method was 
observation. The researchers observed five project design workshops, which were part of the 
participatory budgeting process organized by the city of Tampere. At the beginning of the process, 
citizens submitted 379 initial project ideas that were screened by the city representatives. 227 
ideas passed the screening done according to the pre-defined criteria, and those ideas were de-
veloped further in seven project design workshops. More than 100 citizens participated in the 
workshops and they formed 120 project plans from 227 initial project ideas together with the city 
representatives. The project plans were formed by discussing in small groups. 

The results of the study indicate that during the project design workshops in participatory budg-
eting, three different communication modes (one-way, two-way, and deliberative communication) 
appear. Deliberative communication enhances the project design and fosters the project co-cre-
ation because several participants are actively developing the projects. The citizens and the city 
representatives design the projects together and have different roles during the workshop. Even 
though the citizens are the central actors in participatory budgeting, the process is largely de-
pendent on the city. The city employees facilitating the project design workshops need to adopt 
several, sometimes overlapping roles to guide the project design. Another finding was that the 
end-users of the projects – in this case children and the youth – are not necessarily participating 
widely in the project design. This set even more weight on the city and other participants of the 
workshops because they should form valuable projects from the perspective of end-users. Thus, 
the city should emphasize the openness of the process, but also market it actively to increase the 
awareness of this participation method among the public. 
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Kaupunkeja voidaan kehittää kaupunkikehittämisprojektien (urban development projects, 
UDPs) avulla. Projektien tarkoituksena on parantaa asuinympäristöä ja edelleen kansalaisten hy-
vinvointia. Kaupunkikehittämisprojekteissa kansalaiset ovat keskeinen sidosryhmä ja projektien 
pitäisi tuottaa arvoa heille. Sen sijaan että kansalaiset olisivat passiivisia kaupunkikehittämispro-
jektien tuotosten vastaanottajia – mikä usein voi olla tilanne – tai että he jättäisivät valituksia pro-
jekteista, kansalaiset voivat aktiivisesti osallistua projektien päätöksentekoon koskien projektien 
suunnittelua motivaationaan muodostaa arvokkaampia projekteja. Osallistuminen voidaan toteut-
taa erilaisten kansalaisosallistumismenetelmien, kuten osallistuvan budjetoinnin avulla, ja osallis-
tuminen voi lisätä projektien yhteiskehittelyä (co-creation) kansalaisten ja kaupungin välillä ja kas-
vattaa kaupunkikehitysprojektien arvoa kansalaisten näkökulmasta.  

Tämän diplomityön tavoitteena on lisätä tietoa siitä, miten kansalaiset voivat osallistua pää-
töksentekoon koskien kaupunkikehitysprojektien suunnittelua, ja edelleen, miten kansalaiset yh-
teiskehittelevät projekteja yhdessä kaupungin edustajien kanssa tällaisessa tilanteessa. Painotus 
on kansalaisosallistumismenetelmissä, jotka valtuuttavat (empower) kansalaisia eli antavat pää-
töksentekovallan heidän käsiinsä. Lupaava menetelmä on osallistuva budjetointi, johon työn em-
piirinen osa keskittyy tutkimalla kaupunkikehitysprojektien yhteiskehittelyä projektisuunnittelutyö-
pajoissa, jotka järjestettiin osana osallistuvaa budjetointia.  

Tutkimusta ohjaamaan muodostettiin kaksi tutkimuskysymystä: 1) Miten kansalaiset voivat 
osallistua projektien päätöksentekoon koskien projektien suunnittelua kaupunkikehittämisprojek-
teissa? ja 2) Miten kansalaiset ja kaupungin edustajat yhteiskehittelevät projekteja osallistuvan 
budjetoinnin työpajoissa? Tutkimus toteutettiin laadullisena tapaustutkimuksena ja pääasiallinen 
datankeruumenetelmä oli havainnointi. Tutkijat havainnoivat viittä projektisuunnittelutyöpajaa, 
jotka olivat osa Tampereen kaupungin järjestämää osallistuvan budjetoinnin prosessia. Prosessin 
aluksi kansalaiset lähettivät 379 projekti-ideaa, jotka kaupungin edustajat tarkastivat. 227 ideaa 
läpäisi ennalta määrätyn kriteeristön mukaan tehdyn ennakkotarkastuksen, minkä jälkeen näitä 
ideoita kehitettiin eteenpäin seitsemässä projektisuunnittelutyöpajassa. Yli sata kansalaista osal-
listui työpajoihin, ja he muodostivat 120 projektisuunnitelmaa 227:stä projekti-ideasta yhdessä 
kaupungin edustajien kanssa. Projektisuunnitelmat muodostettiin pienryhmissä keskustellen. 

Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, että osallistuvan budjetoinnin projektisuunnittelutyöpajoissa 
esiintyy kolmea eri kommunikaation tapaa (yksisuuntainen, kaksisuuntainen ja keskusteleva kom-
munikaatio). Keskusteleva kommunikaatio parantaa projektisuunnittelua ja edistää projektien yh-
teiskehittelyä, koska tällöin useat henkilöt osallistuvat projektien kehitykseen. Kansalaiset ja kau-
pungin edustajat suunnittelevat projekteja yhdessä ja heillä on erilaisia rooleja työpajan aikana. 
Vaikka kansalaiset ovat keskeisiä toimijoita osallistuvassa budjetoinnissa, prosessi on laajalti riip-
puvainen kaupungista. Projektisuunnittelutyöpajoja fasilitoivien kaupungin edustajien täytyy 
omaksua useita, joskus päällekkäisiä rooleja ohjatakseen projektisuunnittelua. Toinen löydös oli, 
että projektien loppukäyttäjät, tässä tapauksessa lapset ja nuoret, eivät välttämättä osallistu laa-
jalti projektien suunnitteluun. Tämä lisää entisestään kaupungin ja muiden työpajoihin osallistujien 
painoarvoa, koska heidän pitäisi muodostaa loppukäyttäjille arvokkaita projekteja. Siksi kaupun-
gin pitäisi painottaa prosessin avoimuutta, mutta myös markkinoida sitä aktiivisesti kasvattaak-
seen kansalaisten tietoisuutta tästä osallistumismenetelmästä. 

 
 
Avainsanat: kaupunkikehittämisprojektit, kansalaiset, kansalaisosallistuminen, osallistuva 

budjetointi, projektien yhteiskehittely 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This thesis is part of Citizens as Pilots of Smart cities (CaPS) project, which is carried 

out in collaboration between Tampere University, LUT University, Copenhagen Business 

School and NTNU Norwegian University of Science, and Technology. The project is 

funded by NordForsk and the objective is to research how citizens can participate in the 

development of intelligent and sustainable cities. 

1.1 Background 

Nowadays more people live in cities than in rural areas, and urbanization is a global trend 

(United Nations Economic and Social Council, ECOSOC, 2016). Cities need to provide 

better quality services (ECOSOC, 2016) and fulfill the needs of citizens (Milenkovic et 

al., 2017). This can be done for example by conducting urban development projects 

(UPDs) that aim to improve urban areas (Block & Paredis, 2013) and furthermore the 

well-being of citizens.  

UDPs may affect broadly to the citizens i.e. the public because the projects shape the 

urban areas. Instead of being only passive receivers of the UDPs’ outcome – which often 

may be the case – or participating for example by filing appeals against the projects, the 

public could actively participate in projects’ decision-making concerning the project de-

sign with a motivation to form more valuable projects. In this context, more valuable 

means that the cities are developed to meet the needs of the public, and the opinions of 

the public are heard in UDPs. If the public can participate in projects and their opinions 

and concerns are heard, it could increase the contentment with the projects and further-

more with the city.  

However, relatively little research on public participation in UDPs has been conducted. 

Former project research has broadly analyzed project stakeholders, including the public, 

but mainly from the perspective of project management and the role of the public has 

been secondary (e.g. Aaltonen et al., 2008, 2015), or the activities of stakeholders to-

wards the project have been opposite, not participative (Aaltonen & Sivonen, 2009). In 

contrast, public participation literature has discussed decision-making activities and lev-

els and methods of public participation (e.g. IAP2, 2018; Nabatchi, 2012; Rowe & Frewer, 

2005), but not from the project point of view.  
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This study adopts the viewpoint of the public, combines the project and public participa-

tion perspectives, and reviews public participation in the UDP context to shed light on 

how the public can participate in decision-making concerning the project design. 

1.2 Research objectives, questions, and strategy 

The objective of this thesis is to gain knowledge on how citizens can participate in deci-

sion-making concerning project design in UDPs, and on how citizens co-create projects 

together with the city in this kind of situation. The objective is achieved by first reviewing 

the literature and then studying project design workshops held during a participatory 

budgeting process. Participatory budgeting is a public participation method that involves 

citizens in the decision-making process. In practice, this study provides information about 

participation practicalities for city representatives that are organizing public participation 

programs, especially participatory budgeting. 

To guide the study, two research questions were formulated:  

1. How can citizens participate in decision-making about project design in urban 

development projects? 

2. How do citizens and city representatives co-create projects in participatory budg-

eting workshops? 

The research was conducted by first reviewing the literature to understand the context 

and phenomena of the study. Then, a case study research strategy was adopted to 

gather empirical evidence about the issue. The main data collection method was obser-

vation, targeting the participatory budgeting program organized during year 2020 by the 

city of Tampere. 

1.3 Structure of the thesis 

The thesis comprises six chapters. The chapter after the introduction reviews the theo-

retical background. First, the concept of public participation as well as the levels and 

methods of participation are explored. Then, the evidence of public participation in UDPs 

is evaluated, and finally, participatory budgeting as a public participation method is dis-

cussed.  

The third chapter focuses on research methodology by reviewing the research design 

and strategy of the study, as well as presenting the empirical case. Also, the methods 

for data collection and analysis are discussed in this chapter.  
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The fourth chapter presents the results that are based on the case study, and they are 

further discussed in the fifth chapter. There, the results are connected with the former 

literature. The final chapter is conclusion, which includes the academic contribution, the 

practical implications, and the limitations of the study. Also, possible directions for future 

research are discussed. 
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

In this chapter, the relevant literature in the context of this study is explored. Especially 

project literature, urban development, public participation, and participatory budgeting 

literature provide valuable inputs for the research.  

Firstly, urban development projects (UDPs) are defined because they set the scope for 

the study. Secondly, the concept of public participation is introduced, as well as different 

levels and methods of participation. Then, the evidence of public participation in UDPs 

is presented based on several case studies. It was found that participatory budgeting is 

a public participation method that allows the public to participate in the project’s decision-

making, and therefore participatory budgeting is examined more in depth in the latter part 

of this chapter. In the end, a synthesis of public participation in UDPs is presented.  

2.1 Urban development projects 

Nowadays more people live in cities than in rural areas, and urbanization is a global trend 

(ECOSOC, 2016). It has been estimated that 60 percent of the global population will 

dwell in cities by 2030 (ECOSOC, 2016), which generates challenges for cities around 

the world (Jayasena et al., 2020). According to ECOSOC  (2016), cities need to provide 

better quality services, promote local economic competitiveness, improve services deliv-

ery, increase efficiency and reduce costs, increase effectiveness and productivity and 

address congestion and environmental issues. In addition, cities need to fulfill the needs 

of the citizens (Milenkovic et al., 2017). These demands should motivate cities to develop 

their operations, and one way to answer the need is to organize UDPs that aim to im-

prove the city.  

Block and Paredis (2013, p. 181) define UDPs as “physical-spatial interventions that 

have pronounced consequences for urban development and that can act as catalysts for 

urban transformations”. In other words, UDPs are implemented to improve residential 

environment in general, such as green central parks or creative city quarters (Block & 

Paredis, 2013), museums or exhibition halls and parks (Swyngedouw et al., 2002), trans-

portation projects e.g. metro or suburban trains (Gospodini, 2005) or development of 

business centers (Pagonis & Thornley, 2000). All the projects mentioned are intended to 

improve urban areas. However, this study sees UDPs including not only “physical-spatial 

interventions” but also projects that aim to improve the cities and furthermore the well-

being of citizens. Examples of that kind of UDPs are urban regeneration projects (Yu & 
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Kwon, 2011), urban renewal projects (Aaltonen et al., 2017), and smart city projects (Lin 

et al., 2019; Neirotti et al., 2014).  

Urban regeneration projects “aim to foster the well-being of a city by bringing lasting 

improvements in the social, economic, physical, and environmental aspects of an urban 

area.” (Yu & Kwon, 2011, p. 889). In urban renewal projects, a part of the city is renewed 

to meet the modern requirements (Aaltonen et al., 2017), and in smart city projects, in-

formation and communication technology (ICT) and innovations are used “to achieve 

sustainability in economic, social and environmental terms” (Lin et al., 2019, p. 2). These 

are examples of UDPs that develop the city but also underline the soft values of the 

project outcomes, meaning that the projects promote the well-being of the citizens. Thus, 

this study sees UDPs to include different types of projects that are implemented in the 

urban area and are aiming to improve the area and directly or indirectly the well-being of 

citizens. 

Aaltonen et al. (2017) raise an interesting viewpoint when discussing urban renewal pro-

jects. That is, the involvement of different stakeholders – both public and private – 

“whose interaction during the project's early stage determines the scope of the project” 

(Aaltonen et al., 2017, p. 749). Another example of stakeholders’ input is the collabora-

tive aspect that is underlined in smart city initiatives (or projects) (Nilssen, 2019). In smart 

cities, citizens’ empowerment and involvement in public management is enhanced 

(Neirotti et al., 2014). This draws the attention to different stakeholders, also the citizens, 

and their input towards UDPs. If these projects aim to improve the residential areas and 

the well-being of citizens, the question is that what is the role of the citizens in the pro-

cess. Can they express their opinion or participate in projects to generate more valuable 

projects? On the other hand, publicity of UDPs combined with the characteristic that the 

project may affect broadly the public may motivate citizens to participate in UDPs. They 

may want to express their opinion on the relating matter occurring nearby. 

Indeed, there has been “an international trend” of public involvement and participation in 

the affairs and decision-making (Rowe & Frewer, 2005), which is referred to as public 

participation. However, the term participation has become a buzzword since it can be 

used to describe almost anything that involves people (Cornwall, 2008). To gain a more 

in-depth understanding of the topic, public participation is examined in the following 

chapter to find out how it is used in the UDP context. 
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2.2 Public participation in projects 

2.2.1 The concept of public participation 

Several scholars discuss public participation in governmental and public administration 

literature and different terms are used to describe participation, e.g. citizen participation, 

public participation, public engagement, and public consultation (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). 

Furthermore, different parties may understand public participation differently (Lovrić & 

Lovrić, 2018). The issue is that the concepts discussed in the literature are often defined 

briefly and overlapping terms are used to describe the same phenomenon, which is the 

public participation in the (project) decision-making. In the context of this study, the cor-

responding stakeholders are citizens and the aligned discussion in the literature is about 

public participation and citizen participation because they underline the central role of 

the public in the participation process. Table 1 shows the division of the used terminology 

by different scholars. 

 

Table 1 Participation terminology used by different scholars 

Term Scholars 

Citizen participation Afonso (2017), Crewe (2001), Irvin and Stansbury (2004), 
Kasymova (2014), Silverman et al. (2008), Talvitie and Pearson 
(1997) 

Public participation Creighton (2005), IAP2 (2018), Nabatchi (2012), Nelimarkka et al. 
(2014), Talvitie and Pearson (1997) 

 

In this study, public participation is seen to be a synonym for citizen participation, noting 

that citizens, i.e. the people living in a city, are the focal actors in the participation pro-

cess. Thus, it is relevant to highlight the centrality of “normal citizens” in this study, even 

though the former literature addresses the topic by using the term public participation but 

in most cases without defining what different actors “the public” includes. From here on, 

the term public participation is used especially in line with by IAP2 (2018) and Nabatchi 

(2012), keeping in mind that in most cases the focal stakeholders are the citizens.  

Creighton (2005, p. 7) defines public participation being “[…] the process by which public 

concerns, needs, and values are incorporated into governmental and corporate decision 

making. It is two-way communication and interaction, with the overall goal of better de-

cisions that are supported by the public.” In other words, public participation covers both 

governmental and corporate decision-making and enables two-way communication be-
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tween the public and governmental or corporate decision-makers. Two-way in this con-

text means communication not only from the decision-makers to the public or the other 

way around but informing, exchange of ideas, and communication in both directions. 

Thus, the public express their opinions and ideas themselves, not in a way that authori-

ties try to guess what is best for the public.  

Indeed, communication is a central part of public participation. Rowe and Frewer (2005) 

emphasize the direction of information flow between the sponsor and the public and di-

vide the information flow into one-way and two-way communication. In the context of this 

study, the sponsor is an actor organizing the project activity – in most cases a munici-

pality. That is, information can be shared from the municipality to the public or vice versa 

(one-way), or in both ways (two-way).  

The division of information flow can be extended from one- and two-way to deliberative 

communication, which is better suited for problem-solving (Nabatchi, 2012). Deliberation 

is an open and accessible process with diverse participant group discussing from differ-

ent perspectives, and considering facts and data, as well as values and emotions. Fol-

lowing Gastil (2008), Nabatchi (2012, p. 702) states deliberation requiring that “(1) all 

participants have an adequate opportunity to speak, (2) all participants have an obliga-

tion to listen attentively and consider carefully the contributions of other participants, and 

(3) all participants treat each other with respect”. Deliberative communication is required 

if the decision-making power is shared with the public and the municipality. Principals of 

the communication modes (one-way, two-way, and deliberative communication) used in 

public participation is presented in figure 1. 
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Public participation is not limited to the project context, but it is seen as a part of the 

general public decision-making process. Creighton (2005) writes public participation be-

ing a continuum, meaning that is an ongoing process rather than a one-off event. But 

this viewpoint does not have to conflict with the project-thinking because, in public ad-

ministration or local government, there are constantly different processes and projects 

ongoing, and if the situation is examined at a project level, public participation can occur 

there as well as on the larger scope at the administrative process level. Hence, public 

participation literature supports to gain an understanding of the processes and mecha-

nisms of public participation, which can be used in projects as well.  

In prior literature, public participation in projects is conceptualized using either a rela-

tional or a risk management approach (Chow & Leiringer, 2020). The stakeholder rela-

tional approach is a trust-building exercise between the public and project owners, but 

there may be contradictions between the goals of the project and the goals of the public 

participation (Chow & Leiringer, 2020). In other words, public participation may affect the 

traditional project goals e.g. rising the costs or stretching the schedule, but the value of 

the participation is seen to be higher than the possible costs. 

Another public participation approach presented in the project literature is the risk man-

agement approach, which draws inspiration from the contradiction between the project 

and the public participation goals. It foresees the need for public participation to prevent 

the negative impacts that may occur if it is not fulfilled. (Chow & Leiringer, 2020) This 

One-way communication

Sponsor → The public 

Sponsor ← The public 

Two-way communication

Sponsor ←→ The public

Deliberation

Sponsor The public

Figure 1 Principals of the communication modes. Arrows represent the direction of 
information flow (adapted from Nabatchi (2012); Rowe and Frewer (2005)) 
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approach diminishes the collaborative aspects of public participation, meaning that the 

focal actor is the project, not the stakeholders. This study underlines the two-way and 

deliberative communication and thus adopts the relational approach over risk-manage-

ment approach because public participation is seen to be based on communication and 

trust-building between the governmental actor (such as a municipality) and the citizens 

during the project.  

Because public participation is based on communication between the citizens and the 

governmental actor, who directly or indirectly organize the project activity, participation 

may create advantages for both parties. Both citizens and government can learn from 

and inform each other, and altogether reach better policy and implementation decisions 

(Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). On the other hand, public participation is time-consuming for 

both parties and costly for the government. If the decision advocated by citizens is ig-

nored, the whole process may feel pointless for them. This again may backfire and create 

more hostility toward the government. (Irvin & Stansbury, 2004)  

Indeed, public participation is not suitable for every situation, but some favorable condi-

tions can be recognized.  Those are for example that the key stakeholders are located 

geographically close to each other, citizens are ready to volunteer for projects benefiting 

the whole community, the community is homogenous, and the topic is not too complex 

i.e. no technical skills are required (Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). If these conditions (or some 

of them) are met, public participation is more likely to succeed.  

To create a supporting environment for public participation, the core values of public 

participation have been published. These values set the basis for public participation 

underlining that participation is a process including the citizens, and they are treated as 

competent actors as government authority or any other project stakeholder. According 

to IAP2 (2020), the core values of public participation are: 

1. Public participation is based on the belief that those who are affected by a 
decision have a right to be involved in the decision-making process. 

2. Public participation includes the promise that the public’s contribution will in-
fluence the decision.  

3. Public participation promotes sustainable decisions by recognizing and com-
municating the needs and interests of all participants, including decision mak-
ers.  

4. Public participation seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those poten-
tially affected by or interested in a decision.  

5. Public participation seeks input from participants in designing how they partic-
ipate.  

6. Public participation provides participants with the information they need to par-
ticipate in a meaningful way.  



10 
 

7. Public participation communicates to participants how their input affected the 
decision. 

2.2.2 Levels and methods of public participation 

Public participation is a widely used term and several categorizations of participation 

exist (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). Already in 1969 Arnstein published a ‘ladder of participa-

tion’, which divides public participation in eight different levels from “nonparticipation” to 

full citizen control (Arnstein, 1969). By similar reasoning, IAP2 (2018) has published 

Spectrum of Public Participation, which divides public participation into five different lev-

els: informing, consulting, involving, collaborating, and empowering. These levels frame 

public participation and they are discussed more in depth in this chapter. 

Participation methods enable public participation in practice (methods e.g. fact sheets, 

public hearings, workshops, and citizen juries), and every method is located at one of 

the five participation levels. There is a countless number of different methods, but one 

should choose the most suitable one for each situation (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). In pro-

jects, there are various needs regarding the stakeholders and participation, varying from 

informing the public as far as giving the decision authority to the citizens. To fulfill a 

specific need, a suitable participation method can be used. But what is a suitable method 

for the specific situation? There is no simple answer because the suitability of a partici-

pation method depends on the context and similar methods are used in different ways in 

different cases. Rowe and Frewer (2005) warn about the overlapping terms being used 

in the literature to describe the same method in a different context. This hinder the direct 

adoption of a specific method from a list presented in the literature.  

However, in order to ease the selection of participation method, a stakeholder organizing 

the public participation should ask about the goals of public participation (i.e. what the 

participants want to achieve) and the promise to the public (what the stakeholder, who 

organizes the participation, promises to the participants) (IAP2, 2018). These aspects 

may help to understand, what the participation in that specific case is about, how to or-

ganize it, and which methods to choose. Figure 2 combines the goals of public participa-

tion and promises to the public at different levels of public participation. In addition, some 

participation methods are collected from each level to illustrate different ways to organize 

participation in practice. Also, the three communication modes (one-way, two-way, and 

deliberative) that were discussed in the previous chapter are connected with the different 

participation levels.  
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Figure 2 Levels of public participation combined with communication modes and 
participation methods (adapted from Nabatchi (2012) and IAP2 (2018)) 

 

First and the “lowest” level of public participation is informing, where the flow of infor-

mation is one-way from the sponsor (i.e. a governmental actor such as a municipality) to 

the public, and the feedback from the public is not required. If the public provides infor-

mation, there are no specific methods addressing it, maybe recording it at the most. 

(Rowe & Frewer, 2005) That is, the goal is to share information from the sponsor to the 

public, an example case being statutory informing about a future infrastructure project. 

From the perspective of the public, the level of shared decision authority is low (Nabatchi, 

2012), and it is noticeable that even though the term participation is used in this context, 
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mechanisms such as fact sheets and websites are no more than “contactless” infor-

mation sharing from a sponsor to the public. However, informing methods are as im-

portant as other methods at “higher” participation levels, but in this case, the role of the 

public is the passive receiver.  

The second level of public participation is public consultation, where the public provides 

information to the sponsor, following the process initiated by the sponsor (one-way com-

munication). The goal is to obtain feedback from the public (IAP2, 2018), and no formal 

dialogue exists between the sponsor and individual citizens. Furthermore, elicited infor-

mation gathered is believed to represent general opinions on the topic. (Rowe & Frewer, 

2005) For example, the public could communicate local issues or service matters through 

a certain platform, or public surveys could be carried out (IAP2, 2018; Rowe & Frewer, 

2005). On the other hand, consultation methods such as citizen inquiries and responses 

to them are examples of two-way communication, as well as public hearings (Nabatchi, 

2012). However, such processes are often “used to defend agency decisions rather than 

to involve the public” (Nabatchi, 2012, p. 702). That is, two-way communication does not 

necessarily mean that the public has any decision-making power at the first two partici-

pation levels. The critical remark by Nabatchi (2012) raises a question of whether public 

participation in general just a “compulsory ‘tick box’ exercise” with no actual conse-

quences, as noted by Di Maddaloni and Davis (2018). This comment reminds that public 

participation – or any other model – is not a complete answer to “perfect” stakeholder 

participation or good project governance, and also this topic must be critically examined. 

When moving towards higher participation levels, the third level is involvement, where 

the sponsor works directly with the public throughout the process, and the goal of the 

public participation is to ensure that the concerns and desires of the public are consid-

ered (IAP2, 2018). The method may be e.g. workshops. Two-way communication exists 

and the level of shared decision authority is moderate (Nabatchi, 2012). 

In contrast, at the fourth and fifth levels of participation (collaboration and engagement) 

the level of shared decision authority increases to moderate or high, meaning that the 

public has an increasing impact on the decision. This is possible because communication 

is two-way or deliberative (Nabatchi, 2012). At the level of collaboration, the goal is to 

partner with the public to find the preferred solution and the promise to the public is to 

listen to their advice and innovation while forming solutions and integrate them into the 

decision at the maximum level as possible. The methods could be e.g. citizen advisory 

committees or citizen juries. (IAP2, 2018)  



13 
 

At the “highest” level of participation  (empowering), the final decision-making power may 

be in the hands of the public – at least that is the goal of public participation at that level. 

There, the promise to the public is to implement what they decide (IAP2, 2018), which 

enables the highest decision authority of the public. It requires deliberative communica-

tion and methods such as delegated decisions or participatory budgeting (IAP2, 2018; 

Nabatchi, 2012).  

The level of empowering is the most interesting in the context of this study because there 

is a possibility that citizens may influence the project outcome or choose which projects 

to be implemented. That is, the public may have an opportunity to deeply participate in 

projects in different phases of the project lifecycle. Indeed, public participation may occur 

in different project lifecycles, and in the following section, participation is discussed from 

the perspective of project lifecycle in order to comprehend what type of participation oc-

curs in which project phases. 

2.2.3 Public participation: a project lifecycle view  

Project is a unique, one-off event with a start and an end (Artto et al., 2011). This char-

acteristic raises a question that in which phases of a project public participation occurs. 

The project lifecycle consists of three phases: front-end, execution, and use (Artto et al., 

2011). The project front-end includes ideation, scanning the possibilities, design, and 

preparation of the project. The project execution phase starts when the order is placed, 

or when the decision of the project execution is made. In the project execution phase, 

work stages during the project are executed. Lastly, the use phase is referring to the 

work stages following the project, i.e. “utilizing project results and supporting product 

use” (Artto et al., 2011, p. 35). The project lifecycle is presented in figure 3. 

 

In the project literature, the term participation is not used consistently, and drawing the 

line between participation and “non-participation” is not an easy task. If adopting a wider 

perspective, meaning that participation covers one-way communication, i.e. the levels of 

informing and consulting, participation occurs in all project phases: front-end (Kasymova, 

Front-end Execution Use

Figure 3 Main phases of the project lifecycle (adapted from Artto et al. 
2011) 
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2014; Kyttä et al., 2013), execution (Ernzen & Woods, 2001; Lehtinen & Aaltonen, 2020; 

Talvitie & Pearson, 1997), and use (Aaltonen et al., 2015; Aaltonen & Kujala, 2010). The 

reference studies discuss the actions of citizens that can be understood as public partic-

ipation (but mostly reported with different terms, such as stakeholder engagement or 

public engagement).  

Another approach is to examine public participation in projects through communication 

modes. Rowe and Frewer (2005) argue that one-way communication lacks discussion 

and actual influencing possibilities for the public. Thus, if putting more weight on two-way 

and deliberative communication, the relevance of the front-end phase (project ideation 

and preparation) increases when considering possible timing for public participation. Af-

ter studying stakeholder involvement and participation through a large sample of infra-

structure projects in the context of public-private partnerships, El-Gohary et al. (2006) 

point out that two-way communication occurs mainly in planning and design phases, and 

one-way communication is used mostly in the construction (execution) phase. In the 

cases presented by El-Gohary et al. (2006) the former basically means obtaining feed-

back regarding the design of a project, and the latter only sharing information about the 

construction for the public.  

In contrast, participation possibilities in the use phase of a project are lower compared 

to the front-end. Case studies by Aaltonen et al. (2016) and Aaltonen and Kujala (2010) 

discuss stakeholder participation which is based on one-way communication during the 

use phase, and the participation is moreover the active opposition of the project than 

taking part in the constructive discussion. However, it is relevant to notice that project 

literature is in general more focused on the earlier phases of projects with an outcome 

that more studies discuss these phases. This may contribute to the result that not many 

publications regarding public participation in the use phase of projects exist. 

Building on these views, it can be stated that public participation, which is based on two-

way or deliberative communication, occurs mainly in the front-end of projects. On the 

other hand, lower levels of participation may exist throughout the project lifecycle. The 

most interesting phase is the front-end (the ideation and preparation of the project) be-

cause most of the decisions have not been made in this phase yet, enabling participation 

to have an actual impact on decisions – or at least there is a possibility for that. In the 

next section, different participation methods are discussed in the context of UDPs by 

presenting evidence of the usage of different methods throughout the project lifecycle. 
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2.2.4 Public participation in urban development projects 

Public participation in UDPs is discussed by means of seven case studies presented in 

table 2. As mentioned in chapter 2.1, this study sees UDPs to include broadly different 

types of projects that are implemented in the urban area and are aiming to improve the 

area and directly or indirectly the well-being of citizens. Two of the projects presented 

are related to city planning and neighborhood revitalization (Kyttä et al., 2013; Silverman 

et al., 2008), and three of the cases are infrastructure projects, more accurately road and 

railroad construction projects (Crewe, 2001; Lehtinen & Aaltonen, 2020; Talvitie & 

Pearson, 1997). The remaining two are a green infrastructure project (Willems et al., 

2020) and a project repairing environmental damages in an urban area (Kasymova, 

2014). These projects were chosen because they all are UDPs and the evidence about 

public participation within the projects was presented in the cases. 
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Table 2. Methods of public participation in urban development projects: grouped according to the project phases 

Participation method Project 
phase 

Level of  
participation 

Project type Active stake-
holder 

Other stakeholders Authors; 
Methodology 

Community workshops Front-end Involvement Neighborhood revitalization  University-based 
consultants hired 
by citizens 

Citizens, business own-
ers, landlords,  
county government 

Silverman et al. (2008); 
Case study 

Participatory budgeting: 
deliberation and discussion 
sessions, and voting on  
priorities 

Front-end Empowering Fixing environmental  
damages caused by pollution 

Community-
based environ-
mental organiza-
tion 

Citizens,  
local government 

Kasymova (2014); 
Case study 

Web-based knowledge 
sharing (softGIS) 

Front-end Consulting /  
Involvement 

City planning Municipality Residents, project firm Kyttä et al. (2013); 
Location-based study 

Citizen meetings Execution Informing /  
Consulting 

Large railway and commu-
nity design project 

The city Residents, designers,  
architects 

Crewe (2001); 
Qualitative study 

Newsletter, Hotline, Field 
office 

Execution 
(planning) 

Informing Artery construction  Project team Citizens, politicians,  
activists, engineers,  
municipality 

Talvitie and Pearson 
(1997); 
Case study 

Responsiveness summary, 
Open house discussions 

Execution 
(planning) 

Informing /  
Consulting 

Artery construction Project team Citizens, politicians,  
activists, engineers,  
municipality 

Talvitie and Pearson 
(1997); 
Case study 

Visits to construction site Execution Informing /  
Consulting 

Road tunnel Project firm Residents Lehtinen and Aaltonen 
(2020);  
Multiple case study 

Establishing partnerships 
with local communities 

Use Collaboration Green infrastructure project Local government Local community,  
volunteers 

Willems et al. (2020);  
Comparative case study 
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In UDPs, public participation take place throughout the project life-cycle. Kasymova 

(2014), Kyttä et al. (2013), and Silverman et al. (2008) report public participation to occur 

in the front-end of the projects. In these cases, participation methods are participatory 

budgeting, web-based knowledge sharing, and community workshops. Correspondingly, 

the levels of participation are empowering and involvement, if relying on the participation 

levels presented by IAP2 (2018). Especially participatory budgeting places the decision-

making power in the hands of the citizens, which raises the method to the “highest” level 

of participation (empowering). In the case described by Kasymova (2014) the decision-

making power is generated in discussion sessions and especially in the voting of priori-

ties. In contrast, community workshops (Silverman et al., 2008) involve citizens in dis-

cussions, but the shared decision authority is lower compared to participatory budgeting. 

Similarly, web-based knowledge sharing (Kyttä et al., 2013) involves the citizens to share 

ideas or seeks information from them, but the idea is not to give decision-making power 

to citizens. 

In the project execution phase, the level of participation decreases to informing or 

consulting at most. This is because reported participation methods are informative open 

house discussions (Talvitie & Pearson, 1997), visits to the construction site (Lehtinen & 

Aaltonen, 2020), and citizen meetings (Crewe, 2001). The case projects are 

infrastructure projects, where the aim is to inform citizens about the ongoing or incipient 

construction site, as in the case of Talvitie and Pearson (1997). Even though the shared 

decision authority is low in these cases, citizens may be interested to get information 

about the projects or they may express their concerns about the matters related to the 

project. This was indeed the intention of the construction site visits reported by Lehtinen 

and Aaltonen (2020). The visits also acted as a preventive action against the negative 

attitude arose from a large infrastructure project. Hence, the lower levels of participation 

may also be important but they are used for different purposes compared to the higher 

participation levels.  

Most of the case studies focus on the earlier phases of projects, resulting that it was 

more difficult to find studies regarding the project use phase. Willems et al. (2020) 

discuss the green infrastructure project, where the local government is establishing part-

nerships with local communities in the use phase of the project. There, participation is at 

the level of collaboration, meaning that the public has moderate or high decision-making 

power. The case also illustrates that public participation is appearing in the use phase, 

even though the authors mention that voluntary groups are essential to maintain partner-

ships between the citizens, the project, and the local government – and the long-term 

interest of the volunteer groups remains difficult. But if comparing this activity with the 
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nuclear waste repository project (Aaltonen et al., 2015) and the large mill construction 

project (Aaltonen & Kujala, 2010), where participation is moreover active opposition of 

the project than taking part in the constructive discussion, participation in the green in-

frastructure project is totally opposite to complains and appeals reported in the two other 

projects. The projects reported by Aaltonen et al. (2015) are Aaltonen and Kujala (2010) 

are not UDPs but they act as an example of a situation where public participation is 

actually straight opposition of a project. An interesting question is that how this negative 

interaction could be turned into more productive relationship-building between the citi-

zens and the project firm or the municipality. Should there be some kind of “preventive” 

participation (e.g. information sharing or collaboration) to involve citizens in order to avoid 

the negative activity? 

In most of the cases the active stakeholder organizing participation was the local gov-

ernmental actor i.e. a municipality. In contrast, the project team was the active party in 

two of the cases, and stakeholders having a connection with the citizens organized par-

ticipation in the rest of the cases. An interesting division is that the project team organized 

participation in the project execution phase, and the local government in the use phase, 

whereas in the front-end, the community-based organization and the consultants hired 

by the citizens were the active stakeholders. That is, the citizens seemed to have some 

connections with the stakeholder organizing the participation, compared i.e. to the use 

phase, where the project team informed citizens about the project.  

Another remark about the case studies is the publishing dates: public participation is not 

a new phenomenon since the oldest case present is published already in 1997. Still, the 

mechanisms are similar to the ones reported in 2020. The exception is the web-based 

method reported by Kyttä et al. (2013), which in turn illustrates the possibilities of the 

Internet. Nowadays even higher levels of public participation are not limited to live-ses-

sions, but internet-based methods can be used creatively as well. However, this literature 

review presents no evidence about the overall functionality of web-based methods at 

higher participation levels, where deliberative discussion and co-creation are central as-

pects. 

To conclude, there are several participation mechanisms, but the most suitable mecha-

nism should be chosen for each situation. That is e.g. informative mechanisms for infor-

mation sharing in the use phase or empowering mechanisms for decision-making in the 

front-end.  Moreover, public participation occurs in all three phases of UDPs: front-end, 

execution, and use, but mechanisms based on two-way and deliberative communication 

are mostly used in the front-end of projects. In other words, the public may participate in 

the decision-making and may influence the project outcome better, if the participation 
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occurs in the front-end of a project. In the execution phase, participation is mostly inform-

ing and consulting (one-way communication), and in the use phase participation is pos-

sible, but gaining the long-term interest of participants is difficult. Remarkably, the evi-

dence about participation in the use phase is relatively thin among these cases. But still, 

it can be seen that citizens can participate in different ways if the attitude of an active 

stakeholder – in most cases a municipality or a local government – is positive about the 

participation.  

In addition, the collected data about the cases illustrate that participatory budgeting rep-

resents the highest level of public participation among the cases. In the participatory 

budgeting case reported by Kasymova (2014), the deliberation and discussion sessions, 

and especially voting on priorities empowered the public. In other words, citizens may 

have an opportunity to influence the project outcome and actually take part in the deci-

sion-making during the project, which raises the interest toward participatory budgeting 

in the context of this study. This set-up motivates us to analyze participatory budgeting 

as a method for public participation more in depth, and the discussion will follow in the 

next chapter.  

It must be noted that the analysis presented in this chapter is based on not more than 

seven case studies describing the different types of UDPs. These studies alone reported 

several mechanisms more than discussed in this chapter, not to mention all other studies 

published about public participation in projects. Still, this evidence assists in gaining 

knowledge about citizen participation in UDPs, especially by dividing participation in dif-

ferent participation levels and project phases.  

2.3 Participatory budgeting 

In public participation literature, participatory budgeting (PB) is presented as a method, 

which represents the highest level of participation – empowering (IAP2, 2018; Nabatchi, 

2012). In addition, it has been reported to include deliberation and discussion sessions 

and voting on project priorities (Kasymova, 2014) that bind the public to the project de-

cision-making. These aspects draw the attention to PB, and the method is analyzed more 

in detail in this chapter to understand the concept of PB and the PB process in a project 

context. 

2.3.1 The concept of participatory budgeting 

Participatory budgeting is a public participation method, which “represents a direct-de-

mocracy approach to budgeting” and it allows the public to influence the allocation of 

public resources (Shah, 2007, p. 1). PB is based on deliberative communication 
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(Wampler, 2007), it empowers the public by giving the decision-making power to them 

(IAP2, 2018), and enables the co-creation of projects (Ertiö et al., 2019). 

PB “can be considered to be one of the most fully consistent participation tools in regard 

to the concept of governance” (Bednarska-Olejniczak et al., 2019, p. 12), and it may be 

an effective method for the public to impact the decisions in UDPs or even decide which 

projects to be implemented. PB is a public participation method which is used in UDPs 

and therefore it is analyzed from different perspectives in this chapter. 

Definitions of PB by different scholars are collected in table 3. All the authors underline 

the central role of the public and their ability to determine the allocation of public finances, 

with a note by UN-HABITAT (2004) that not all of the public resources (funds) are nec-

essarily allocated by the public but part of them. In the UDPs, this could basically mean 

that a city allocates a certain amount of money from the governmental budget to be spent 

via public participation. Then, the citizens could negotiate and vote on which projects the 

budgeted money should be used, intended to improve e.g. urban areas or wellbeing of 

the citizens. 

 

Table 3. Definitions of participatory budgeting by different scholars 

Definition of PB Scholars 

[…] a process where all  citizens have access to an open and 
democratic process in which they collectively make decisions on 
public policy as realized through the budget process. 

Afonso (2017) 

[…] a decision-making process through which citizens deliberate 
and negotiate over the distribution of public resources. 

Wampler (2007) 

[…] a democratic process whereby community members deter-
mine how to spend governmental funds. 

Augsberger et al. (2019) 

[…] allows the participation of non-elected citizens in the concep-
tion and/or allocation of public finances. 
 

Sintomer et al. (2008) 

[…] a mechanism (or process) through which the population de-
cides on, or contributes to decisions made on, the destination of 
all or part of the available public resources. 

UN-HABITAT (2004) 
 

 

From the viewpoint of this study, the definitions of PB in table 3 are complementary to 

each other, not exclusionary. Building on those views, this study sees PB as a decision-

making process, where the public decides about the allocation of a certain amount of 

public money, which in turn can enable the implementation of (urban development) pro-

jects. Even though the financial aspect is focal for PB, the process needs to fulfill also 
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other criteria in order to be participatory budgeting. According to Sintomer et al. (2008, 

p. 168), in participatory budgeting: 

1. “The financial and/or budgetary dimension must be discussed; participatory 
budgeting involves dealing with the problem of limited resources. 

2. The city level has to be involved, or a (decentralized) district with an elected 
body and some power over administration (the neighbourhood level is not 
enough). 

3. It has to be a repeated process (one meeting or one referendum on financial 
issues does not constitute an example of participatory budgeting). 

4. The process must include some form of public deliberation within the frame-
work of specific meetings/forums (the opening of administrative meetings or 
classical representative instances to ‘normal’ citizens is not participatory budg-
eting).  

5. Some accountability on the output is required.” 

 

The criteria presented above frame also the definition of PB in the context of this study 

because they widen the perspective from the financial and budgetary element toward 

the process and the stakeholders. In PB, the involvement of the responsible city level 

can create accountability on the output (Sintomer et al., 2008), but on the other hand, 

the involvement of “ordinary” people and their elected officials is central for PB 

(Augsberger et al., 2019). In addition, the different participation methods provide the re-

quired framework for public deliberation, but the methods must be specifically planned 

for this purpose (Sintomer et al., 2008). Here, it important to focus on concrete and tar-

geted problems and “deliberative development of solutions” (Augsberger et al., 2019). 

The context determines, which type of PB process is required in order to satisfy the 

needs of the government and the public. Sintomer et al. (2008, p. 169) distinguish six 

different models of participatory budgeting according to “(1) origin of the process, (2) 

organization of the meetings, (3) type of deliberation, and (4) position of civil society in 

the procedure”. Thus, the characteristics of the different PB models vary, but analyzing 

and comparing the different models is out of the scope of this study because the focus 

is on decision-processes related to projects. In this context, the most relevant PB model 

is the model called ‘Porto Alegre adapted for Europe’ because it primarily deals with 

concrete investments, projects, and their prioritization, and it has the potential for delib-

eration and in-depth discussion between the citizens (and the municipality) (Sintomer et 

al., 2008). Moreover, the process is open for any citizen who is interested in it (Džinic et 

al., 2016). Because of these characteristics, PB in this study is understood from the per-

spective of the model ‘Porto Alegre adapted for Europe’ even though just using the term 

participatory budgeting.  
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2.3.2 Benefits and disadvantages of participatory budgeting 

City officials may want to involve the public in the budget process due to numerous rea-

sons, e.g. informing the public about the budget, bringing out the community wishes and 

preferences, generating new ideas and innovation, or generating support for the budget 

(Afonso, 2017). In addition to individual citizens and local governments, also other stake-

holders may be involved in participatory budgeting. PB may offer several benefits and 

incentives and motivate them to participate in the process. Potential beneficiaries are 

local governments, individual citizens, civil society organizations (CSOs), non-govern-

mental organizations (NGOs), and business communities (Wampler, 2007).  

The collaborative nature of PB enhances the role of local governments, and especially 

reformist governments that are open for new innovations are the most probable to suc-

cessfully implement PB because government support is needed (Wampler, 2007). On 

the other hand, the local government can gain political support and foster public learning 

when the citizens participate in the budgeting process. From the perspective of the citi-

zens, UDPs are no longer “black boxes” but the citizens have access to inputs and out-

puts throughout the process. This creates a direct relationship between the participation 

and the quality of services provided (Wampler, 2007).  

Civil society organizations (CSOs), such as neighborhood groups or social movements 

may be an active stakeholder in the PB process and indirectly benefit from PB by 

strengthening their importance. Other institutional stakeholders are non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) that may benefit PB as a mechanism for work directly with the 

citizens and the government to tackle social problems. They can play a direct role by 

acting as a mediator between the participants and the government or act as advisors by 

providing support to the participants. The role of NGOs is notable because they may 

have experience and skills in public education and therefore be contracted by the gov-

ernment to hold e.g. learning meetings. Another stakeholder benefiting from PB is the 

business community, who can in some cases promote transparency by taking part in the 

open process. Secondly, contractors benefit directly by acquiring business from PB – 

simply delivering the projects that have been voted in PB. (Wampler, 2007)  

The evidence about the benefits to different stakeholders shows that even though PB is 

understood as a process where the citizens decide about the allocation of public money, 

there are also other actors that have incentives to take part in the process – either directly 

or indirectly. In other words, the set-up is not “citizens vs. the local government” but the 

stakeholder network is broader. This in turn creates more opinions during the process 

and more potential contradictions.  
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Indeed, PB has also disadvantages. Friendly (2016, p. 6) notes that in PB “some voices 

are heard more loudly and more often than others”, meaning that some, e.g. very poor 

citizens, do not have the required time and resources to participate. In addition, this can 

be understood in a way that the centrality of other stakeholders, such as CSOs and 

NGOs may vary because their role in the process depends on the case. 

One of the greatest challenges of PB is time consumption (Friendly, 2016) since the 

whole PB process lasts months. The required time can prevent ordinary citizens to en-

gage in the process because a lot of work needs to be done during the idea-collection, 

designing and voting on the projects, and lastly implementing the projects. The question 

is do the citizens want to spend their time in this process. Another challenge lies on the 

governmental side because the PB procedures must be connected with the governmen-

tal administration. Sometimes modernization of the entire administration is required – or 

the lack of modernization hinders the implementation of the PB process (Sintomer et al., 

2008). In other words, if neither legitimate tools nor suitable procedures exist for sharing 

the decision-authority from a small governmental inner circle to the citizens, setting up 

the PB process is problematic.  

Even though the PB program would be realizable from the administrative perspective, 

the lack of commitment by the local government leaders makes PB programs difficult to 

succeed. This relates to the characteristic that PB is dependent on the city office since 

the local government remains the main actor. The local government provides infor-

mation, organizes meetings, and guarantees that selected policies (and projects) will be 

implemented. (Wampler, 2007) Thus, PB is not going to succeed without the strong sup-

port of the local government. A related challenge is that the participants (citizens) may 

not profit from the PB process but the decisions are made behind closed doors (Friendly, 

2016). The risk of illegitimate exercise of power stems from the principal role of the local 

government. 

Participants focus on specific public works in PB, which – from the governmental per-

spective – reduces the impact of public learning. In other words, the citizens are more 

interested e.g. in a minor infrastructure project than broader social policies or the fiscal 

responsibility of the government. (Wampler, 2007) From the perspective of citizens, one 

could argue that focusing on the local issues, such as the “minor” infrastructure project, 

is indeed the key part of PB, and concerning the “broader social policies” is not the focal 

point.  

Another challenge of the PB process may indirectly influence the future of the city. Par-

ticipants tend to focus on short- and medium-term projects at the expense of long-term 
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planning because the planning would require technical and analytical skills in order to 

understand complex issues (Wampler, 2007). Understandably, the citizens want to im-

plement e.g. a local playground instead of taking part in long-term planning, which lasts 

months or years. This limitation reminds us that PB is not suitable for every situation and 

the local government should have an idea of how to use the method before applying it. 

Different benefits and disadvantages of PB for different stakeholders are collectively pre-

sented in table 4 

 

Table 4 Benefits and disadvantages of PB to different stakeholders (adapted from 
Afonso (2017), Friendly (2016), Sintomer et al. (2008), and Wampler (2007)) 

Stakeholder Benefits Disadvantages 

Local  
governments 

Building a base of political support Time consumption 

More equitable distribution of 
scarce resources 

Readiness to adopt the shared de-
cision-making model varies 

Fostering public learning Modernization of the entire admin-
istration may be required 

Promoting transparency in  
government 

Not necessarily legitimate tools or 
suitable procedures ready 

Learning about community wishes 
and preferences 

PB process is dependent on the 
governmental actor 

Generating new ideas and inno-
vation 

Reduces the impact of public learn-
ing 

 Focusing on the short- and me-
dium-term projects 

Individual  
Citizens 

Increases access to public deci-
sion-making activities 

Time consumption 

Gain broader understanding of 
government, governmental re-
sponsibility, and policy making 

Some citizen groups are not heard 
due to their lack of resources to par-
ticipate 

Improved quality of services pro-
vided 

Benefits at the individual level are 
uncertain 

 PB process is dependent on the 
governmental actor 

Civil Society  
Organizations 
(CSOs) 

Strengthening the importance of 
CSOs 

Time consumption 

Opportunity to build broader net-
works of supporters 

 

Opportunity to influence policies  

Non-governmental 
Organizations 
(NGOs) 

Tackling social problems Time consumption 

Direct or advisory role on helping 
citizens 
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Business  
community 

Creates business for contractors 
and builders 

Time consumption 

Promote transparency Only a few companies get contracts 

Reduce corruption  

Increase efficiency  

 

2.3.3 Participatory budgeting process in the project context 

The key part of participatory budgeting in the context of this study is the process where 

the citizens have an opportunity to come up with new project ideas, design the projects 

together with a municipal agency, and decide which projects to implement. The funding 

is taken from the public budget. 

If analyzing the PB process more profoundly, it can be divided into six different steps: 1) 

identification of funds, 2) preplanning with selected community members, 3) idea-collec-

tion among the members of the community, 4) design of the projects based on the col-

lected ideas and funding criteria, 5) voting on the projects by the members of the com-

munity, and 6) monitoring the project implementation and the funding (Afonso, 2017; 

Augsberger et al., 2019). The process is illustrated in figure 4. It is noteworthy that from 

the perspective of the project’s life cycle the PB process occurs mainly in the front-end. 

Only the last stage, project implementation, takes place in the project execution phase.  
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Figure 4 Basic structure of participatory budgeting in public project context (adapted 
from Afonso, 2017; Augsberger et al., 2019) 

 

The second last step in the process, which is the voting on the allocated budget or the 

projects implemented (the subject is depending on the case), is a key stage in the PB 

process because there the level of shared decision authority is the highest, and the final 

decision-making power is placed in the hands of the public.  

The participation of the public is not limited to voting but the citizens are involved in the 

process already at the idea-collection stage. Moreover, projects are designed in co-cre-

ation with the public and the city, and the project implementation is followed by the public, 

which engages the citizens more deeply into the process compared to a single participa-

tory event. Sintomer et al. (2008) mention that one meeting on financial issues is not 

even considered as participatory budgeting but the process should be repeated. In many 

cases, PB process is repeated every year (Bednarska-Olejniczak et al., 2019).  

Identification 
of funds

Preplanning

Idea-collection

•Among the 
members of 
the 
community

Design of the 
projects

•Based on the 
collected ideas and 
funding criteria

Voting on the 
projects

•The members of 
the community 
vote

Project 
implementation
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2.4 Synthesis 

This chapter synthesizes the discussion related to public participation in the context of 

urban development projects. UDPs aim to develop cities and furthermore the wellbeing 

of citizens. Indeed, citizens are central stakeholders of UDPs, and they can participate 

in projects in different ways, but on the other hand, the concept of public participation is 

intricated and multilayered.  

To illustrate the multilayered characteristic of public participation, different aspects that 

have been discussed in the theory section are combined in figure 5. The values of public 

participation set the basis for participation, but at the same time, participation can take 

different forms. Several concepts of public participation exist in the literature, but one 

way to examine the phenomenon is to divide it into five different levels: informing, con-

sulting, involving, collaborating, and empowering (IAP2, 2018; Nabatchi, 2012). They are 

based on different communication modes: one-way, two-way, and deliberative commu-

nication between the public and the sponsor organizing the participation. One-way com-

munication is used when informing and consulting the public, whereas involvement and 

collaboration are based on two-way communication. Deliberation is possible in higher 

participation levels, especially in empowering, and it is better suited for problem-solving. 

All the participation levels have different goals and promises to the public, starting from 

information sharing up to the final decision-making of the public. The organizer of partic-

ipation should understand the final goal of participation before choosing any participation 

methods that enable participation in practice.  
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Figure 5 The layers of public participation 

 

In UDPs, the public can participate in projects through different participation methods, 

yet in all project phases: front-end, execution, and use. However, participation in the 

project’s decision-making is less common, and it is not possible through all participation 

methods. Participatory budgeting is a method consisting of deliberation and discussion 

sessions and voting on project priorities (Kasymova, 2014), which binds the public to the 

project decision-making. For this reason, participatory budgeting was analyzed more in 

depth, and it was found that the public can participate in the decision-making process at 

least in three stages: idea-collection, design of the projects, and voting on the projects 

(Afonso, 2017; Augsberger et al., 2019). That is, citizens and the city can co-create pro-

jects in participatory budgeting, but most of the studies viewed PB more like a budgeting 

tool than a method forming valuable projects from the perspective of the citizens. Re-

viewed studies did not offer a deeper analysis on how the participation was taken place 

in practice or what the different roles the citizens and the city had in the process.  
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On the other hand, several benefits from the perspective of different stakeholders were 

reported, and some of them, e.g. idea generation and innovation as well as increased 

access to public decision-making activities, were clearly a consequence of the co-crea-

tion activities between the citizens and the city. After reviewing the literature, it was evi-

dent that participatory budgeting allowed the public to participate in the decision-making 

of project design, but it remained unclear on how – in practice – projects are co-created 

and designed in participatory budgeting, and what is the role of the public and the city in 

the process. Thus, the empirical part of this study adopts an inductive approach to shed 

light on this question. 
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research design 

The objective of this study is to explore how citizens co-create projects together with city 

representatives in project design workshops organized during participatory budgeting. 

The research is qualitative and exploratory in nature due to the subject and research 

questions. Qualitative study deals with non-numerical data (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 

175) and the research process is associated with emerging questions and procedures 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 4). According to Saunders et al. (2019, pp. 186-187), exploratory 

study tries to clarify the “understanding of an issue, problem or phenomenon”. In addition, 

an exploratory research design is justified if answers are sought for “How” and “What” 

questions.  

Single case study was chosen as the research strategy of this study because it “allows 

investigators to retain the holistic and meaningful characteristics of real-life events” (Yin, 

2009, p. 4). Small-group behavior, which is under examination in this study, is an exam-

ple of this kind of real-life event. Furthermore, case study allows examining contemporary 

events, but without manipulating the behavior of actors (Yin, 2009, p. 11). The rationale 

for using the single case strategy relies on the greater depth of analysis, but as Yin (2009, 

pp. 47–50) mentions, unique or revelatory cases are justified to study through single-

case design. In this study, the research of participatory budgeting from the project per-

spective can be seen partly revelatory, which allows conducting a more in-depth analysis 

by using the single-case strategy. 

3.2 The participatory budgeting case 

The empirical part of the study focuses on project design workshops that were part of 

participatory budgeting (PB) organized by the city of Tampere in 2020. Tampere is the 

third-largest city in Finland and has a population of 240 000. PB of Tampere was chosen 

as the empirical case because Tampere is eager to develop its operations and there was 

a proper process including a credible number of projects ongoing. Moreover, the collab-

oration between the city of Tampere and CaPs research project enabled the access to 

the empirical data. PB is a method that empowers the public and allows the public to 

participate in projects’ decision-making. Thus, studying PB assisted to gain knowledge 

on the higher level of public participation and the co-creative project design. 
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In 2020, Tampere allocated a budget of 450 000 € to be spent via participatory budget-

ing, which meant that citizens could submit project ideas, develop and combine the ideas 

in the workshops, and finally vote for the projects that would be implemented. The theme 

of PB was the well-being of children and young people, so all the projects should have 

aimed to improve it in one way or another.  

During idea-collection in spring 2020 in total 379 initial project ideas were submitted via 

web-based form by the citizens of Tampere. 227 ideas passed the city’s preliminary in-

spection, which was done according to the criteria about legality, city’s authority, feasi-

bility, theme, the openness of an idea, and fixed-term nature. The criteria are discussed 

more in detail in chapter 4.1.1. If the idea did not meet the criteria or it was already 

implemented in another way somewhere else, it was rejected. Otherwise, the ideas were 

accepted, and these ideas were developed further in the project design workshops. More 

than 100 citizens participated in the workshops and in total 120 project plans were cre-

ated by the citizens. Then, the city evaluated the costs of the ideas, and the citizens 

voted which projects would be implemented during the year 2021. General information 

about the participatory budgeting case is collected in table 5. 

 

Table 5 General information about participatory budgeting in Tampere 2020 

Location Tampere, Finland 

Organizer The City of Tampere 

Participants Citizens of Tampere 

Theme of PB The well-being of children and young people under the age of 18 
of Tampere 

Budget for the projects in 
total 

450 000 € 

Timing Apr – Dec 2020. Project implementation in 2021 

Process stages Idea collection, preliminary inspection, workshops, evaluation of 
costs, voting, project implementation 

Ideas submitted 379 

Ideas developed in project 
design workshops 

227 

Project plans formed 120 

Empirical data  
collection 

From five project design workshops.  
Method: observer-as-participant. 

Webpage https://mun.tampere.fi/  

 

3.3 Data collection 

The primary empirical data were gathered from the project design workshops that were 

held by the city of Tampere. The idea of the workshops was that the citizens formed 

project plans from initial project ideas together with the city representatives by discussing 

https://mun.tampere.fi/
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in small groups. Observation was chosen as the main data collection method in order to 

form a simultaneous and coherent picture of the actions of the participants and the facil-

itators throughout the workshops. The role of the researcher was observer-as-partici-

pant. In this set-up, all the participants are aware that the researcher is present, and the 

identity of the researcher is known (Saunders et al., 2019, pp. 385–386). In this study, 

the researchers introduced themselves to everyone at the beginning of each workshop 

for the sake of openness of the process. 

The role of observer-as-participant involves the researcher in observing, and the person 

can focus on the researcher role. For example, notes can be taken immediately on-site 

and there is no need to adopt several overlapping roles. (Saunders et al., 2019, pp. 385–

386) These characteristics in addition to the fact that the identity of the researcher should 

be known supported the adoption of the observer-as-participant role in this study.  

In total, seven project design workshops were held during the participatory budgeting 

process, and five of them were observed by the researchers. Information about the work-

shops are collected in table 6. 

 

Table 6 Information on the project design workshops 

Work-
shop 
# 

Neighborhood covered Date Duration 
(h) 

No of  
participants 

Observed by 
the two 
researchers? 

1 Project ideas concerning 
the whole city 

19 Aug 2 ~ 25 Res 1 &  
res 2 

2 South-East 24 Aug 2 8 Res 1 

3 North-East 26 Aug 2 ~ 15 Res 2 

4 West 1 Sep 2 15 Res 1 

5 City center 3 Sep 2 9 Res 1 

6 South 9 Sep 2 No data No 

7 A workshop dedicated to 
the young only. Ideas from  
different neighborhoods. 

16 Sep 2 No data No 

 

Besides the author of this thesis, another researcher from the research team observed 

the first project design workshop. Moreover, he observed the third workshop, whereas 

the author was present in all the rest. This means that more than one interpretation of 

the situation was gathered during the process, which enriched the data. The usage of 

two researchers as observers reduced the observer bias, in which the subjective view of 
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the researcher may affect the interpretation if there is not enough in-depth understanding 

about the setting (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 397).  

In the project design workshops, citizens and facilitators formed project plans in small 

groups, each group having approximately three to six participants and a facilitator. The 

number of small groups in the workshop varied between two and four depending on the 

number of citizens. Thus, the researchers needed to choose which small group to ob-

serve in order to get the overall view of the project design process. This set-up limited 

the amount of information gathered from the workshops because it was not possible to 

observe every small group simultaneously. 

In practice, the data was mainly documented by writing. The observation form, which the 

researchers assumed to be useful, was made before the first workshop and it contained 

a categorization for observations, but it was learnt in the first workshop that there was no 

time to fill in any form. The most convenient way was to jot down things line by line 

immediately after observing them in the workshop and do the analysis after the work-

shop.  

Things observed were the general information about the workshops (participants, facili-

tators, schedule, etc.) and the actions of facilitators and participants. Also, quotes were 

written down, and some of them are presented in the result section. It must be noted that 

even though quotes are used in this study, they are based on a written document, not a 

recording. Even though the researcher has immediately and carefully written them down, 

there is always the possibility of mishearing. 

Secondary data can be used to support primary data and it can “provide additional or 

different knowledge, interpretations or conclusions” (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 338). In 

this study, the 379 initial project ideas submitted by the citizens were used as secondary 

data to gain knowledge on themes and descriptions of the ideas before the observations. 

All the initial ideas were available in written format. 

3.4 Data analysis 

In total, 379 initial project ideas were analyzed before the observations in order to gain 

knowledge on the topic. The data was in Excel-format, and every project idea was read 

through and categorized to find out what different types of projects were suggested by 

the citizens. In total, 11 categories were formed, and the exercise helped the researcher 

to familiarize himself with the topic before conducting the observations.  
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Before the workshops, the high-level categorization of different types of observations 

was made based on the literature. For example, the researcher was aware that obser-

vations concerning the direction of communication (one-way, two-way, deliberative) and 

the actions of participants and facilitators might take place. In the workshops, notes were 

made based on the observations and they acted as the raw data of the research. While 

observing, it became clear that the best way was to write down the observations one 

below the other and make the further categorization inductively afterwards. Thus, the 

final categorization was raised from the data.  

The data analysis consisted three main steps: generating transcript summaries from the 

observation notes, the discussions with another researcher, and the combined analysis. 

The process is illustrated in figure 6. Furthermore, in the end of the study the key results 

were presented to the representatives of the city of Tampere. 

 

Because all the observation notes were in chronological order, transcript summaries 

were made right after every workshop to structure the data and to categorize similar 

observations under the same title. Transcript summaries compress the key points and 

long statements into briefer ones, and it can be used for identifying principal themes and 

apparent relationships between them (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 649). This was exactly 

what was done in the data analysis apart from adding comments about the observations.  

First, the notes were written up in chronological order based on the workshop structure: 

opening the workshop, developing projects in small groups, and closing the session. This 

was done on the same day as the workshops were held. Then, a transcript summary 

was made no later than the following day. It contained for example the different catego-

ries of observations, e.g. the roles of facilitator and participants, information about com-

munication modes and argumentation, and notes about utilizing references in small 

group work. In other words, observations were categorized and combined based on their 

Figure 6 The data analysis process 
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type and incidence. This typification rose from the data and was an ongoing process 

during the data analysis when the observations from all the five workshops were com-

bined.  

Important parts of the analysis were the discussion sessions with another researcher 

from the research project team. Since he was observing the first and third workshop, it 

was possible to run through the notes, compare and combine observations, challenge 

the views, and deepen the analysis by thoroughly discussing the topic. In total, three 

discussion sessions were held, each lasting approximately an hour. They took place after 

the first, third, and fifth workshop. This reduced the subjectivity of the data analysis and 

increased the validity of the research.  

After all the observations were made, a combined analysis was conducted in Excel by 

searching similarities and differences from the data. Observations were collected under 

five categories and furthermore arranged in tabular form. The categories were infor-

mation about participants, the roles of facilitators, the roles of participants, the differences 

of initial project ideas, and the direction of communication. For example, the roles of 

facilitators and participants were formed in a way that first all the similar actions and 

citations of the actors from all the five workshops were collected in the same column. 

Then, the explanation was created for the actions: what kind of argumentation occurs. 

After that, the names of the roles were generated. The categories formed during the 

combined analysis set the basis for the result section. 
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4. RESULTS 

4.1 Participatory budgeting in the case municipality 

4.1.1 Overview of the PB process 

The participatory budgeting process in the city of Tampere was divided into six stages: 

1) idea-collection, 2) preliminary inspection, 3) workshops, 4) evaluation of costs, 5) vot-

ing, and 6) project implementation. The process was carried out in 2020 and lasted from 

April to December. In addition, the final step – project implementation – was planned to 

take place in 2021. This thesis is written in autumn 2020, which means that the stages 

of cost evaluation, voting, and project implementation were not executed yet, but for the 

sake of consistency, the past tense is used to describe all the stages. The PB process 

is illustrated in figure 7. 

 

First stage of the case PB was idea-collection, where citizens of Tampere could submit 

ideas on how to promote the well-being of children and young people. The ideas were 

submitted via e-form at mun.tampere.fi, where anyone could browse and read them. Idea 

collection lasted a month and in total 379 ideas were created by the citizens. It is note-

worthy that suggestions could also be submitted by other stakeholders than individual 

citizens, such as associations, organizations, or other groups.  

During the second stage, which was preliminary inspection, the city screened every pro-

ject idea submitted to the website. The purpose was to evaluate the feasibility of the 

submitted ideas, and determine, which ideas were to be developed further to project 

plans in the project design workshops. The evaluation was done according to the criteria 

about legality, city’s authority, feasibility, theme, the openness of an idea, and fixed-term 

nature. If the idea did not meet the criteria or it was already implemented in another way 

somewhere else, it was rejected. Otherwise, the ideas were accepted. In total, 227 out 

Figure 7 Participatory budgeting process in the case PB 
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of 379 ideas passed the preliminary inspection. The criteria for evaluation and explana-

tions for them are presented in table 7.  

 

Table 7 Criteria for evaluating project ideas (adapted from the city’s webpages; The 
City of Tampere (2020)) 

Criteria Explanation 

Legality Each idea must comply with the laws in force in Finland. 

The city’s authority The city can only implement ideas that are within the scope of the 
City of Tampere’s authority.  
It is not possible to influence the operations of companies or individ-
uals by using participatory budgeting. 

Feasibility with the re-
served funds 

In the participatory budgeting pilot of the year 2020 of the City of 
Tampere, the sum reserved for the implementation of the citizens’ 
ideas is EUR 450,000. The reserved budget is divided between five 
areas of the city and a specific amount is reserved for ideas concern-
ing the entire city. 
 
The cost of a single participatory budgeting idea can be no more than 
the budget reserved for the area. The costs of an area-specific idea 
can be no more than EUR 70,000 and the costs of a city-wide idea 
can be no more than EUR 100,000. 
 
The City of Tampere evaluates the costs of implementation before 
the voting is organized. 

Theme The theme is the well-being of children and young people. All partic-
ipatory budgeting ideas must seek to improve the well-being of the 
citizens under 18 years of age. 

Open and free-of-
charge 

The ideas and implementation of participatory budgeting must be 
open to all children and young people regardless of their ethnic back-
ground, nationality, wealth, religion, political or sexual orientation or 
physical qualities. 
 
Each idea is evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Positive special 
treatment is possible if an idea concerns operations or services that 
are intended for children and young people requiring special support 
or activities. 
 
Participatory budgeting is used to provide the children and young 
people with free-of-charge, non-commercial activities. 

Fixed-term and experi-
mental ideas 

It is hoped that the ideas of participatory budgeting be of fixed-term 
or experimental nature. It must be possible to implement the ideas 
with the funds reserved for the year 2021. The costs of implementing 
the ideas must not exceed the reserved funds or create long-term or 
permanent costs. 
 
For example, many building projects create permanent maintenance 
costs. Instead of building a new park, we encourage people to inno-
vate ideas that create activities for children and young people in the 
parks that already exist in the city. 

 

The third stage of the process was workshops, where the ideas were further developed 

by the citizens. Participants could be individuals who had submitted their ideas during 
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the idea-collection, or everyone else interested in the subject. Everyone was welcome 

but pre-registration was required. In total, six workshops were held around the city, plus 

a workshop specially dedicated to children and young people. In the workshops, the 

participants developed the ideas further and also combined them if there were similar 

ideas. The output i.e. the project plan should have consisted of information on what, 

where, and when the project is done. This information acted as a basis for the fourth 

stage – cost evaluation. There, the municipality personnel evaluated the costs of the 

ideas generated in the workshops. The calculations covered design work related to the 

implementation of the idea, possible purchases, and the implementation itself. For ex-

ample, in the case of an event, calculations included e.g. rents, performer rewards, costs 

of supervision related to safety, and marketing costs. It must be noted that at the time of 

writing this study the cost evaluation was the following stage and had not taken place 

yet. 

After the cost evaluation, the citizens of Tampere voted for the best projects to be imple-

mented. This was the fifth stage, which lasted a month. Every resident over the age of 

12 could vote and everyone had two votes to give; either for the same project or one 

vote for two separate projects. In other words, citizens decided which projects to be im-

plemented in the last stage. Also, the budget dedicated to each neighborhood deter-

mined how many projects were to be implemented. This meant that the winning ideas 

would be chosen as per the number of votes, but they needed to fit the budget. Every 

neighborhood (south, southeast, city center, northeast, and west) had a budget of 70 000 

€, and ideas concerning the whole city had a budget of 100 000 €. For example, if the 

winning idea in the south cost 70 000 €, then only one project was implemented in the 

south area. But if the winning idea (the highest number of votes in the south area) cost 

20 000 €, the second 60 000 € and the third 50 000 €, projects to be implemented were 

the first and the third because the total budget of 70 000 € must not be exceeded. The 

allocated budgets are presented in table 8. The municipality was committed to imple-

menting the winning projects either independently or together with a chosen partner dur-

ing 2021. 
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Table 8 Budget of the case PB divided into the neighborhoods 

Workshop # Neighborhood covered Budget (€) 

1 
Project ideas concerning 
the whole city 

100 000 

2 Southeast 70 000 

3 Northeast 70 000 

4 West 70 000 

5 City center 70 000 

6 South 70 000 

 SUM 450 000 

4.1.2 Project design workshops 

All the project design workshops had a similar structure: reviewing the participatory budg-

eting process, developing and designing the projects in the small groups, and closing 

the session. The general structure of the project design workshop is presented in figure 

8. It is noteworthy the presented workshop plan is made by the employees of Tampere, 

and e.g. durations of phases are assumptions, and actual times were varied and over-

lapped workshop by workshop. Still, the overall structure and timing remained the same 

in all five workshops that were observed, which indicated that in general the plan was 

accurate. 

 

Figure 8 Structure of project design workshops (according to the city of Tampere) 

1. Introduction and general instructions (everyone together) 

•Facilitators review PB shortly. Also the purpose of the workshop and hygienic instructions 
(for corona). Duration 15 min.

2. Division into small groups 

•Participants may choose which table to go. Initial project ideas are divided to the tables 
according to themes. At least one facilitator per table. Introducing each other. Facilitator 
introduces the canvas and the schedule and divides original ideas to participants (printed). 
10 min.

3. Familiarize oneself with the original project ideas

•Participants read couple of ideas each and present them shortly to others: what is the idea 
about? Similar ideas are grouped together. 10 min.

4. Forming project plans from the project ideas

•Discussion about the ideas and designing the projects in the small groups. What is the 
project about, where, when, to whom, how? Similar ideas can be grouped under one 
project palan. Facilitator writes on the canvas and guides the discussion. 55 min.

5. Summarizing the created project plans

•Reviewing what has been created and what other groups have done. 10min.

6. Ending the workshop (everyone together) 

•Compliments, telling about the next steps of PB by facilitators (cost analysis and voting 
phases). 10 min.
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First, the facilitators, who were the city employees, run through the participatory budget-

ing process by explaining what has been done until now and what will happen in the 

future. Basically, idea collection and preliminary inspection had already been done, and 

evaluation of costs, voting, and implementing of the projects were still on the way. After 

explaining the structure, the facilitators introduced the themes of the small groups. Before 

the workshops, employees of Tampere had collected similar project ideas together, and 

these groups formed themes. For example, project ideas about hobbies and exercises 

were under the same theme and they were discussed in one small group. Participants 

could choose which small group to attend discussing and developing project ideas. In 

five workshops that were observed the number of small groups varied from two to five 

depending on the number of ideas to be developed and the number of participants in the 

workshop.  

The focal part of the workshop was the working in small groups because there the initial 

ideas were developed and combined, and in the end, the final project proposals were 

created. Group work lasted approximately 1.5 hours in each workshop and the goal of 

the small group work and furthermore the whole workshop was to create final project 

propositions by combining and developing initial project ideas. During the workshop, 

completely new project ideas were not allowed to be created, but the project design had 

to be made based on the initial project ideas submitted in the spring and preliminary 

inspected by the city.  

In each small group, a facilitator wrote on a canvas that acted as a guideline for discus-

sion. The original canvas template (in Finnish) is attached in appendix A. For each pro-

ject plan, one canvas was used, and it was also a written document based on the dis-

cussion and it represented the finalized project idea. Furthermore, cost evaluation in the 

later phase was done based on the canvas, which made it a very important document. 

Basically, the canvas had six different sections: the name of the project and a small 

summary of the project idea, objectives, arrangements, target group, location, and pos-

sible cooperation actors. By completing all the sections, the initial project ideas were 

concretized and finalized project proposals were created.  

4.2 Roles and actions of the actors in project design work-
shops 

Citizens and city representatives designed the projects and created the project plans 

together in small groups during the project design workshops. The project design was 

done by discussing, and different types of argumentation existed in the small groups. 

Based on the discussion, argumentation, and actions of the citizens and the facilitators, 
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different roles of the actors were recognized. These roles and actions are presented in 

this chapter, first for the facilitators i.e. the city representatives, and then for the partici-

pants i.e. the citizens. 

4.2.1 Facilitators 

Employees of the city of Tampere hosted the project design workshops and acted as 

facilitators during the event. There were five to six facilitators present in each workshop 

and they had a significant role during the workshops. In the beginning, they reviewed the 

participatory budgeting process and explained the workshop structure for the partici-

pants. As a facilitator explained at the beginning of a workshop: 

“Today in this workshop we have a budget of 70 000 € [to be spent on the projects 

developed today]. We have [initial project] ideas that can be combined, and then, 

some projects need more flesh on the bones.” 

“Regarding the canvas, it contains questions that guide the discussion and help 

us to develop the idea to a more ready project proposal.” 

Thus, facilitators reviewed the objective of the workshop and introduced the canvas, 

which was an assisting tool for taking notes and guiding the discussion. Facilitators had 

an informative role at the beginning of workshops, but they also answered questions 

from the audience. Participants asked questions at the beginning of almost every work-

shop, and facilitators answered them. Questions were mainly about practicalities of the 

workshop or participatory budgeting in general, even though these aspects were some-

what covered in the introduction section or the information could be found in mun.tam-

pere.fi webpage. For example, the following questions were asked in the first workshop: 

“In which [small group] table is my own idea?” 

“How many ideas [in total] can be implemented? One per neighborhood or how is 

it...?” 

“How is the whole process documented?” 

The questions show that reviewing the participatory budgeting clearly and thoroughly by 

the facilitators is essential in order to participants reach enough understanding about the 

workshop practicalities and the participatory budgeting process. Now some aspects were 

not clear for the participants and therefore questions were asked. Of course, not every 

detail can be explained in a limited time, but evidently, participants were interested in 

which small group their own idea was, or was it even in that workshop at all.  



42 
 
 

Similarly, at the end of workshops, facilitators hosted the event by complimenting partic-

ipants and telling about the next steps of the process, particularly evaluation of costs and 

voting phases that were following the workshops. This kind of activity occurring at the 

beginning and at the end of the workshop can be grouped under the role of host, which 

was a focal role of the facilitators during those workshop phases. 

But facilitators had several other roles, especially during the small group discussion. This 

phase of the workshop is particularly interesting because there the projects were de-

signed, and the project plans were created together with participants. In total, 13 different 

roles of facilitators were recognized during the analysis of data. Some of them were sim-

ultaneous and in some cases overlapping, or the facilitator needed to switch the role 

during the discussion. Still, the researcher could separate the roles and divide them into 

three categories according to their importance.  

In practice, the importance of the roles consists of two dimensions: visibility and criticality 

of the role. Concerning the former, the researcher has estimated how often the facilitator 

takes the role during the discussion, and concerning the latter, the researcher has esti-

mated how critical the role is in order to maintain the goal of the small group discussion 

i.e. form the project plans. The most important roles (marked with three stars ***) are 

vital for the group work: without them, there would not be any reasonable outcome, or 

the discussion would not lead to anything relevant. The second important roles (**) are 

not taking place so often as the most important ones, or the output could be achieved 

without the appearance of the role, but the result would not be as good as with the role. 

Finally, the “least” important roles (*) are taking place only occasionally or the output 

could be reached without them. The roles, their importance, and explanations are col-

lected in table 9. It must be noted that the division is done by the researcher and from 

the perspective of the researcher. Thus, it is not the only way to see the phenomenon 

but more like a tool for grouping the actions of the facilitators. 
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Table 9 Different roles of facilitators in small group discussion 

Importance 
of the role 

A role of facilitator Examples of actions related to the role 

*** 

Initiator of  
discussion 

Initiate discussion by asking questions about the topic 
or encourage participants to take part in the discussion. 

Reviewer of the  
discussion 

Reviews what has been developed. Makes sure that 
every aspect is discussed and clarifies what is still 
needed. 

Schedule  
supervisor 

Makes sure that the pre-defined workshop schedule is 
followed. Gently rushing the conversation if needed. 

Documenter Takes notes on the conversation during the group dis-
cussion by fulfilling the canvas. Makes sure that all the 
necessary parts of the idea generation are covered.  

** 

Coach  Supports the participants to concentrate on the topic un-
til the end of a workshop; visible especially with the 
young participants (under the age of 18). 

Distributor of  
workload 

Equalize the number of development ideas between the 
small groups if the time was running out. Simply taking 
the ones not yet developed and giving them to another 
group. 

Expert on topic Has gained knowledge about the topic (e.g. skateparks) 
beforehand or in previous workshops. Tries to provide 
facts that support conversation during the group work. 

Idea combiner Encouraged participants to combine the initial ideas 
similar to each other. 

Shepherd /  
disciplinarian 

Sets the limits on what can be implemented and what is 
realistic in the participatory budgeting context. Occa-
sionally facilitators need to turn the discussion back to 
the topic or even act as a disciplinarian.  

* 
 

Involver in  
discussion 

Makes sure that everyone gets heard. May ask for an 
opinion of a participant if the person has been silent in 
the group discussion. 

Participant for  
project  
development 

Occasionally participating in the development of the pro-
jects during the group discussion e.g. by sharing ideas 
or making suggestions. 

Presenter of initial 
project ideas 

During one workshop, two facilitators presented two 
project ideas each at the beginning of the group discus-
sion. Normally the participants did this. 

Reviewer of the  
participatory  
budgeting process 

Answering questions about the principles of the partici-
patory budgeting process if not clear for the participants.  

 

One of the most visible roles of the facilitator was a documenter  since the facilitator filled 

it based on the discussion. By doing so he or she (from now on “he”) made sure that all 

the necessary parts of the project plan were covered, which made this role very im-

portant. The facilitator also strengthened the message by reviewing the discussion every 
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now and then and especially at the end of every project plan. Thus, he made sure that 

every aspect is discussed and also clarified the aspects that were still needed. Questions 

were used to make sure that everything was covered, for example, the facilitator asked 

after reviewing an idea: 

“Did I forget something that you wanted to add?” 

However, there were several situations during the small group work when the discussion 

did not start on its own. Then, the facilitator had an important role as initiator of discussion 

by asking questions, such as: 

“Where should we start [the ideation]?” 

“Should we add something [or somebody] to cooperation actors?” 

“What would this skatepark include?” 

“Who is the target group?” 

“What one could do there [in the workshop]?” 

“How to specify this plan concerning Hervanta region?” 

“What is the idea of the event?” 

By asking the questions the facilitator opened the discussion and encouraged the partic-

ipants to answer. This action occurred frequently in every workshop, which makes it an 

important role of the facilitator.  

Another central role of the facilitator was a schedule supervisor because the time was 

limited in the workshops, and several ideas were on the table and they all needed to be 

discussed. Thus, the facilitator needed to make sure that the pre-defined schedule was 

followed and even gently rushed the conversation if necessary. In some workshops the 

role was crucial but in others the importance was lower. It was mainly dependent on the 

number of ideas on the table, but the schedule issue became also emphasized when the 

conversation of participants got side-tracked. In the first workshop, there was a separate 

facilitator who was responsible for following the time and notify other facilitators that were 

hosting the small groups. This role was a must due to the strict schedule of the first 

workshop. In other workshops, such a separate role did not exist but the facilitators in 

the small groups looked after the schedule. The facilitators needed to guide or cut the 

conversation in order to move forward, as in the following examples: 

“Now I’m saying that you have fifteen minutes left.” 

“The last comment from this participant, we need to move forward.” 
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“I’m sorry to interrupt again… to cover all the project ideas.” 

“We need to move forward to develop these ideas.” 

“I’m sorry to rush but would this idea be ready now?” 

It is evident that without the schedule supervisor role the time would have run out and 

some of the ideas would not have been discussed. In relation to that, in some cases the 

facilitator needed to act as a shepherd or disciplinarian when the conversation got really 

side-tracked. Some participants tended to speak about everything else than the project 

idea itself, and then the facilitator set the limits on what can be implemented and what is 

realistic in the participatory budgeting context. For example, when discussed summer 

job opportunities for the young, the conversation slid toward general problems that un-

employment can cause, and the topic was bounced back and forth by some participants. 

The common feature of these situations was that the problem itself might have been 

actual but still not relevant or solvable by means of participatory budgeting. In these 

situations, the facilitator needed to sharply turn the discussion back to the topic, like in 

the following quote: 

Facilitator *sharply*: “Now we continue to discuss skateboarding.” 

The facilitator had also a supporting role as a coach when he needed to motivate partic-

ipants to concentrate on the topic until the end of a workshop. This was visible especially 

with the younger participants (under the age of 18). Indeed, the motivation of the partic-

ipants and efficiency of the small groups varied workshop by workshop. At least in two 

cases, time was about to run out in small group work, but the facilitators acted as a 

distributor of workload and equalized the number of development ideas between the 

groups. This was done simply by taking the ideas not yet developed and giving them to 

another group that was ready with its own ideas. By doing so, all the ideas were devel-

oped.  

The next, yet important role of the facilitator was an expert on topic, meaning that the 

facilitator had gained knowledge about a specific topic – e.g. skateparks or neighbor-

hoods – and provided facts and supported the conversation during the group work. Ex-

pertise had accumulated at least in two ways: first, the facilitators utilized their knowledge 

gained as an employee of the city of Tampere, i.e. they knew the places and ways of 

working. For example, the facilitator told the participants: 

“This place in Hervanta [which is considered a potential location for the activity] is 

closed for now. But next year it is supposed to be open again [so your plan is 

doable].” 
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Second, the knowledge on a specific topic was gained in the earlier workshops, meaning 

for example that the facilitator knew and shared detailed facts about skateboarding in 

the later workshops because he had facilitated a small group in the earlier workshops 

and learned the facts from the skateboarding experts. This activity helped participants to 

create more accurate and fact-based project plans when the facilitator provided helpful 

details about the topic. 

Another relatively important role of the facilitator was an idea combiner. As mentioned 

before, some of the initial project ideas were combined if they were similar to each other. 

For example, if there were two ideas concerning the implementation of an activity park 

in the same area, the ideas were most likely combined into one project plan. In most of 

the cases, the facilitator encouraged the participants to combine ideas by asking ques-

tions, such as: 

“Is there [on the table] something that can be combined to this [idea]?” 

“Can these ideas be combined? Should we then develop those ideas about 

Kaukajärvi and Annala a little bit further?” 

The role of idea combiner varied because in some cases the facilitator clearly had a 

stronger assumption about the outcome of the idea combination, but in other cases the 

participants were let to combine ideas all by themselves. This was at least dependent on 

the type of ideas, e.g. more “clear” or well-defined ideas (such as skateparks or events) 

were more straightforward to combine compared to more differing ideas. In these cases, 

the facilitator might have a clearer opinion on the combination. In addition, the time limi-

tation affected the visibility of the role, since if the time was about to run out, the facilitator 

took a bigger role as idea combiner and started to ask participants more straightfor-

wardly, for example: 

Facilitator: “Can we combine these two [ideas], what do you think?” 

Participants: “Yeah..” 

----- 

Facilitator: “Now I need to interrupt [the discussion] in order us to treat the rest of 

the ideas as well. Do we agree that these six ideas are combined into one larger 

idea?” 

Still, in most cases the participants were let to combine the ideas by themselves. How-

ever, there was a need for the facilitator to take a bigger role and control the merging if 

the initial idea was about to get submerged by all the other ideas that were combined 

with it. In these situations, the initial project idea was about to change too much, and the 
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guidelines of PB did not allow the fundamental changes. This shows that the facilitator 

needed to balance between not taking too central role but still somehow to guide the 

discussion and at the same time respect the initial project idea. 

Occasionally, the facilitator could participate in project development during the discus-

sion by sharing ideas or making suggestions. For example, once the facilitator argued 

that there is a big need for an outdoor sports park in a certain neighborhood, and in other 

time, he argued for the usage of a mobile application for applying a summer job. This 

kind of participation and ideation was occasional, but it shows that the facilitator was not 

an external actor during the group discussion but was varyingly involved in the project 

planning. 

At the same time, the facilitator involved everyone in the discussion. In other words, he 

made sure that everyone gets heard and might have asked an opinion of a participant if 

the person has been silent in the group discussion. For example: 

“Any ideas from you boys?” 

“Now when Margaret* has told her thoughts, does anyone else have any ideas?” 

*name changed 

Even though the participatory budgeting process was to some extent explained at the 

beginning of the workshop by the facilitators, at least in one workshop the facilitator 

needed to review the PB process during the small group discussion and answer the 

questions on how does the process work. Of course, this discussion hindered the actual 

task of the small group work i.e. designing the projects. 

To conclude, the facilitator acted as a chairperson of the small group and was in a prom-

inent position during the project design. He needed to adopt several simultaneous and 

overlapping roles in order to reach the goal of the workshop and handle the discussion 

in the small group. 

4.2.2 Participants 

The researcher observed one small group per workshop, and information about the par-

ticipants of the small groups is collected in table 10. In general, the number of participants 

in small groups varied between five and six persons. There is no data from the third 

workshop due to the different notes made by another researcher. 
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Table 10 Participants of small groups in the workshops 

Work-
shop # 

No. of  
participants 
in the small 
group  

Notes 

1 6 • 4 young persons. 

• 2 adults: one representing an organization, other a citizen 
who has submitted an initial project idea in the former 
phase. 

2 5 • 3 young persons: skateboarders 

• 2 adults: both submitted an initial idea, other works for 
youth services 

3 Not   
recorded 

- 

4 6 • 5 adults: 3 of them representing youth services one way 
or another, 2 representing an organization. 

• In addition, one adolescent participant 

5 5 • 5 young persons, of which 3 were the same as in the first 
workshop 

• In addition, 2 other young persons 

 

The beneficiaries of the projects were children and the youth, i.e. the citizens of Tampere 

under 18 years, but most of the participants in the workshops were adults. However, the 

researcher happened to attend small groups, which also had young participants. They 

were representing their own age group in a way because they had knowledge on the 

behavior and needs of the young. On the other hand, they acted and expressed opinions 

from their own individual perspective, so it cannot be stated that they represented the 

“general” opinion of the youth.  

In contrast, the adults who were participating in the small group work had often different 

linkages to other actors. For example, there were representatives of different organiza-

tions that were somehow linked with the youth and thus were interested in offering their 

services for different projects. Furthermore, some participants were working in youth ser-

vices, and some were just submitted their own idea to the process and wanted to develop 

it in the workshop. In other words, there were no participants, who happened to partici-

pate accidentally, or at least the researcher did not notice the presence of this type of 

participants 

As discussed earlier, initial project ideas were developed in small groups and the final-

ized project plans were formed based on the discussion between the participants. In-

deed, the participants could take part in the discussion and express their opinion in sev-

eral ways, of which some had a more positive effect on conversation and forming the 

project plan, and others were more conflicting with the overall goal. Based on the small 
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group discussion, eight different roles of participants were recognized by the researcher. 

They are collected in table 11. It is noteworthy that this collection is not all-encompassing 

but represents the researcher’s interpretation of the situation. The division was drawn 

from the argumentation expressed by the participants, and the argumentation in each 

category may represent deliberative, two-way, or one-way communication based on the 

situation, but the focus here is not to categorize the direction of communication but more 

about how the participant is expressing him- or herself and how does that expression 

enhance the conversation and furthermore the project design. The roles and actions of 

participants we seen to enhance the project design if the discussion assisted to complete 

the project plans with mutual understanding.  

 

Table 11 Different roles of participants in small group discussion 

A role of  
participant 

Examples of actions related to the role Enhancing 
the project  
design 

Advocate of  
end-users 

Arguing for the end-users and highlighting their perspec-
tive, in this case the young: the output should benefit 
them. 

Yes 

Benefit-seeker Aiming to gain maximum benefits from the PB process. 
Also understanding the limitations of PB: what is feasible. 
Tactical behavior: how to create more valuable project 
output. 

Yes 

Co-creator of  
projects 

Open for ideation and discussion, not forcing own inter-
ests. Aiming towards good and realizable project plans 
with a consensus. 

Yes 

Emphasizer of  
service scarcity 

Pointing out needs and wants. Origins from thinking 
where something is missing, broken, or insufficient (e.g. 
a service or premises). Quite common way to express 
opinions in a small group. May act as a catalyst for idea-
tion. 

Varyingly 

Expert on topic Local knowledge was in many cases crucial: both the fa-
cilitator and the participants were central actors who 
shared the knowledge. Another aspect was the subject 
expertise, e.g. related to skateboarding or other hobby. 

Yes 

Initiator of an idea Important for the participants to mention if the idea was 
their own. The attitude of the participant changed if "the 
own" idea was under design. On the other hand, it was 
better for the discussion if the initiator of the idea was pre-
sent because he/she was familiar with the idea. 

Varyingly 

Off-topic debater Off-topic discussion: drawing the interest toward irrele-
vant aspects by discussing other things than the project 
plan. May happen accidentally or on purpose; jointly or 
between two or three participants. 

No 

Representative of a 
potential coopera-
tion actor 

Participants, who were representing an organization or 
similar, raised their interest in cooperating in projects. For 
example, the actors may have had places and resources 
available. 

Yes 
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When arguing for a project, the participants had two styles to choose: whether underlin-

ing the positive effects of the project or pointing out lacks and scarcities of the present 

situation and thus giving reasons for the implementation of the project. The former was 

common in the small group conversation, but also the latter appeared frequently, when 

some participants acted as the emphasizer of service scarcities. Pointing out the defi-

ciencies might have acted as a catalyst for ideation when the participants realized that 

this lack or scarcity is indeed real, and something needs to be done to fix the situation. 

Several examples were stated during the small group discussion: 

"All the youth services are missing in Lentävänniemi [neighborhood]. There could 

potentially be work trials and services directly to the young." 

"The schoolyard is absolutely terrible... There're no activities at all." 

"It would be easier to organize games if there were equipment." 

"At the moment the situation is so that the public options for skateboarding are 

only […]. So, it's not a miracle that there is a demand." 

"Now there are such contraptions at the outdoor sport places that no-one needs 

them... compared with bars and benches etc. that would be also cheaper." 

"They (the city) have at least three years promised that this thing is going to be 

handled from this budget." 

"I have made a plan concerning the construction of that beach already 12 years 

ago. But it didn't make any progress back then..." 

The examples above show that the present situation is expressed somewhat in a bad 

light, and the solution might be the implementation of a project that fixes the issue. This 

kind of argumentation was useful if there were actual deficiencies to point out and to 

improve, but few participants tended to see things more negatively than others. Related 

to that, the last two quotes include a touch of rancor against the city because the partic-

ipant felt unfair that the city had not fixed the issue in the past. This kind of argumentation 

occurred only in one workshop, so it was not in majority. 

In contrast, some of the participants, in this case they were experts in skateboarding, 

aimed to gain maximum benefits from the PB process and acted as benefit seekers. For 

example, they discussed that one project should not be too expensive because then 

there would not be enough money for the rest of the projects. In addition, they tried to 

prevent other types of projects, which were not necessarily realizable, from using the 

budget of PB. As a participant stated:  
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"In order to achieve as much as possible with this amount of money, this [other] 

activity needs the support of the youth services and such, in order not to target 

public participation funds to that." 

Furthermore, there were arguments for keeping two projects separately in order to get 

people to vote for the projects: 

"Without question that is a separate project. No-one will vote for it if it's not a 

separate project." 

At the end of the workshop, the participants made sure that their project plan was accu-

rate: 

 "Can we still have a glance at the canvas? This is the last chance to influence 

anyway." 

The three examples above show that these participants took strategic actions during 

project design to make the practicable project plan that citizens will vote for. That is, they 

tried to maximize the value of the projects. 

Indeed, the projects should benefit the end-users i.e. the kids and youths of Tampere. 

Some of the participants particularly highlighted this perspective, which was important 

when forming the project plans because the activity could be seen as the adoption of 

end-user viewpoint when designing projects. Thus, they acted as the advocates of end-

users. For example, the following was stated in the small groups: 

"[The project] resembling the youth, so that it wouldn't be made by the adults." 

----- 

"Should we go to the skate parks and ask what they [the skateboarders] want?" 

----- 

Participant 1: "The school pupils have already made good plans." 

P2: "That is a good point that the pupils themselves have designed it." 

The chain of thoughts behind the above quotes might have been that the end-users’ 

input should be considered because they know better the needs. On the other hand, in 

some cases the participants understood the limitations of their own expertise and openly 

told about it: 

"Absolutely [consulting] professionals so that it's not just us here trying to do and 

guess." 
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In this case, the participants understood that they do not have enough knowledge on the 

topic discussed, and as a result, the project idea was moved to the following workshop, 

or the role of cooperation actor was underlined in the project plan in order them to answer 

the relevant questions later. For the researcher, it was unsure how the latter activity 

would practically be implemented – will there be some sort of consulting of the coopera-

tion actor in the cost evaluation phase, or what was the situation. Nonetheless, this was 

an individual case that was observed, not a common way of behavior in the small group. 

More common arguments concerned the expertise of participants or the facilitator. In 

many cases, local knowledge and subject expertise, e.g. related to skateboarding or 

other hobbies, were crucial. Both the facilitator and the participants were central actors 

who shared the knowledge with others by acting as experts on topic. They knew what 

kind of places were available in the city, or which activity was feasible and where. For 

example, when designing the pop-up-kiosk project, one participant knew the neighbor-

hood so well that he was capable to draw a map on the area to locate the kiosk. That 

map was attached to the project plan and in this way, the plan was sharpened. Another, 

several times appeared example was the subject expertise of the skateboarders. The 

discussion was at a very detailed level concerning the possible place, technical solutions, 

and their cost structure. As a result, the project plan was very accurate. On the other 

hand, these participants with expertise had more power on the discussion compared to 

other participants at the table, when forming project ideas that were familiar to them.  

Another thing that divided the discussion in terms of active participants was the owner-

ship of an idea. As mentioned earlier, many of the workshop participants had submitted 

their own idea to participatory budgeting, and most of them wanted to develop the idea 

and chose the small group where the idea was at. For the participants, it was important 

to mention if the idea was their own, for example at the beginning of the discussion a 

participant mentioned in passing: 

"Then we have this, my idea" 

In this kind of situation, the participant adopted the role of initiator of an idea. On one 

hand, when the initiator of the idea was present, relevant, and many cases detailed dis-

cussion was held because the person knew the idea and often had the motivation to 

develop it further. In addition, when the initiator was present, he could make sure that 

the original idea was respected and e.g. not combined with some totally different ideas 

by other participants. In other words, it seemed fairer if the initiator of the idea attended 

the project design. On the other hand, communication was often one-way or two-way in 

these cases. Either the initiator got into a lather about the idea and explained how the 
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project should be implemented (one-way) or the facilitator asked questions about the 

idea directly from the initiator (two-way). It was dependent on the initiator and his intent 

to build his arguments. At the same time, the attitude of other participants in the small 

group varied: they might add something to the discussion or listen quietly. Then, depend-

ing on the case, co-creation and developing the idea together began, if the participants 

started to discuss the idea more in detail or combine other ideas with it. This kind of 

activity of participants can be grouped under the role of co-creator of projects, which in 

many cases led to good conversation and furthermore good project plans. Indeed, some 

of the participants were open to ideation and discussion concerning every idea and 

aimed towards realizable project plans with a consensus. They also could provide valu-

able ideas, combine them, or develop the project plan further. One of the valuable fea-

tures was also if the participant let his own idea to be developed in the group, i.e. did not 

try to “own” the idea too much.  

In contrast, the opposite role to co-creator was off-topic debater that some of the partic-

ipants adopted. Occasionally, they drew the interest toward irrelevant aspects by dis-

cussing other things than the project plan jointly or between two or three participants. It 

seemed that some participants had tendency towards this kind of activity, either acci-

dentally or on purpose. For example, when the initiator of the project discussed with the 

facilitator, some participants chatted together on a totally different topic. This kind of ac-

tivity did not assist the project development by any means. In another example, the par-

ticipants were discussing projects dealing with complex issues, such as improvement of 

the mental health of the youth, and some of the participants had difficulties keeping the 

conversation on the project plan. Then the facilitator needed to guide the discussion back 

to the topic. 

During the project design, it was important to concretize the idea towards a realizable 

project plan. Some participants used references by mentioning existing projects, which 

in many cases aroused interest among the participants and boosted the ideation. For 

example, the following quotes were presented the small groups: 

"In Espoo, there's a similar thing." 

"Taitaja-competition in secondary school was fun. [Would the event be] something 

like that?" 

"In Helsingin Sanomat [newspaper], there is the news for children. Could some-

thing similar to be made?"  

"In Helsinki, there's this ‘skateboard container’." 
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Some of the references were marked on the canvas as a model for the project, and 

therefore they concretized the plan. Another value-adding action from the perspective of 

the project plan came from the participants who represented an organization, e.g. the 

skateboard actives or the representative of a vocational school. They wanted to help with 

implementing the projects by offering places for the project or resources for more detailed 

project planning or implementation. During the workshops, many cooperation actors 

were added to the project plans due to their active participation in the discussion. 

The types of argumentation and actions of participants presented in this chapter show 

that the participants adopted different roles and they could variously influence the dis-

cussion and furthermore the project design in the small groups. That is, the activity of 

the participants affected the output of the workshops in a way that mostly the co-creation 

attitude, local knowledge, and subject expertise enhanced the project design and as-

sisted completing the project plans, whereas off-topic debate disrupted it. Moreover, 

some participants tended to emphasize the scarcity of services or premises, which often 

acted as a catalyst for ideation. It was common that the participants adopted different 

roles during the small group work, depending on the situation.  

4.3 Communication in small group work 

As mentioned earlier, working in the small groups during the project design workshops 

was based on communication between the participants and the facilitator hosting the 

group. In some workshops, there was more than one facilitator per table. Basically, pro-

ject plans were created by discussing the topic, and communication took different forms 

and varied depending on the situation. Communication in the small group can be divided 

into three categories: one-way, two-way, and multidirectional i.e. deliberative (table 12). 

The categorization draws inspiration from Rowe and Frewer (2005) and Nabatchi (2012), 

who have used similar divisions concerning the direction of information flow between the 

public and the sponsor (i.e. the governmental actor) in the context of public participation. 

Participatory budgeting, and in this case the project design workshops during PB, is a 

method for public participation, so the similar division of information flow is reasonable. 

In this chapter, the information flow is examined at the small group level, and the actors 

are participants and the facilitator.  
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Table 12 Communication modes in small group work 

Direction of communication Examples of communication in small group work 

One-way  A participant, who often is the inventor of an idea, tells about 
the idea and all the other participants listen quietly. No ques-
tions or comments. The facilitator may write on the canvas 
based on the contribution. 

Two-way The facilitator asks questions or elaborates on the project 
idea. Participants answer the questions, but the conversation 
remains at the level of "question-answer". No further devel-
opment by the participants. 

Multi-directional / deliberative Combining ideas, building on the previous opinion, lively dis-
cussion about a project idea by the participants. The role of 
the facilitator is often minor. 

 

One-way communication refers to situations when someone in the small group explained 

his own project idea to others, often enthusiastically, but after the contribution no-one 

continued the discussion or asked anything. In other words, no further conversation oc-

curred, but the facilitator only wrote the thoughts of the speaker on the canvas. This type 

of communication was visible mostly in situations where a participant had his own idea 

on the table, and he had a clear vision of how the finalized project plan should look like. 

Of course, one-way communication did not enable any co-creation of project ideas but 

represented more like the opinions of a single participant. One-way communication took 

place in every workshop, but its role was small in comparison with two-way and deliber-

ative communication because it was dependent on the actions of a single participant in 

the small group.  

Two-way communication took place mainly in situations where the facilitator asked ques-

tions from the participants based on the canvas. The facilitator was a central actor and 

acted as an initiator of discussion. This relates to the roles of facilitator that has been 

discussed in chapter 4.2.1. Participants answered the questions, but the conversation 

remains at the level of "question-answer", and no further development occurred. Thus, 

two-way communication in small group work can be summarized as questioning, elabo-

rating, and confirming things by the facilitator, as in the following example conversation 

from the workshop: 

Facilitator (F): “This is a pretty straightforward [idea]. What is the purpose here? 

To create some activity that can be done together?” 

Participant (P): *describes the activity and the facilitator writes on the canvas* 

F: “Who is the target group?” 
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P: “All the citizens of Tampere” 

F: “Families are also mentioned here [in the initial project idea]. I’m adding them 

as well”. 

F: “Can any cooperation actors be added?” 

In the conversation above only one participant answered the question, which was com-

mon when the facilitator asked questions straight from the canvas. Another option was 

that several participants were active, but still, the group was segmented so that everyone 

did not participate in the discussion. In some cases, non-active participants even had 

their own conversation on a totally different topic, when at the same time the facilitator 

and other participants had a two-way conversation regarding the project idea. This kind 

of off-topic discussion between the participants occurred only occasionally, but when 

taking place, it did not foster the goal of the workshop by any means.  

In contrast, deliberative communication advanced the project design because then the 

participants combined ideas and built on the previous speaker’s opinion. Deliberation at 

its best was a lively discussion about a project idea by the participants, and the role of 

the facilitator was smaller. The following conversation acts as an apt example of deliber-

ative communication in the small group discussion. The project plan concerned the im-

provement of services in a skatepark by acquiring an old freight container and organize 

activities there: 

Participant 1 (P1) (inventor of the idea): *introduces the idea in the small group* 

Facilitator (F): “Then there could be an actor who maintains the place.” 

P1: “Some youngster [in a summer job] to look after it.” 

P2: “Yeah, just like the young in the children’s traffic park who are looking after 

the place.” 

*brainstorming by the participants* 

F: “In practice, this is about upgrading the skate park.” 

P1: “Exactly, just like a youth center but by the skate park. At least there are plenty 

of kids there.” 

P1: “So, there is a similar concept already in action in Helsinki.” *Shows the 

webpage of the place from his phone to everyone.* “We could use them as a 

reference.” 

F: “Let’s write that on the canvas; cooperation with Helsinki.” 
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P3: “There could be skateboard decks and bearings and such things on sale. 

Tools to buy and spare parts.” 

P2: “And also ice bags and other first-aid stuff!” 

*The facilitator documents everything to the canvas* 

As in the example above, the participants actively took part in the ideation and develop-

ment of the project plan. Thus, deliberation can be seen as a positive thing, which en-

hances the project design. However, in some cases when discussing more complex pro-

jects, for example the project concerning leisure activities or a project about fostering 

entrepreneurship of the youth, a lively discussion could generate problems. On one hand 

the conversation was lively and enthusiastic, but on the other hand, it was meandering 

because the participants explained several things at the same time and jumped between 

their own project proposal and the other proposals, as well as mixing different aspects. 

As the result, the facilitators had difficulties to guide the conversation back to the project 

plan.  

To conclude, deliberative discussion enabled the ideation and moved the discussion for-

ward from the question-and-answer-level, but there was always the possibility the con-

versation to got side-tracked. In small group work, most of the communication was either 

two-way or deliberative.   

4.4 Differences of initial project ideas 

As discussed in previous chapters, the aim of the project design workshops was to create 

realizable project plans from the initial project ideas that had been submitted by the citi-

zens of Tampere in spring 2020. The city of Tampere had done a preliminary examina-

tion of the ideas and evaluated whether they were practicable in participatory budgeting. 

The approved ideas were in their original form – i.e. the written documents created by 

the citizens. This created variance between the initial ideas that were developed in the 

small groups during the project design workshops, when some of the ideas were better 

prepared than the others.  

Four different initial project ideas are collected in table 13 as examples of the ideas that 

were under discussion in the workshops. Approximately a dozen ideas were under de-

velopment in each small group during the workshops.  
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Table 13 Examples of initial project ideas in Tampere participatory budgeting 

# Title and description of the idea (translated from Finnish) 

A Youth Bazaar at Hervanta recreation center, summer 2021 
 
Hervanta recreation center has a market-square-like courtyard, where one could organize 
Youth Bazaar in June 2021, where the young people could hold a flea market, sell pas-
tries, etc. and organize different music and dance performances! 

B Funny-looking garbage bins 
 
Funny-looking garbage bins could surely impress people and get them to put the trashes 
into the bin. One could draw or paint different memes on them that tell about littering and 
how it would make the world a better place if everyone threw their trash into the bins 
instead of the streets. 

C For the honor of community spirit 
 
Community villages, so-called farming together, leisure activities in nature. Children and 
young people should occasionally be withdrawn from screens and social media. It would 
promote mental health and well-being. 

D Guidelines for helping a friend and getting along 
 
Elementary school should teach interpersonal relationships and mental well-being. One 
should also be taught what to do if a friend speaks depressing and behaves depressed. 
This would promote children’s social skills and one could respond to depression before 
the worst stages begin. 
 
Therapy activities could be set up for young people. I mean, one would ask if the young 
person himself has experienced something and would like to talk about it. It could also be 
good for the boys to have a company where to talk. 
 
In addition, children should be told from the beginning what bullying can do at worst. It 
would be good to teach who can be trusted and who cannot. 

 

In the table above, idea A represents a simple and concrete idea, which is described 

compactly, but still the key message is visible. Moreover, the idea is relatively compre-

hensive because it describes the goal of the project, target group, location and timing, 

contents, and a cooperation actor. These aspects were also mentioned in the canvas, 

which made it straightforward to apply them there and create the project plan. In general, 

these types of initial project ideas enabled relatively direct and accurate discussion in 

the small group. If the initiator of the idea was present in a small group, the discussion 

was often two-way between the initiator and the facilitator, when the initiator told about 

the idea and the facilitator wrote them on the canvas. In addition, it seemed that combin-

ing these types of ideas were relatively straightforward if there were similar ideas on the 

table. 

If comparing idea B with idea A, both are simple, but B is not as comprehensive as A 

because the question about the actual project is left unanswered in B. In other words, 

how the goal, which in this case is the painting of garbage bins, should be reached. The 
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participants of the workshop were responsible for developing the idea further, but the 

initial idea in this case did not help with that. In these kinds of situations, the participants 

could debate how to actually implement the project, or what is the project about. This 

type of debate was even more common if the initial project proposals reminded ideas 

such as C and D. Both of the ideas are incomprehensive because they do not provide 

any concrete suggestions on how to implement the project. In addition, it might be difficult 

to understand what is proposed. If the initial ideas were like the ideas C and D, the design 

“process” i.e. the discussion and making the project plan was more complicated. The 

facilitators needed to follow sometimes very meandering conversation and tried to pick 

answers to the questions of the canvas. The key challenge was the clarification of the 

project goal: what is the thing we are doing here with the participatory budgeting money.  

Another illustrative example of challenging discussion related to a project idea, which 

focused on the more versatile range of uses of the existing leisure premises, but the 

content was not explicitly defined in the initial project idea. The project idea was not about 

developing the premises as such, which caused problems in the discussion when the 

participants were trying to figure out where exactly the participatory budgeting money 

should be allocated in that case. In the end, the project was formed towards hiring a 

coordinator instead of developing the premises or the leisure activities. The facilitator 

tried to figure out the key questions from the participants in order to form the project plan: 

“Still I would ask what is the situation, did I understand correctly that there are the 

premises, but do the people exist? […] What are the goals? […] To put it in con-

crete terms, what is this participatory budgeting project about?” 

The above examples, as well as the examples of initial project ideas in table 13 illustrate 

that the different types of project ideas existed in the workshops, and their clarity affected 

the project design. In general, simple and concrete project types, such as events and 

small constructions related e.g. developing playgrounds and skateboard parks, were 

easier to develop and combine in the small groups. In contrast, more complicated and 

abstract projects, such as the ones related to the development of services or well-being, 

could create difficulties. As a facilitator expressed after the second workshop: 

“The ideas of the second workshop were short and concise, like let’s build a skate-

boarding box, whereas the ideas of the first workshop were complex and more 

intricate. It took a while before one figured out from the ideas what even should 

be done.” 

Occasionally, the clarity of the initial project idea was low, causing that the participants 

did not fully understand all the details of the idea. For example, an idea about skateboard 
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park included special terms related to the hobby, which confused the participants who 

were not familiar with skateboarding. In that case, there were no skateboarders at the 

table, which created difficulties for the project design. In general, if the clarity of the initial 

idea was low, project design was hindered because the participants had difficulties to 

understand the details of the initial idea. Still, most of the initial ideas in the workshops 

were understandable. 

To conclude, clarity and comprehensiveness of initial project ideas as well as the project 

type (simple/concrete vs. complicated/abstract) affected the project design. The partici-

pants could develop simple and concrete projects faster compared to complicated and 

abstract projects. In other words, the participants clarified all the aspects of the project 

(e.g. the goals, actions, target group, location, and cooperation actors) faster and more 

easily. Moreover, they could readily combine similar projects if the projects were simple 

and concrete.  

Ideas with higher comprehensiveness had different aspects of the project, especially the 

goal, already mentioned, which guided the discussion to the right direction. That is, the 

initial idea was well prepared and thus offered a solid base for making the project plan. 

At its maximum, some initial ideas were so comprehensive that nothing was changed 

but the idea was directly transferred to project plan if the participants unanimously de-

cided so. However, this kind of ideas were in minority, and most of them were developed 

further or combined with other ideas by the participants. From the perspective of co-

creation, good initial idea was comprehensive enough that the participants could figure 

out what it was about, and on the other hand, the project type was simple and concrete 

enough that the participants could actively develop the idea.  

In contrast, the discussion got more easily side-tracked and the participants had more 

difficulties in combining the projects if the initial ideas were complicated and abstract. 

There, the problem often was to first answer the question of what even should be done 

in that project, and only then trying figure out how it should be done. This would not have 

been problem if there had been limitlessly time, but the large number of project ideas 

and 1.5 hours’ time limitation created pressures to complete the project plans smoothly. 

Besides that, some project plans regarding more complicated projects remained shallow 

because it was not possible to solve complex issues, such as the mental health problems 

of the youth. 

Figure 9 illustrates the variation of initial project ideas. The letters A and D refer to the 

project ideas in table 13. Idea A is an example of a simpler and concrete project with 

higher comprehensiveness and clarity, whereas D is an example of a more complicated 
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and abstract project, which is described with lower comprehensiveness and clarity. From 

the perspective of the accurate co-creation of the project plan, idea A is preferable to 

idea D. This division is based on the interpretation of the researcher, but it illustrates the 

differences between the project ideas that set the basis for the project design. 

 

Figure 9 Variation of initial project ideas divided in three aspects 
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5. DISCUSSION 

The research questions of this thesis were as follows:  

1. How can citizens participate in decision-making about project design in urban 
development projects? 

2. How do citizens and city representatives co-create projects in participatory budg-
eting workshops? 

In this chapter, these questions are answered based on the theory section and the em-

pirical results that were presented in the previous chapter. Chapter 5.1 focuses on the 

first question and 5.2 covers the second question. Furthermore, other contributions to 

participatory budgeting (PB) theory are presented in chapter 5.3 by reflecting the process 

of the case PB with prior literature, and by discussing the observed benefits and disad-

vantages of PB.  

5.1 Citizen participation in decision-making about project de-
sign in urban development projects 

Participation has become a buzzword since it can be used to describe almost anything 

that involves people, and it can be reframed variously (Cornwall, 2008). For this reason, 

this study builds on one cohesive division of participation that is presented in the litera-

ture and introduced the different levels of public participation (informing, consulting, in-

volving, collaborating, and empowering) in line with IAP2 (2018) and Nabatchi (2012).  

The first two public participation levels are based on one-way communication between 

the public (i.e. citizens) and the sponsor, which in many cases is a governmental actor 

such as a municipality. There, the goal of public participation is to provide information to 

the public or obtain feedback from them. When moving to higher participation levels, the 

levels of involvement and collaboration are based on two-way communication (or collab-

oration also deliberative communication) and the goal is to work directly with the public 

throughout the process or to partner with the public in each aspect of the decision. The 

highest level is empowering, which is based on deliberative communication and the goal 

is to place final decision-making power in the hands of the public. As Nabatchi (2012) 

pointed out, deliberative communication is better suited for problem-solving. This division 

of participation levels is necessary in order to understand that participation methods pre-

sented in the literature are different from each other, and the concept of public participa-

tion is multilayered and not describable with one term only.  
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The evidence about public participation in UDPs was gathered by searching relevant 

case studies from the literature. The analysis focused on different participation methods, 

which enables public participation in practice, and their usage in projects. The question 

raised during the analysis was that in which project phases public participation appears 

in UDPs. Evidently, public participation occurs in all project phases, front-end, execution, 

and use, but the level of participation varied considerably depending on the project 

phase. Methods representing the lower level of participation, such as newsletters, hot-

lines, and responsiveness summaries, were used in the project execution phase for shar-

ing information with the public. These methods were based on one-way communication, 

but as Rowe and Frewer (2005) point out, they lack discussion and actual influencing 

possibilities of the public. In other words, the public could not participate in project deci-

sion-making in any means. Similarly, consultative methods, such as citizen meetings 

(Crewe, 2001) or open house discussions (Talvitie & Pearson, 1997) were used to gather 

information from the public in the project execution phase, but no participation in project 

decision-making occurred.  

Relatively few studies were found that discussed public participation in the project use 

phase. One reason could be that in general, many studies are focused on the earlier 

phases of the project, because – as Artto et al. (2011) mention – the majority of activities 

and decisions concerning the project are made already there. However, the case study 

by Willems et al. (2020) discussed the establishment of partnerships with local commu-

nities during the project use phase, which is a collaborative public participation method. 

Even though citizens were involved in the projects, the activity was more like maintaining 

the premises than participation in any decision-making.  

Based on the reviewed case studies, it was found that citizens can participate in projects 

through different participation methods in project execution and use phase, but partici-

pation in these phases is not related to decision-making concerning the project. This is 

a consequence of a characteristic that the participation methods represented mainly 

lower levels of participation (mostly informing and consulting). 

In contrast, the project front-end phase played a more central role. Here, the front-end is 

understood in line with Aaltonen et al. (2015) to include the activities from the idea gen-

eration to more detailed planning of the project. It was found that methods such as com-

munity workshops and participatory budgeting were used in projects’ front-end. They 

represent a higher level of participation; especially PB empowered the public by giving 

them decision-making power concerning the project. In PB, deliberation and discussion 

sessions were used, and the public could vote on the project priorities. This method was 

the only one among the reviewed case studies that allowed the citizens to participate in 
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decision-making about project design. In other words, citizens might have an opportunity 

to influence the project outcome and actually take part in the decision-making during the 

project. As mentioned by Aaltonen and Kujala (2010), the stakeholders have in general 

more potential to influence  decision-making in the project front-end phase, but in this 

case, the public participation method allowed the participation by providing favorable 

conditions.  

The empirical part of the study focused on the PB process organized in Tampere in 2020, 

and the results strengthened the assumption that PB allows citizens to participate in de-

cision-making about project design. First, citizens could submit the initial project ideas 

for the process, and then they, together with the city employees, could develop the ideas 

further and combine them to form ready project plans in the project design workshops. 

These characteristics (i.e. participation in project ideation and design) of PB are line with 

the literature (Afonso, 2017; Augsberger et al., 2019) and illustrate that the role of the 

public is significant in the process.  

The discussion related to the first research question can be summarized as follows: 

• In UDPs, the public could participate in projects in all project phases, but deci-

sion-making about project design only in the front-end phase. This requires de-

liberative communication. Among the reviewed case studies, PB represented the 

highest level of participation – empowering. 

• In PB, citizens can participate in project ideation, decision-making about project 

design, and vote on which projects will be implemented within the budget.  

It is noteworthy that the analysis presented above is based on not more than seven case 

studies describing the different types of UDPs (presented in chapter 2.2.4). These stud-

ies alone reported several mechanisms more than discussed in this study, not to mention 

all other studies published about public participation in projects. As Rowe and Frewer  

(2005) mention, the usage of participative mechanisms is highly case-dependent, mean-

ing that methods of the same name can be used differently in other cases. Thus, the 

variety of different participatory methods sets limitations on this study. 

5.2 Co-creation of projects in participatory budgeting work-
shops 

The second research question was about citizens’ and city representatives’ co-creation 

of projects in PB workshops. In this chapter, the question is answered based on the 

empirical results by discussing different roles of facilitators and participants, the effect of 

facilitators on the project design, the type of communication in the workshops, the type 
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of argumentation when developing the project ideas, and finally the effect of initial project 

ideas to co-creation of projects.  

As Brandsen and Honingh (2018) state, citizen input as well as collaboration between 

citizens and public agencies who provide services, are in the heart of co-creation. Build-

ing on this statement, it is justified to say that co-creation occurred in the project design 

workshop during PB since the collaboration and citizen input was visible in the small 

group work. If examining the phenomena from the perspective of communication, in the 

small group work the direction of communication was mostly two-way or deliberative be-

tween the participants and the facilitator when they were forming the project plans. The 

former occurred for example in a situation where the facilitator asks questions from the 

participants based on the canvas and the participants answered them. The latter was 

more like a lively discussion between the participants; combining ideas and building on 

the previous speaker. The empirical finding of deliberation strengthens the argument by 

Sintomer et al. (2008), who had stated that the Porto Alegre model of PB has the poten-

tial for good-quality deliberation and in-depth discussion in order to develop detailed sug-

gestions to solve problems, and this was occasionally the case in the project design 

workshops. 

Both communication modes, two-way and deliberative, appeared in all the workshops, 

but deliberative communication required that there was no need to rush. In addition, one-

way communication took place occasionally, for example in a situation where the initiator 

of an idea started to tell about his own idea and no further discussion ensued. Especially 

deliberative communication represented the co-creation of projects because then more 

than one participant gave inputs to the project plan. These examples show that citizens’ 

input was high during the workshops because the participants had the power to jointly 

form the project plans.  

Since the project plans were developed by discussing, different types of argumentation 

were central in forming the plans. Based on the argumentation, in total eight different 

roles of participants recognized by the researcher, most of them enhancing the project 

design i.e. the actions of participants assisted to complete the project plans with mutual 

understanding. For example, the participants who had adopted the role of benefit seeker 

aimed to gain maximum benefits from the PB process by understanding what is feasible 

within the budget. Another example was the role of co-creator of projects. Co-creators 

were open for ideation and discussion and did not force their own interests. In contrast, 

off-topic debaters, who drew the interest toward irrelevant aspects, did not foster the 

project design. On one hand, this finding relates to general group work dynamics, but on 
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the other hand it reminds that not all the actions of participants enhance the project de-

sign even though it would be the ultimate plan of the process. In other words, the respon-

sibility of every participant is underlined in the group work in order to form the project 

plans. It was evident that the overall goal, i.e. the ready project plans, was reached more 

smoothly in the small group if the participants were keen to co-develop the initial project 

ideas rather than arguing on all the disadvantages that the city in general had. 

However, the citizens did not work on their own during the project design workshops. It 

was noticeable that the city employees – facilitators – were the focal actors. In total, 13 

different roles of facilitators were identified by the researcher during the small group 

work, where the initial project ideas were developed and combined, and finalized project 

plans were created by the citizens. During the small group work the facilitators needed 

to adopt several and sometimes overlapping roles to guide the work. For example, the 

facilitator was an initiator and reviewer of discussion, a schedule supervisor, and a doc-

umenter.  

The facilitators needed to guide the discussion and act as a shepherd and disciplinarian 

if some of the participants had off-topic discussions. In contrast, if the participants 

adopted roles such as a benefit-seeker, co-creator of projects, or representative of a 

potential cooperation actors, the facilitator stayed more in the background and acted as 

a documenter and a reviewer of the discussion. Furthermore, both the facilitators or the 

participants could act as experts on topic and thus enhance the project design by provid-

ing valuable knowledge for the discussion. The interrelation of the roles shows that the 

projects were co-created together by the participants and the facilitator, but also that the 

project design would not have been possible without the presence the facilitators. On 

one hand, facilitators ensured that the process run as planned, but on the other hand, 

their prominent role reminded that PB process is dependent on the governmental actor 

(here the city), as mentioned by Wampler (2007).  

Of course, it was meant that the participants were the main actors during the small group 

work and jointly form project plans from the initial project ideas. Mostly this was the case, 

but an interesting finding was that even though the end-users were children and the 

youth, most of the participants were adults. That is, a minority of participants were rep-

resenting the actual end-users of the projects. There were some discussions in small 

groups about the needs of the end-users, relating to a concern that are the adults able 

to guess what the youth want. This is an important note since the whole idea of partici-

patory budgeting is to allow the public to influence the allocation of public resources 

(Shah, 2007), but if the participants do not know what is needed, how can they form 

projects that are valuable for the end-users. Of course, in this case there were initial 
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project ideas that guided the discussion, but the participants had still the power to form 

and combine ideas in various ways. This finding acts as a reminder that even though the 

development and co-creation itself would be good, one should always ask to whom we 

are doing these projects. Friendly (2016) reminds that participatory processes can be 

unequal for example for very poor residents because for them participation may be chal-

lenging due to the resources and time required. A similar situation may exist with children 

and young people: they do not want or are not capable to participate even though the 

topic concerns them. This sets even more weight on the city representatives and other 

participants who should form valuable projects from the perspective of end-users. How-

ever, it must be noted that the city organized one workshop dedicated for the young only, 

which can be seen as a positive indication. 

As discussed earlier, project plans were formed based on the initial project ideas, which 

were submitted by the citizens in the earlier phase of PB. It was founded that variation 

of initial project ideas affected the project design in a way that simpler and more concrete 

project types, such as events or improvements of outdoor exercise premises, were more 

straightforward to develop compared with more complicated and abstract projects, such 

as the ones related to the development of services or well-being. It was more common 

that the discussion got side-tracked if the project ideas were abstract because the par-

ticipants had difficulties to handle complicated topics, e.g. unemployment or mental 

health, without any specific knowledge. This finding relates to larger questions: what is 

feasible within participatory budgeting and what topics are too broad to be handled with 

this method. This is also a limitation of PB pointed out by Wampler (2007); some large 

socio-economic topics are far beyond the scope of PB. However, it may be too limited if 

the city narrows the ideas of PB only for “simple and concrete” projects but the city should 

afterward check that which projects are reflecting broader issues that should be solved 

somewhere else.  

Other things concerning the initial project ideas were comprehensiveness and clarity of 

the project ideas. They affected the discussion because there were evidently differences 

between the written ideas. Some of them were almost ready to be implemented, e.g. 

they described the goal of the project, target group, location and timing, contents, and a 

cooperation actor. Thus, their comprehensiveness was high, and it made the project de-

sign process straightforward. On the other hand, project ideas with low comprehensive-

ness created difficulties in the discussion. There, the key challenge was the clarification 

of the project goal: what is the thing we are doing here with the participatory budgeting 

money. If there were different interpretations regarding this question in the small group, 
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it took time to debate which direction the project plan should be developed because the 

goal was unclear.  

After one workshop, one of the facilitators expressed that the city representatives could 

edit the initial project ideas in the following participatory budgeting experiments in the 

future in order to make them more readable. Now the initial project ideas were written by 

the citizens and they were unedited. There is a relevant idea behind the statement be-

cause the city representatives could separate the core of each idea and thus ease the 

adoption of the ideas in the project design workshops, but this kind of editing could re-

duce the transparency of the process and direct participation of citizens if their input was 

somehow changed. In contrast, it would consolidate the power of the governmental actor 

in the process even more. The role of the governmental actor is already high in PB 

(Friendly, 2016; Wampler, 2007), which leads to the question – at least from the per-

spective of the citizens – that is it reasonable to strengthen the importance of the role 

even more. On the other hand, the goal of participatory budgeting workshops was to 

develop project plans from the initial project ideas, so it would be a good starting point 

that the initial ideas are clear and comprehensive. The city could develop a compromis-

ing solution by offering straightforward instructions for the citizens on how to create com-

prehensive initial project ideas including all the necessary aspects, e.g. the goal of the 

project written explicitly. In this way, the comprehensiveness of initial ideas could be 

increased already before the initial ideas are submitted. 

Figure 10 summaries the discussion of this chapter and illustrates the principle of project 

design workshops in the case PB. It shows that the initial project ideas set the basis for 

the project design, but workshop conditions and especially the roles of facilitators and 

participants affected the output, which was the finalized project ideas. The project plans 

were formed by discussing, so the direction of communication (one-way, two-way, delib-

erative) affected in a way that deliberation enhanced the project design, but it required 

that there was enough time per project plan and more than one participant was eager to 

develop the ideas further. Indeed, the participants and the facilitators co-created the pro-

ject plans together. To conclude, the co-creation of projects in the workshops was fos-

tered, if: 

• Clarity and comprehensiveness of the initial project idea were high. In addition, a 

project was more like simple and concrete than complicated and abstract. 

• The initiator of an idea was present in the small group but allowed the group to 

develop the initial idea further. 
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• Several participants in the small group were eager to discuss and develop ideas 

and were not only forcing their own interests. Thus, the conversation may be 

deliberative. 

• The facilitator guided the discussion in the right direction if needed. 

• There was no need to rush. 

 

 

5.3 Contribution to participatory budgeting theory 

PB is a broad concept referring to citizens’ engagement with public budgets (Fölscher, 

2007) and applications of the method vary case by case (see e.g. Shah, 2007; Sintomer 

et al., 2008). This study focused on the project perspective and citizens’ participation in 

the process and thus contributes to PB theory by reviewing the process from the project 

Figure 10 The principle of project design in co-creation with citizens and the city in participatory budgeting work-
shops 
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perspective. Also, some benefits and disadvantages of PB was found and they are re-

flected with the former literature in this chapter. 

Table 14 presents collectively the case PB process in comparison with the one presented 

in the literature. First, it was found that the PB process in Tampere is in line with the 

process presented in the literature. More importantly, citizens of Tampere could partici-

pate in the process in three phases: idea-collection, design of the projects, and voting. 

That is, citizens could submit their own project idea to participatory budgeting, and in the 

project design phase develop project plans from the ideas. In the end, they could vote 

on which projects would be implemented. This indeed represents the participation in de-

cision-making about project design but also in project selection. 

 

Table 14 Participatory budgeting processes: literature vs. the case PB 

Process presented in the  
literature (Afonso, 2017; 
Augsberger et al., 2019) 

Process in the case PB Citizens allowed to par-
ticipate (in the case PB) 

Identification of funds Identification of funds No 

Preplanning  Preplanning No 

Idea collection Idea collection Yes, by submitting ideas 

 Preliminary inspection No 

Design of the projects Design of the projects (work-
shops) 

Yes, by co-creating pro-
jects with the facilitators 

 Evaluation of costs No 

Voting on the projects Voting on the projects Yes, by giving two votes 
(not examined in this study) 

Project implementation Project implementation Not automatically but may 
be possible if the city imple-
ments a project together 
with a third party (e.g. with 
an organization). 

 

In the case PB, projects were designed in workshops together with citizens and city rep-

resentatives. Altogether, six workshops were held, plus one workshop dedicated to 

young people only. The general theme was the wellbeing of children and young people, 

and all the projects were somehow linked with that. The workshops aimed to form real-

izable project plans, which required discussion, deliberation, decision-making, and co-

creation between the citizens and the city representatives who acted as facilitators. For 

example, deliberative communication was rather common in the workshops, as dis-

cussed in the results section in chapter 4.3. This observation is in line with the general 

character of PB, meaning that the method is based on deliberation and negotiation 

(Wampler, 2007).  
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However, in the case PB the role of the city remained relatively high because apart from 

facilitating the project design sessions, the city had done a preliminary inspection for the 

initial project ideas that were submitted by the citizens. After the workshops, the city 

evaluated the costs of each project. Only then, citizens were able to vote for the projects 

and thus decide which of them would be implemented. Preliminary inspection and eval-

uation of costs are marked with grey color in table 14, and this insertion highlights the 

central role of the city during the process. This relates to the similar remark made by 

Wampler (2007): the PB process dependent on the city office since the local government 

remains the focal actor by providing information, organizing meetings, and guaranteeing 

that selected policies (and projects) will be implemented. In other words, citizens can 

indeed participate in decision-making in participatory budgeting, but they are not forming 

the decisions independently.  

The central role of the city government reminds the importance of openness of the pro-

cess. As Friendly (2016) has pointed out, a challenge of PB is that citizens may not profit 

from the PB process but the decisions are made behind closed doors. In the case PB, 

the openness was highlighted in the preliminary inspection phase, when the city gave 

reasons for every rejected project idea by explaining in writing why the idea was rejected. 

Also, the criteria were publicly available on the website. It is noteworthy that the empirical 

data of this study were collected before the cost evaluation of the project plans, so no 

information about the openness of the process from that phase was available. Further-

more, the voting phase would have been one of the key occasions for citizens to make 

decisions in the case PB, but the timing of the study set limitations for observing that 

phase. Still, from the perspective of the citizens, it is essential to feel that their input has 

an impact on the process. 

Another finding of the study was that PB had both benefits and disadvantages for citizens 

but also for the city. These benefits and disadvantages are presented in table 15 in com-

parison with the literature. It is noteworthy that the former literature has not assessed PB 

from the project perspective, but the benefits and disadvantages of PB in general. In 

contrast, this study contributes to the discussion by reporting the benefits and disad-

vantages that were visible in the project design phase, while the citizens and the city 

representatives co-created the projects in workshops.  
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Table 15 Benefits and disadvantages of PB to different stakeholders (adapted from 
Afonso (2017), Friendly (2016), Sintomer et al. (2008), and Wampler (2007)) and their 

incidence in the case PB 

Stakeholder Benefits Disadvantages 

Feature bolded if it was observed in the case PB 

Local  
governments  
(the city) 

Fostering public learning Time consumption 

Promoting transparency in  
government 

PB process is dependent on the 
governmental actor 

Learning about community 
wishes and preferences 

Focusing on the short- and me-
dium-term projects 

Generating new ideas and inno-
vation 

Not necessarily legitimate tools or 
suitable procedures ready 

Building a base of political support Readiness to adopt the shared de-
cision-making model varies 

More equitable distribution of 
scarce resources 

Modernization of the entire admin-
istration may be required 

 Reduces the impact of public learn-
ing 

Individual  
Citizens 

Increases access to public de-
cision-making activities 

Time consumption 

Gain broader understanding of 
government, governmental re-
sponsibility, and policy making 

Some citizen groups are not 
heard due to their lack of re-
sources to participate 

Improved quality of services 
provided 

Benefits at the individual level 
are uncertain 

 PB process is dependent on the 
governmental actor 

 

From the perspective of citizens, all the benefits and disadvantages reported by the dif-

ferent scholars were visible in the case PB during the workshops. From the perspective 

of the city, roughly half of the benefits and disadvantages were observed. The high-level 

benefits for the city, such as building a base of political support, were not directly visible 

when observing workshops. The reason might be that the gaining of such high-level of 

benefits takes time and they are not emerging only at one phase of the process but 

during a longer period. Similarly, not all the disadvantages that were reported in the lit-

erature arose in the workshops. For example, it seemed that the city had legitimate tools 

and procedures ready for PB in this case, or they had created them before starting the 

process. This created a proper starting point for workable project design workshops in 

the case PB. 

From the citizens’ point of view, a benefit was that the public learned about policymaking 

when the city representatives told about the PB process in the workshops. Also, the 
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openness of the process promoted transparency in government because the public was 

aware of how the allocated budget was about to be used. On the other hand, the city 

representatives learned about the wishes and preferences of the community and re-

ceived new ideas and innovations when the citizens and city representatives designed 

the projects together. Indeed, citizens could access public decision-making activities and 

have an impact on the quality of services provided by designing projects that were favor-

able for themselves. 

In contrast, the PB process was time-consuming for both the city and the citizens, which 

can be seen as a disadvantage. The city had to plan and facilitate the workshops and 

the citizens needed to participate in them. Another disadvantage was that the PB process 

was dependent on the city because the planning and facilitating took place throughout 

the process. In other words, even though the citizens were involved in the process, the 

city remained a prominent actor. For the citizens, individual-level benefits of the process 

were uncertain because the implementation of the projects was not decided at the work-

shop-phase but later at the voting-phase. And still, it was unsure whether their own or 

other favorite projects would be implemented because only the projects with the highest 

number of votes within the budget would only be implemented.  

In summary, the discussion on the PB process and the benefits and disadvantages for 

the respective parties offer a deeper understanding of PB as a public participation 

method. Even though this study mainly focuses on the project design workshops, it is 

important to keep in mind that the whole process is longer including several phases that 

form the output together. Moreover, pointing out different benefits and disadvantages 

show that both the citizens and the city get something positive from the process but also 

some downsides exist. That is, also PB has disadvantages. To improve the process, 

some recommendations are given in the chapter of practical implications (6.2). 
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6. CONCLUSION 

The objective of this thesis was to gain knowledge on how citizens can participate in 

decision-making concerning project design in UDPs, and on how citizens co-create pro-

jects together with the city in this kind of situation. Based on the literature, it was found 

that public participation is a multilayered phenomenon that can be divided in five different 

levels: informing, consulting, involving, collaborating, and empowering. After reviewing 

UDP case studies through this framework, it was discovered that the public can partici-

pate in projects in all project phases: front-end, execution, and use. Participation was 

possible via different participation methods, but most of them represented lower levels 

of participation, for instance informing and consultation. Among the reviewed case stud-

ies, participatory budgeting (PB) was the only method that allowed the public to partici-

pate in decision-making about project design in the front-end of the projects.  

The empirical part of the study focused on the ongoing PB case in the city of Tampere, 

and observations from the project design workshops shed light on how the decisions 

about project design are made in practice in co-creation between the citizens and the 

city. The project design was done by discussing in small groups, so different communi-

cation modes, one-way, two-way, and deliberative communication took place and af-

fected the project design in a way that deliberative communication enabled more in-depth 

and diverse project development. Most of the communication in the small groups was 

either two-way or deliberative. 

The participants (citizens) and the facilitators (city representatives) designed the projects 

together and had different roles during the workshop. In total, eight different roles of 

participants and 13 roles of facilitators were recognized. The roles of the participants that 

enhanced the project design i.e. assisted to complete the project plans with mutual un-

derstanding were, for example, a benefit-seeker, a co-creator of projects, and a repre-

sentative of a potential cooperation actor. In contrast, the role of an off-topic debater did 

not foster the project design. Both the participants and the facilitators could act as experts 

on the topic and thus enhance the project design by providing valuable knowledge for 

the discussion. 

Even though the participants were the central actors in the project design workshops, 

the process was largely dependent on the city. The facilitators needed to adopt several 

and overlapping roles to guide the project design, which increased the degree of difficulty 

of hosting the workshops. The roles of the facilitators were for example an initiator and 
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reviewer of discussion, a schedule supervisor, and a documenter. Sometimes the facili-

tators needed to guide the discussion and act as a shepherd and disciplinarian if some 

of the participants had off-topic discussions. In contrast, if the discussion of the partici-

pants assisted to complete the project plans with mutual understanding, the facilitator 

stayed more in the background and reviewed and documented the discussion. The in-

terrelation of the roles shows that the projects were co-created together by the citizens 

and the city, but also that the project design would not have been possible without the 

guidance of the city. 

In addition to the roles and actions of the citizens and the city representatives, it was 

found that the initial project ideas as well as the workshop conditions affected the project 

design and furthermore the output, which in this case was the finalized project ideas. If 

the clarity and comprehensiveness of the initial project idea were high and the project 

was more like simple and concrete than complicated and abstract, the co-creation of 

project plans was more likely to succeed. This leads to the conclusion that in participatory 

budgeting, it is easier and, in some cases, more convenient to design concrete projects 

(e.g. small construction projects) than complicated ones dealing with for example with 

social issues. However, there is a need for the latter type of projects as well because the 

citizens had suggested them, and thus the city should pay close attention to the clarity 

and comprehensiveness of all ideas in order to foster the project design in the work-

shops.    

Altogether, public participation in UDPs was examined from different perspectives in this 

study. The concept of public participation was introduced in the project context and par-

ticular attention was paid to PB, which enables the public to participate in the decision-

making of projects and empowers the public. In addition, public participation was ob-

served at a practical level in project design workshops held during PB. Based on the 

observations, deep insight into the project co-creation was gathered in the context of 

Finnish participatory budgeting. Therefore, it can be estimated that the objectives of this 

research were reached.  

6.1 Academic contribution 

In project management literature, stakeholders and their actions towards projects are 

mostly analyzed from the perspective of the project management (e.g. Aaltonen & Kujala, 

2010; Lehtinen & Aaltonen, 2020), and relatively little attention has been paid to stake-

holders participation in projects. Chow and Leiringer (2020) adopted more relational and 

co-productive view of public engagement, and this study broadens the discussion by 

examining how the public can participate in projects, especially in UDPs. 
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This study combined views from public participation literature, e.g. the levels and meth-

ods of public participation, and reviewed UDPs from this perspective. Thus, this study 

contributes gaining understanding about public participation in UDPs, especially by di-

viding participation in different levels and reviewing different participation methods used 

in projects.  

The empirical finding that citizens can participate in decision-making about project de-

sign in participatory budgeting consolidates the view presented in the literature. It is 

stated that participatory budgeting allows the public to influence the allocation of public 

resources (Afonso, 2017; Shah, 2007; Sintomer et al., 2008). This research was not lim-

ited only on the conceptual level but presented in practice how the project design is or-

ganized in project design workshops and how the decisions are made co-creatively be-

tween citizens and city representatives. Because the participatory budgeting process 

varies between countries (Sintomer et al., 2008), this study contributes to gaining 

knowledge on how the process is organized in practice in a Finnish municipality. 

This study strengthened the notice by Wampler (2007) that participatory budgeting is 

dependent on the governmental actor, in this case the city. This must be highlighted 

because the goal of participatory budgeting is to empower the citizens and give them the 

decision-making power, but still, the city seems to act as a gatekeeper in the process. 

This increases the importance of openness of the process and clear communication to-

wards citizens. 

Another contribution concern reaching different citizen groups in the participatory budg-

eting process. Friendly (2016) has pointed out that participatory processes can be une-

qual for example for very poor residents because for them participation may be challeng-

ing due to the resources and time required. It was found that a similar situation may exist 

with children and young people that are the end-users of the projects: they are in the 

minority because they do not want or are not capable to participate even though the topic 

concerns them. This sets even more weight on the city representatives and other partic-

ipants who should form valuable projects from the perspective of end-users. 

6.2 Implications for practice 

The practical implications of this study are mainly aimed at actors forming participatory 

budgeting processes, such as cities. The PB process in this case contained six stages: 

idea-collection, preliminary inspection, workshops, evaluation of costs, voting, and pro-

ject implementation. At least as far as workshops, the process was workable, but the city 

should highlight the openness of the process also in the future. That is, citizens should 
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always know what actions the city has taken for example concerning their initial project 

proposal or created project plans. In addition, it should be explicitly communicated when 

and in which workshop initial project ideas are developed further in order the initiator to 

attend the workshop if possible. It was noticed that the co-creation of project plans was 

easier and, in some cases, fairer if the initiator of the idea was present. Thus, the citizens, 

who have submitted the project ideas, should be encouraged to participate in project 

design workshops. 

Another implication relates to the marketing of the participatory budgeting process. It was 

found that marketing is vital in order the citizens to participate more broadly. Especially 

young people are not necessarily following regular information channels, for example the 

city’s webpages, but other channels must be used. In the case PB, the city of Tampere 

creditable utilized social media channels to reach younger citizens, but the awareness 

of the process could be grown by spreading the information in schools and other in-

stances. As one young participant mentioned in the workshop, most of his friends have 

never heard of participatory budgeting. Thus, active marketing of this process is essential 

if participation is desired. 

In project design workshops, the clarity and comprehensiveness of initial project ideas 

affected the project design. Regarding some ideas, participants had difficulties to figure 

out the project goal, and they ended up asking what the core thing of the idea is. To 

avoid this kind of situation, the instructions for submitting the initial project ideas at the 

ideation phase should be clear enough that the citizens understand to express their ideas 

comprehensively. Concerning this issue, there were discussions if the city could modify 

the initial project ideas before the workshops to make them more comprehensive. That 

might be possible but not advisable because then the city could override the initial ideas 

created by the citizens themselves. The better solution could be that the city provides 

clear and comprehensive instructions on how to fill out the initial project idea form. The 

idea would be to guide the citizens and encourage them to submit more comprehensive 

ideas in the first place. Furthermore, if there were resources available, the city represent-

atives could ask the citizens further details about the unclear ideas if necessary.  

Because projects were created by discussing, multi-directional and deliberative commu-

nication enabled more in-depth co-creation between the citizens and the facilitator. Work-

shop conditions, such as the time available and the number of ideas on the table, af-

fected the design in a way that if the time was about to run out, no deliberation occurred. 

For this reason, there should not be too many project ideas per workshop, but all the 

project plans should be discussed without a rush. Already a dozen ideas per small group 

is rather a large number, but the number is also dependent on the project type and other 
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case-related factors. The number of ideas per table could be decreased for example by 

having more small groups per workshop or more workshops per neighborhood. Of 

course, this would increase the need of resources, but the main thing is that the city 

carefully evaluates the overall schedule in relation to the number of project ideas. 

6.3 Limitations of the study and future research 

This study has some limitations. The first limitation arises from the methodological setup 

since observation is highly dependent on the subjective experience of the researcher. 

There is a possibility for misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the behavior of par-

ticipants, and the observer error cannot be eliminated. However, the observer bias was 

reduced during data collection because another researcher was involved in observations 

in the first and the third workshop.  

The observer effect refers to a phenomenon, in which the participants change their be-

havior due to the presence of the observer (Saunders et al., 2019, p. 397). Even though 

the change in the participants’ behavior was not visible to the researchers, it is possible 

that some participants acted for example more ethically in the workshops because the 

researchers were present. Moreover, it is necessary to mention that the researchers 

needed to choose which small group to observe during the workshop in order to get the 

overall view of the project design process. This set-up limited the amount of information 

gathered from the workshops because it was not possible to observe every small group 

simultaneously. 

The next limitation is also connected with the data collection. The researcher’s notes 

were the main documents generated from the workshops, and the analysis was based 

on them. This increases the subjectivity of the data because it is impossible to write down 

everything that happens around, but the researcher consciously and subconsciously de-

cides what to jot down. That is, some potential observations were certainly missed in 

workshops. The data could have been enriched e.g. by interviewing participants or facil-

itators, but this was not possible due to the schedule limitations of the study.  

A single case study as a research method can provide an in-depth analysis but with two 

or more cases uniqueness or artifactual conditions can be avoided (Yin, 2009, p. 61). 

Thus, a single case method limits the generalizability of the findings. In addition, it must 

be noticed that participatory budgeting takes different forms in different countries and the 

process varies case by case (Sintomer et al., 2008). This characteristic affects also the 

generalizability of the findings in the way that the detailed actions reported cannot be 
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adopted directly to another case, but the process should be shaped to respond to the 

given situation. 

This study analyzed the project design workshop stage of participatory budgeting, but 

other stages of the process remained less clear. In order to view the whole process from 

the beginning to the end and analyze citizen participation in it, a longitudinal research 

setup could be used in future research. Furthermore, when more participatory budgeting 

cases are executed in Finland, a comparative analysis could be made to find out whether 

the roles of the citizens and the city are consistent, and through which set-up the most 

valuable projects are formed. 
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