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INTRODUCTION

In the era of democratic crisis and increasing mistrust towards representative
systems, new methods of citizen participation are expected. For local demo-
cratic governance, the involvement of citizens is an important goal. In fact,
participatory forms of governance are gradually being institutionalised in
democracies around the world (Escobar, 2022), and local governments have
been active in developing new participation methods (Bennett et al., 2022).
Participatory budgeting (PB), a budgeting process during which unelected citi-
zens help define policies to be funded and/or allocate resources, is one such
method (Bartocci et al., 2019).

First developed in the late 1980s, PB has become a well-known participa-
tory method that local governments across the world are using. Having origi-
nated in Porto Alegre, Brazil, PB began to be developed as a counterforce
against the inequality of local governance (Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012). PB is
a democratic innovation aiming to enhance citizens’ well-being by providing
opportunities to participate in public decision-making (e.g., Wampler, 2012).
According to estimates, since 1989, PB has spread globally to over 7,000 cities,
and interest continues to grow (PB World Atlas, 2023). Its far-reaching aims of
strengthening the role of citizens in decision-making, more just redistribution
of public money, and fighting against corruption have played important roles
in its global expansion. There are several ways to implement PB because it is
adaptable to various modifications and context-specific adjustments (Lehtonen,
2022; Sinervo et al., 2024).

However, new participation methods do not necessarily mean wider influ-
ence for and from citizens on local government. Here, institutional and organi-
sational settings can play a crucial role. By institutional and organisational
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settings, we refer to the practices, processes, and structures in the organisa-
tion that is implementing PB. Also, organisational actors, their roles, and
their attitudes can be analysed as part of institutional and organisational set-
tings. Although research on PB has steadily increased, prior research calls for
more studies on the institutional viewpoint (Bartocci et al., 2019). Moreover,
Migchelbrink and Van de Walle (2022) stated that public officials have not
received adequate scholarly attention. To meet these calls, in this chapter, we
analyse how public officials’ roles, practices, and context of working affect the
implementation of PB. Specifically, we ask how Nordic institutional features
are shown in the implementation of PB in local government. We employ the
theoretical lens of neo-institutional theory, specifically the concept of institu-
tional logics (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008; Thornton et al., 2012). Based on prior
research and case examples, we approach PB in the Nordic local government
context (see also Pekkola et al., 2023). Our empirical examples come from two
Finnish cities that have implemented PB since 2020. We use interview data
and observations from both cities.

The chapter continues with insights from the institutional features of PB in
previous literature. In the third section, we turn our focus to prior research on
PB in Nordic countries, following the case examples from two Finnish cities.
We scrutinise the case examples with the idea of different logics and roles
that occur in PB processes. We scrutinise the roles, practices, and atmosphere
regarding public officials’ planning and implementation of PB to identify
typical institutional features of Nordic countries. Our chapter ends with a dis-
cussion of the Nordic institutional features in PB as it seems that the admin-
istrative roles, rules, and procedures, which often cause difficulties during the
process, are emphasised in Nordic PBs.

INSTITUTIONAL FEATURES OF PB IN PREVIOUS
LITERATURE

In this chapter, institutional logics are the lenses that guide us to interpret
PB as a local government process. Institutional logics can be defined as the
socially constructed, historical patterns of cultural symbols and material
practices, including assumptions, values, and beliefs, by which individuals
and organisations provide meaning to their daily activity, organise time and
space, and reproduce their lives and experiences (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008).
These patterns affect individual or collective actors, as well as their identities
and behaviour. Institutional logics are ideal types that describe socio-cultural,
normative, and regulative patterns (Pache & Santos, 2013). In this chapter,
we employ the concept of institutional logics to identify these socio-cultural,
normative, and regulative patterns that take place in the PB process in a Nordic
context.
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90 Future public governance and global crises

In several studies on public budgeting, researchers have applied institutional
logics (e.g., Ezzamel et al., 2012); they have also done so in studies on par-
ticipation methods in local government (e.g., Castell, 2016). PB has also been
studied previously through an institutional framework (e.g., Aleksandrov et al.,
2018). The importance and relevance of institutional perspectives have been
highlighted by prior researchers who stated that PB has typically been investi-
gated from the viewpoints of design and results, and much less is known about
the underlying institutional logics connected to adopting and implementing PB
(Bartocci et al., 2019). Our focus is on public officials’ viewpoints.

The conceptual model of institutional framing is used to study how local pub-
lic administration can provide frames for community-led initiatives (Castell,
2016). Institutional framing refers to how the local authority shapes the condi-
tions for community-led initiatives by frames. Institutional framing involves
both formal and informal aspects. Castell (2016) indicated that a strong control
orientation and focus on formal procedures may be grounded in a tradition
of representative democracy, but also that it may constitute an obstacle to a
flexible and supportive approach towards community-led initiatives.

Bartocci et al. (2019) employed the concept of institutional logics to scru-
tinise the development over time of the different logics related to the process
of adopting and implementing PB and explored the associated links to PB
models. The authors indicated that the development of PB over time has been
characterised by the spread of emerging managerial and community-build-
ing logics that replace or coexist with the initially promoted political logic
(Bartocci et al., 2019). In PB, therefore, much of the original political logic has
been abandoned to create a useful method of change and innovation in order
to improve public sector performance (i.e., upholding a managerial logic).
Moreover, PB reflects the need to establish, restore, and increase citizen par-
ticipation and empowerment (i.e., upholding a community-building logic). The
authors claimed that these logics are not mutually exclusive but can coexist
temporarily or permanently within governments, with varying degrees of ten-
sion, in blended or layered forms, possibly resulting in what can be considered
a hybrid logic (Bartocci et al., 2019).

Steinbach and Siif (2018) stated that institutional logics can help to describe
and analyse the complex institutional context of citizen participation. The
authors analysed the processes and strategies of enactment and institutionali-
sation that influence how e-participation evolves in the specific institutional
context of public officials from three municipalities in West Germany. They
found three role identities in e-participation: entrepreneurs; pragmatists; and
sceptics. In addition, the authors identified four institutional logics: bureau-
cratic-legalistic; managerial; participation; and co-production (Steinbach &
Siif3, 2018). Additionally, Escobar (2022) explored how public officials work
to embed participatory forms of governance. Escobar (2022) illustrated that
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the work does not operate in an institutional vacuum and showed how cultural
change work proliferates across Scotland. Escobar (2022) talked about bound-
ary work that public officials do, which shapes the nature of their activism in
the liminal stage where participants stand at the threshold between what they
were before the rites of passage and what they become afterwards: ‘Public
officials are not here, not there, but rather in-between worlds, traditions and
identities’ (p. 157). Thus, Escobar (2022) presented participatory governance
not as an accomplishment but as a contested, fragile, and evolving assemblage
that takes constant political work: Institutions are malleable; there is ‘a degree
of path dependence but actors can shape and bend institutional forces in new
directions’ (p. 157).

Migchelbrink and Van de Walle (2022) stated that public officials’ role per-
ceptions affect whether they use their discretion to limit or increase residents’
say in participatory processes. Migchelbrink and Van de Walle (2022) devel-
oped a typology of public officials’ role perceptions by examining how manag-
ers make sense of competing needs in PB: Are public managers more inclined
to follow the preferences and interests of residents, local politicians, or their
colleagues and their own professional norms and expertise? Migchelbrink and
Van de Walle (2022) defined professional roles as socially constructed and
dependent on interactions with colleagues, neighbouring administrations, and
institutional arrangements. Like attitudes, roles are related to actual behaviour.
As a result, the authors provided a typology of four distinct perspectives: a
managerial perspective; a citizen-centred perspective; a technocratic perspec-
tive; and a sceptical perspective. These findings indicate that public managers’
role perceptions in PB vary depending on their attitudes towards residents and
local politicians. Additionally, in their study on local public managers’ atti-
tudes towards public participation in budgeting in Florida, Zhang and Yang
(2009) defined three role perceptions for public managers in PB: citizen leader-
ship; technocratic expertise; and bureaucratic indifference.

Different institutional logics can be identified in PB processes. Prior par-
ticipation research recognised logics of bureaucratic-legalistic, managerial,
participation, and co-production; on top of those, the logics in the PB context
include political and community-building logics and a hybrid logic. Moreover,
all of these logics include professional roles (managers and entrepreneurs,
technocrats and pragmatists, sceptics, and a citizen-centred role). In this chap-
ter, we analyse professional roles, organisational practices, and institutional
atmosphere to identify the different institutional logics in PB in Nordic coun-
tries. We use the logics of political, bureaucratic-legalistic, and community-
building logics identified from the prior PB literature in our analysis.
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92 Future public governance and global crises

PB AS AN INSTITUTIONAL PROCESS: INSIGHTS FROM
NORDICS

Reflecting on the historical origins of PB, Nordic welfare states are a very
different environment for PB. Nordic welfare states are characterised by high
trust in public institutions, a high degree of equality, a high level of taxes,
and a high level of public spending on welfare (Legard, 2018; Greve, 2007;
Haveri, 2015). Culturally, one vital Nordic feature has traditionally been the
consensual nature of decision-making (Haveri, 2015). Local governments tend
to have a central role and extensive autonomy in Nordic countries, as they have
a comprehensive mandate and extensive responsibility in different policy areas
and citizens’ welfare. At the same time, many local government responsibili-
ties are widely regulated (Haveri, 2015). From the aspect of citizen participa-
tion and democracy, Nordic countries have a long tradition of representative
democracy (Haveri, 2015; Hékli et al., 2023). Networks and inclusion of civil
society associations can also be seen as characteristic of Nordic countries
(Hall et al., 2009). Heavy responsibilities of municipalities affect the ways
of governing Nordic local governments, resulting in the extensive size of the
administration itself with references, for instance, to red tape and the number
of administrative personnel needed. This offers an interesting environment for
PB as well.

Although there is some knowledge concerning PB in Nordic local govern-
ments, a systematic picture concerning diffusion, timeline, and features seems
to be lacking. Sweden was one of the first to introduce PB with ‘citizens’ budg-
ets’ in 2006 (Legard, 2018). The estimation is that, so far, Sweden has had
altogether 18 to 24 PB processes, Denmark 5, Finland 20 to 25, and Iceland 6
(PB World Atlas, 2023). Additionally, some PB processes have been conducted
in Norway ( Legard, 2018). At a general level, it can be said that even though
the rationales differ from that of the original PB, the Nordic version seems to
be loyal to the original idea of inviting and encouraging people from different
backgrounds to take part in local decision-making processes ( Legard, 2018).
Thus, typically in Nordic PB, citizens seem to have a real say over real money,
as opposed to consultative PB.

Examples from Local Government

In recent years, Finnish municipalities have been widely interested in PB for
several reasons. As part of societal development, municipalities have increased
the diversity of citizen participation methods in recent decades. From a regu-
latory perspective, there is an obligation for municipalities to organise pos-
sibilities for citizens to participate (Local Government Act 410/2015), and the
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law lists possibilities of the different ways, one of which is to invite residents
to participate ‘in the planning of the municipality’s finances’ (§22). In many
municipalities, this is an incentive to organise PB. Many Finnish municipali-
ties are active in different networks, sharing their experiences with citizen
participation projects. PB in the capital city of Helsinki with a biennial 8.8
million euros is regarded as a ‘flagship’ of Finnish PB. However, the variety of
PB processes is wide, and there are plenty of smaller PB projects in Finland.
One of the smallest is the PB in Inari, a remote municipality in Lapland, with
a budget of 10,000 euros.

Here, we concentrate on two Finnish municipalities that have conducted
PB processes: Tampere and Lahti. There are many similarities in the two case
examples of PB. Both have their initial origins in smaller-scale neighbourhood
PB. In 2020, both started a citywide PB with a mid-sized budget in the Finnish
context. Additionally, both have substantially similar process structures.

PB in Tampere

Tampere is a city of approximately 250,000 residents. The first citywide PB,
called ‘Mun Tampere’ (loose translation: My Tampere), was organised in 2020
with a budget of 450,000 euros (see the key figures in Table 7.1). Here, we focus
on the implementation of the first edition of PB that was thematically framed
to improve the well-being of adolescents. After the first edition, city-level PB
was implemented a second time when security was chosen as the core theme.
In Tampere, the mayor and elected officials shared the common will to start
developing PB. PB was included as part of the city’s efforts in advancing the
means of citizen participation at the local level. One of the aims of PB was to
strengthen trust between city administration and residents.

The PB in Tampere consisted of six phases: in the innovation phase (1),
people submitted ideas on how to advance the well-being of Tampere residents
under the age of 18. In the pre-examination phase (2), the submitted proposals
were evaluated by city officials to determine their feasibility, such as whether

Table 7.1 Key figures of the PB in Tampere

Budget 450,000 euros
Budget, euro per resident 2,000
Number of proposals 380

Number of voters 2,927
Number of projects being implemented 12

Size of PB core group of employees 3-4

Source: Data source in the city of Tampere.
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94 Future public governance and global crises

the proposals fit the given budget or the city’s jurisdiction. In the co-creation
phase (3), ideas were further developed in local workshops between the city
officials and residents. In six workshops, each proposal that was accepted in
the pre-examination phase was discussed and developed further. During the
cost-evaluation phase (4), the costs of carrying out the proposals were esti-
mated. Residents selected the winning proposals in the voting phase (5), which
was followed by the implementation phase (6). The PB process took approxi-
mately eight months, from April 2020 to November 2020 (see the key figures
in Table 7.1).

In Tampere, the PB staff consisted of a ‘My Tampere’ team (3—4 civil serv-
ants) that was responsible for planning and organising the process. The team
worked in cooperation with a PB working group that had 15 members from
the city’s different service areas (youth services, cultural services, sport and
exercise services, and urban environment and infrastructure services). A vast
group of over 40 civil servants in service areas worked as pre-examiners who
evaluated whether the submitted proposals were feasible for further develop-
ment in PB. Overall, more than 100 people working in the city organisation
took part in implementing the PB process.

Despite the city’s enthusiasm to develop PB, the implementation of the PB
process in practice experienced diverse challenges. These were particularly (1)
a lack of shared understanding of the PB inside the city organisation, (2) a lack
of clearly defined responsibilities and priorities, and (3) resource intensity and
unclear future costs (see also Lehtonen, 2022).

PB in Lahti

In Lahti, there are approximately 119,000 residents. As a citywide process,
‘Oma Lahti’ PB was introduced in Lahti (loose translation: My Own Lahti)
in 2020 with a budget of 100,000 euros from the annual budget. The second
round was organised in 2021 with a budget of 200,000 euros (see the key
figures in Table 7.2). The themes of PB were well-being, community spirit,
environment, and children and young people. Here, both of these rounds are
scrutinised (see also Pulkkinen et al., 2023).

Initially, the decision to conduct PB was made in the municipal council, giv-
ing political and strategic support for the process. The Department of Citizen
Participation played a key role in planning and implementing the process. In
the second round, due to administrative reform, the department was relocated
within the Education Division. However, the process influenced all organisa-
tional divisions in the city.

From the beginning, the aims of the PB in Lahti were citywide and focused
on strengthening citizens’ participation in the city’s operations. Before the
PB round was implemented, it had been extensively planned (including field
trips, benchmarks of other Finnish PB processes, and networking with other
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Table 7.2 Key figures of the PB rounds in Lahti

First round Second round
Budget 100,000 euros 200,000 euros
Budget, euro per resident 833 1,666
Number of proposals 713 957
Number of voters 3,896 4,691
Number of projects being 10 33
implemented
Size of PB core group of employees 6.5 2

Source: Data source, City of Lahti.

municipalities and research institutes). The first round of PB was affected by
the outbreak of COVID-19, which altered the original implementation plans.
The process was carried out fully online. COVID-19 also affected the second
round to some extent, but four of the co-creation events were organised face-
to-face in different city districts and an online event.

Regarding organising required PB resources, in the first round, in addition
to the 100,000 euros, a budget of 60,000 euros was allocated for the admin-
istration of the PB process. In the second round, the budget was doubled to
200,000 euros, but the operating budget remained the same or even dimin-
ished. Communications resources were smaller due to a staff change resulting
in not having a communications expert in the PB core group in the second
round.

In both rounds, the basic structure of the process included six phases. The
process began with a brainstorming phase (1) for residents to create ideas,
followed by the implementation and cost-evaluation phase (2), in which city
officials examined the feasibility of the ideas. The co-creation and planning
phase was conducted with the citizens and the public officials (3), followed by
a voting phase (4), an idea implementation phase (5), and an evaluation phase
(6), which included the further development of the PB model. From the begin-
ning, the PB process was scheduled to fit into the annual meetings timetable
set for the different divisions in the city operations.

The PB process in both rounds was managed and operated by a relatively
small number of public officials (2—6 persons). The PB core group consisted of
two participatory operations coordinators, other municipal employees, and, in
the first round, a communications expert. To communicate PB internally and
externally, both of the rounds involved specifically assigned PB guardians and
coaches. The PB guardians were volunteer residents who helped with organis-
ing the PB process within their own communities and neighbourhoods. The
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96 Future public governance and global crises

PB coaches were public officials of the city organisation. They helped with the
PB operations, such as cost evaluations. The purpose of the PB guardians and
coaches was to help the citizens and city employees in the implementation of
PB. Citizens were relatively active in submitting ideas and voting in Lahti PB,
and after the first round, the interest seemed to rise as votes increased in the
second round (see Table 7.2). This can be seen as one of the most important
successes in both PB rounds. However, there were also challenging organi-
sational issues in both rounds. First, PB caused a heavy workload and tight
schedule, especially for evaluating the residents’ ideas in different units of the
organisation. Second, there was a lack of collaboration inside the organisation
for planning and creating the roles, rules, and practices for the PB process.
Third, to some extent, there were unclear rules and criteria for acceptance/
rejection of the ideas (cf. Pulkkinen et al., 2023).

INSTITUTIONAL LOGICS IN PB

Next, we scrutinise the institutional logics in Nordic PB, and, accordingly, we
identify typical professional roles and organisational practices in different PB
logics. Moreover, we identified from our case examples an institutional atmos-
phere (cf. Anderson, 2009) typical of Nordic local government that also played
arole in PB (see Table 7.3).

First, when it comes to professional roles in PB, it became apparent that
PB organising teams represented especially strong administrator roles. It was
seen as important that PB teams needed to be familiar with how the process
could be implemented in the legalistic context of local governments, and they
had to have knowledge of how to run things in the bureaucratic processes
as administrative procedures. Additionally, PB teams highlighted the juridi-
cal understanding of what could be, for instance, possible for PB proposals.
Moreover, the PB teams were active in formulating and setting rules for the
processes reflecting the regulator’s role. Interestingly, in both cases, there was
a bureaucratic take on running the process. The limited time and rapid pace for
the PB process left few possibilities for new and innovative practices. Instead,
administrative roles were emphasised, and a settling to existing practices was
required.

In both case examples, PB had been accepted in the political decision-mak-
ing process, and the processes had political support. Perhaps this was the rea-
son PB teams did not really illustrate the promoting roles. Additionally, they
mainly worked as coordinators and felt that they did not have the position of
promoters, and it seems there was little space for this type of agenda-setting
role. However, because there were a lot of difficulties in the process, stronger
promotion, for example, by managers, would have been needed, at least inside
the organisations. The number of ideas and voting turnout reflected that PB
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98 Future public governance and global crises

was surprisingly well known and accepted by citizens. PB teams in both cit-
ies recognised the need for promoting PB and putting PB on the agenda more
widely in the organisations.

The role of community builders was relatively invisible in the PB processes
examined. The fact that this was in the first round of PB could explain the
emphasis on administrative and bureaucratic-legalistic roles. In both case
examples, it was seen as important, for instance, to co-create ideas with citi-
zens. This could reflect the community builders’ role and the unique feature
of the Nordic context in consensus seeking. There were also activities aimed
at building bridges over administrative divisions and engaging people in the
process. In Lahti, PB coaches and guardians provide a good example of the
community-building activities. Also here, the need for stronger activism inside
the organisations was recognised but missed in both PB processes.

Second, the organisational practices underline the administrative proce-
dures, such as rules for citizen participation. Additionally, the resource allo-
cation for PB originated from annual budgets, which had to follow the cost
centre’s requirements and operating time. Furthermore, it was regarded as
important that different organisational divisions and units were represented
properly. However, it was experienced that PB was organised as an extra task
that had to be taken care of on top of other work duties. Naturally, this clashed
with the organisational practices suited for the annual administrative cycle
of planning, implementing, and evaluating. It also meant that practices were
created on the way as the PB process proceeded. During the PB process, we
identified confusion about responsibilities related to pre-examination of PB
proposals and their cost evaluation. Some service units of the city experienced
challenges in adjusting PB as part of the annual working cycle of the city
organisation. For example, PB was experienced in service units as a sudden
project that caused an extra burden. They were expected to be able to adjust
PB proposals to their daily work and re-evaluate the priorities of their work
tasks, although at least some of the service units generally plan their annual
working cycle well beforehand. The general guidelines of their work, annual
investment budget, and projects to be implemented were often already planned
and decided. In service units, PB was experienced as an obligation that was
organised from above, as an element that was expected to be taken as one pri-
ority but without clearly defined responsibilities or priorities.

We distinguish PB as a resource-intensive process that lacks clarity in terms
of possible future costs. For instance, in Tampere, the PB team developed a
model for the equal distribution of PB funds. In the model, the city was divided
into five districts that were assigned 70,000 euros each for district-level pro-
posals, and the whole city received 100,000 euros for citywide proposals. The
model was believed to serve inhabitants in different parts of the city in an
equal manner. However, several service units pointed out that this funding
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does not necessarily cover the future costs that the proposals may initiate for
the city. Therefore, the costs of implementing PB may become much higher
than publicly communicated to residents, in the amount of 450,000 euros. As
a resource-intensive process, PB cross-cuts diverse service areas and units
that need to devote working hours to PB in different phases of the process.
Especially in the first round of PB, the workload was difficult to estimate
as people did not have prior experience with the process and the resources
it requires, particularly working hours in different phases of the process.
Additionally, the duration of the PB process in Tampere was challenging and
required resources from service units for several months.

Interestingly, both PB processes included a co-creation phase, which was
seen as important in the aims of inclusion and citizen engagement. Additionally,
there were activities to create networks inside city organisations. However, the
activities were not adequate in the end because there was a lack of commit-
ment and support from cities’ top and middle management. Moreover, there
was little room for practices of political and community-building logics, such
as networking and communicating the word on PB, which was stated as valu-
able for the success of the process.

Third, different institutional logics include different institutional atmos-
pheres that reflect the attitudes, values, and climate for PB. In PB processes,
there were problems caused by lack of commitment to the process, as not all
service areas of the city shared a common understanding of the PB process
and its core idea. They struggled with the idea that PB was decreasing their
power to execute decisions and set priorities for city development (cf. Lehtonen
& Radzik-Maruszak, 2023). Additionally, the fact that PB was organised as an
extra task caused several difficulties. For example, the pre-examination and
cost-evaluation phases were delayed. Practices were created on the way as the
PB process proceeded. This illustrates the atmosphere in which PB was imple-
mented: PB with surprising elements and a fast pace trying to settle in the
bureaucratic and hierarchical culture of local government. However, the aims
of inclusion were held high during the processes, illustrating the atmosphere
needed for community building.

DISCUSSION: ARE THERE NORDIC INSTITUTIONAL
FEATURES IN PB?

Based on our study on PB execution in Nordic countries, according to prior
research and with illustrative case examples, we discuss our findings to reflect
whether there are Nordic institutional features in PB. In PB, there seems to
be an emphasis on the administrative processes, highlighting the importance
of public officials’ roles, practices, and working atmosphere in Nordic coun-
tries. We identified three main institutional logics that all appeared during PB
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processes: political; bureaucratic-legalistic; and community-building logics
(cf. Bartocci et al., 2019; Migchelbrink & Van de Walle, 2022; Zhang & Yang,
2009). Diverse simultaneous logics cause tensions and difficulties in imple-
menting the PB process in local government.

Originally, PB started as a counterforce to unequal local governance. Since
then, PB has evolved and been adapted to specific contexts and their needs.
It seems that in the Nordic context, the institutional features highlight con-
ventional administrative characteristics. This might be because of the rather
extensive responsibilities of local governments in the Nordic welfare state con-
text, which highlights the importance of strong administration (e.g., Haveri,
2015).

Although PB processes are carefully planned, processes are unexpected by
nature, which creates difficulties in organising local governments that are typi-
cally relatively hierarchical and bureaucratic-legalistic in nature. In difficult
situations, Nordic PB processes tend to rely even more heavily on administra-
tion and bureaucratic expertise when explaining why something is or is not
possible. This can be seen as an emphasis on the viewpoints of local govern-
ment instead of citizens.

Typically, Nordic countries are characterised by high trust in governments
and public institutions, the consensual nature of decision-making, avoidance
of conflicts, long traditions of representative democracies and networks, and
civil society as part of governance (see, e.g., Haveri, 2015). These character-
istics can be identified in PB processes: processes are carefully planned; rules
are set; equality of representativeness is highlighted; and aims of inclusiveness
are carried out. Additionally, political support is expected for PB processes.
However, as Castell (2016) put it, a focus on formal procedures may also con-
stitute an obstacle to a flexible and supportive approach towards citizen partici-
pation processes. This can be seen in the difficulties in organising PB.

We found evidence for the kind of internal activism by public officials that
Escobar (2022) described as public officials being in between worlds, tradi-
tions, and identities. The different roles that public officials illustrate dur-
ing the process underline the ‘being in between’, taking care of the PB as an
administrative procedure, and simultaneously building networks and spread-
ing the word on PB. These kinds of actions exhibit the role of public officials
acting between different institutional logics.

To conclude, we argue that attention to the institutional environment is
important when participation methods are used (Edelenbos, 2005). Our case
examples interestingly show that the difficulties lie in the implementation and
organisation of PB. There is a risk that this will eventually result in the over-
all success of PB. These issues are connected to well-functioning structures,
organisational culture, and resources that enable influential citizen partici-
pation (Kurkela, 2022). With its special, and somewhat unique, features, the
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Nordic context offers an interesting setting for PB research. Therefore, we call
for more research that combines PB and Nordic features of governance, for
example, comparative studies between Nordic PB processes.

REFERENCES

Aleksandrov, E., Bourmistrov, A., & Grossi, G. (2018). Participatory budgeting as a
form of dialogic accounting in Russia: Actors’ institutional work and reflexivity
trap. Accounting, Auditing, & Accountability, 31(4), 1098-1123. https://doi.org/10
.1108/AAAJ-02-2016-2435

Anderson, B. (2009). Affective atmospheres. Emotion, Space and Society, 2(2), 77-81.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emospa.2009.08.005

Bartocci, L., Grossi, G., & Mauro, S. G. (2019). Towards a hybrid logic of participatory
budgeting. The International Journal of Public Sector Management, 32(1), 65-79.
https://doi.org/10.1108/1JPSM-06-2017-0169

Bennett, H., Escobar, O., Hill O’Connor, C., Plotnikova, E., & Steiner, A. (2022).
Participation requests: A democratic innovation to unlock the door of public
services? Administration & Society, 54(4), 605-628.

Castell, P. (2016). Institutional framing of citizen initiatives: A challenge for advancing
public participation in Sweden. International Planning Studies, 21(4), 305-316.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563475.2015.1124756

Edelenbos, J. (2005). Institutional implications of interactive governance: Insights
from Dutch practice. Governance, 18(1), 111-134.

Escobar, O. (2022). Between radical aspirations and pragmatic challenges:
Institutionalizing participatory governance in Scotland. Critical Policy Studies,
16(2), 146-161. https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2021.1993290

Ezzamel, M., Robson, K., & Stapleton, P. (2012). The logics of budgeting: Theorization
and practice variation in the educational field. Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 37(5), 281-303.

Ganuza, E., & Baiocchi, G. (2012). The power of ambiguity: How participatory
budgeting travels the globe. Journal of Public Deliberation, 8(2), Article 8. http://
www.publicdeliberation.net/jpd/vol8/iss2/art8

Greve, B. (2007). What characterise the Nordic welfare state model. Journal of Social
Science, 3(2), 43-51. https://doi.org/10.3844/jssp.2007.43.51

Hall, P, Kettunen, P., Lofgren, K., & Ringholm, T. (2009). Is there a Nordic approach
to questions of democracy in studies of network governance? Local Government
Studies, 35(5), 515-538.

Haveri, A. (2015). Nordic local government: A success story, but will it last?
International Journal of Public Sector Management, 28(2), 136—149.

Hikli, J., Kallio, K. P, & Ruokolainen, O. (2023). City-regionalisation, local
democracy and civic participation. In E. Pekkola, J.-E. Johanson, & M. Mykkénen
(Eds.), Finnish public administration: Governance and public management (pp.
77-91). Palgrave Macmillan.

Kurkela, K. (2022). Demokratian murros ja kuntien avautuva hallinta: Tampereen
yliopiston vditoskirjat. PunaMusta Oy.

Legard, S. (2018). Translation and institutional change: What happened when
participatory budgeting came to the Nordic countries? In F. Engelstad, C. Holst,
& G. C. Aakvaag (Eds.), Democratic state and democratic society (pp. 175-192).
Walter de Gruyter GmbH. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110634082-009

Lotta-Maria Sinervo, Kaisa Kurkela, and Pauliina Lehtonen - 9

3/12

work distributed unc

aronline.com/ at (

he Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 Internations
(

1is 1S an ope

ll‘\l.\“\i creativecommc 0rg/1ce

https://creativecommons.org/l



https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

102 Future public governance and global crises

Lehtonen, P. (2022). ‘Voi tulla mitd vaan vastaan’: Epdvarmuus ja yhteiskehittimista
muokkaavat kédytinnot osallistuvassa budjetoinnissa. Hallinnon Tutkimus, 41(3).
https://doi.org/10.37450/ht.109090

Lehtonen, P., & Radzik-Maruszak, K. (2023). Inclusion as ownership in participatory
budgeting: Facilitators’ interpretations of public engagement of children and youth.
Critical Policy Studies, ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2023
2192412

Local Government Act 410/2015. https:/finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/2015/en20150410
Isearch%5Btype%SD=pika&search%5Bkieli%5D%S5B0%S5D=en&search%5Bpika
J%5D=local%20government%20act

Migchelbrink, K., & Van de Walle, S. (2022). Serving multiple masters? Public
managers’ role perceptions in participatory budgeting. Administration & Society,
54(3), 339-365.

Pache, A. C., & Santos, F. (2013). Embedded in hybrid contexts: How individuals in
organizations respond to competing institutional logics. In Institutional logics in
action, part B (Vol. 39, pp. 3-35). Emerald.

Participatory Budgeting (PB) World Atlas. (2023). Data. Retrieved 14 June 2023 from
https://www.pbatlas.net/data-index.html.

Pekkola, E., Johanson, J.-E., & Mykkéinen, M. (Eds.). (2023). Finnish public
administration: Nordic public space and agency. Palgrave Macmillan.

Pulkkinen, M., Sinervo, L.-M., & Kurkela, K. (2023). Premises for sustainability:
Participatory budgeting as a way to construct collaborative innovation capacity
in local government. Journal of Public Budgeting, Accounting & Financial
Management, pre-print. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBAFM-04-2022-0077

Sinervo, L. M., Lehtonen, P., Radzik-Maruszak, K., & Ebdon, C. (2024). Participatory
budgeting in reshaping public budgeting: evidence from Finland, Poland, and the
US. In Handbook of Accounting and Public Governance (pp. 141-161). Edward
Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781800888456.00019

Steinbach, M., & Sii}, S. (2018). Administrators’ identities and strategies in the
e-participation innovation process: A qualitative analysis of institutional logics and
institutional work in German municipalities. Information Polity, 23(3), 281-305.
https://doi.org/10.3233/1P-170037

Thornton, P.H., & Ocasio, W. (2008). Institutional logics. The Sage handbook of
organizational institutionalism, 840(2008), 99-128. https://doi.org/10.4135
/9781849200387.n4

Thornton, P. H., Ocasio, W., & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics
perspective: A new approach to culture, structure, and process (pp. Xiv—xiv).
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199601936.001.0001

Wampler, B. (2012). Participatory budgeting: Core principles and key impacts. Journal
of Public Deliberation, 8(2), Article 12. https://www.publicdeliberation.net/jpd/
vol8/iss2/art12

Zhang, Y., & Yang, K. (2009). Citizen participation in the budget process: The effect of
city managers. Journal of Public Budgeting, Accounting & Financial Management,
21(2), 289-317. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBAFM-21-02-2009-B006

aisa Kurkela, and Pauliina Lehtonen - 97

aronline.com/ at 03/12/2025
is is an ope work distributed under the Creative
\ttribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 Internations

(https://creativecon rg/license .0/) license



https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

