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ABSTRACT

The objective of this thesis is to empirically assess the use of democratic innova-
tions—new forms of public participation, in which citizens are directly involved in
decision-making. Democratic innovations include participatory budgeting, citizens’
initiatives, referendums, and deliberative mini-publics, such as citizens’ juries. In
public policy-making, these democratic innovations have qualities that can com-
plement existing democratic political institutions by functioning as a remedy for
democratic deficits, such as low turnout and political distrust. However, when im-
plemented in practice, democratic innovations often remain detached from existing
organizational practices. Therefore, democratic innovations often lack a decisive
impact on decision-making,.

Yet despite their lack of impact, democratic innovations are becoming more
common in various contexts. There is therefore a need to study how they could be
incorporated into existing democratic processes. This thesis aims to explore this
question using theoretical literature and empirical research. The thesis consists of
an introductory chapter and four articles. The data in the articles were collected in
two Finnish municipalities and in one non-governmental organization.

The first article studies the influence of the Hervanta citizens’ jury that was ot-
ganized in the City of Tampere. In the second article, I examine the experiences of
workers who participated in four organizational juries organized by the Finnish
Federation of Settlement Houses. The third article investigates the attitudes of local
public administrators toward public engagement in the City of Turku. The fourth
article explores the experiences of citizens and politicians who participated in the

Turku deliberates citizens’ panel.
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In the introductory chapter, I assess the findings of the articles individually and
comprehensively to address the following three research questions: Why are demo-
cratic innovations implemented in different organizational contexts? How can or-
ganizational contexts shape democratic innovations? How could democratic inno-
vations be better incorporated into existing organizational practices?

The theoretical framework in my thesis is constructed using democratic theory
and institutional theory. I apply normative democratic theory to empirically study
democratic innovations. Additionally, I use institutional logic theory to investigate
how organizational context can impact the implementation of democratic innova-
tions. Methodologically, I rely on traditions of case studies and action research.
The results of the thesis are based on four articles. The data in the articles include
interviews and surveys of the organizers and participants. The data are analyzed
using both qualitative and quantitative research methods.

Based on empirical research findings, I argue that democratic innovations often
fail to democratize organizational practices because the democratic value of the
democratic innovations may depart from the core values of the organization which
derive from its dominant institutional logic. In fact, as I will show, the norms and
practices of the organization often determine the impact of democratic innova-
tions. To tackle this issue, I propose solutions for merging institutional logics.
These solutions include creating incentives for adopting more democratic organiza-
tional cultures. The results of this study indicate that democratic innovations may
be better incorporated into existing modes of decision-making when there are
proper mechanisms, regulations, and guidances in place. It also suggests that organ-
izational members could be encouraged to adopt new roles that support the uptake

of democratic innovations.
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TIIVISTELMA

Viitoskirjassani tarkastelen niin kutsuttujen demokratiainnovaatioiden hyédynti-
mistd osana organisaatioiden paitdksentekoa. Demokratiainnovaatioithin kuuluvat
muun muassa osallistuva budjetointi, kansalaisaloitteet, suorat kansaniinestykset,
seki erilaiset puntaroivan demokratian periaatteille pohjautuvat puntaroivat kansa-
laiskeskustelut, kuten kansalaisraadit. Demokratiainnovaatioita on toistaiseksi hyo-
dynnetty erityisesti julkisessa pdatoksenteossa, jossa niiden on katsottu tiydentdvin
olemassa olevia demokraattisia instituutioita vastaavan erilaisiin demokratian kipu-
pisteisiin, kuten ddnestysaktiivisuuden ja poliittisen luottamuksen laskuun. Toisaalta
atkaisemmassa tutkimuksessa on todettu, ettd demokratiainnovaatiot jaavit usein
irrallisiksi jo olemassa olevista paidtéksentekoprosesseista. Tidstéd syystd niiden todel-
linen vaikutus jdd usein vihiiseksi.

Koska demokratiainnovaatioita hyédynnetddn entistdi enemmadn, tarvitaan lisdad
tutkimusta siitd, kuinka demokratiainnovaatiot voitaisiin kytked paremmin osaksi jo
olemassa olevia padtoksentekoprosesseja niin, ettd ne tarjoaisivat osallistujille aidon
mahdollisuuden osallistua paitosten tekemiseen. Tdssd viitOskirjassa pyrin vastaa-
maan tietotarpeeseen teoreettisen tutkimuskitjallisuuden sekd empiirisin tutkimuk-
sen avulla. Viitoskirja koostuu johdantoluvusta ja neljdstd tutkimusartikkelista.
Neljan artikkelin aineisto on koottu kahdessa suomalaisessa kunnassa ja yhdessi
kansalaisjirjestossa.

Ensimmiinen artikkeli tarkastelee Hervannan kansalaisraadin vaikuttavuutta
suhteessa Tampereen kaupungin paitcksentekoon. Toisessa artikkelissa tutkin
Suomen Setlementtiliiton jéirjestimien organisaatioraatien osallistujien kokemuksia
raatiprosessista. Kolmannessa artikkelissa tutkimuskohteena ovat Turun kaupungin

viranhaltijoiden ndkemykset kansalaisosallistumisen haasteista ja mahdollisuuksista.
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Neljas artikkeli tarkastelee osallistujien kokemuksia Turku keskustelee -
kansalaispaneelista, jossa paikalliset poliitikot osallistuivat puntaroivaan kansalais-
keskusteluun yhdessi tavallisten kansalaisten kanssa.

Johdantoluvussa tarkastelen yhdessi ja erikseen neljan eri artikkelin tuloksia vas-
tatakseni kolmeen eri tutkimuskysymykseen: Miksi demokratiainnovaatioita jérjeste-
taan? Kuinka organisaatioiden sisdiset tekijit vaikuttavat demokratiainnovaatioiden
toteutukseen? Kuinka demokratiainnovaatiot voitaisiin paremmin kytked osaksi
organisaation paatoksentekoa?

Tutkimukseni teoreettinen viitekehys rakentuu demokratiateorian ja organisaa-
tiotutkimuksessa esitettyjen teorioiden pohjalle. Kaytin demokratiateoriaa demo-
kratiainnovaatioiden arvioimiseksi. Organisaatioteorioiden pohjalta tutkin, kuinka
organisaatioiden sisiiset tekijit vaikuttavat demokratiainnovaatioiden toteuttami-
seen. Metodologisesti tutkimukseni nojaa tapaustutkimuksen sekd toimintatutki-
muksen traditiothin. Tutkimukseni johtopaitokset perustuvat neljan tutkimusartik-
kelin tuloksille. Artikkeleiden tutkimusaineisto sisaltdd osallistujien ja jdrjestdjien
haastatteluja ja kyselyja. Aineisto on analysoitu laadullisten ja mairillisten tutki-
musmenetelmien avulla.

Tutkimukseni johtopéitéksend on, ettd organisaatioiden motiivit demokratiain-
novaatioiden jirjestimiseen vaihtelevat organisaatioiden vallitsevien arvojen ja ta-
voitteiden mukaan. Organisaation tarpeet ja olemassa olevat normit ja kidytinnot
madrittavat sen millaisiksi demokratiainnovaatioiden toteutus ja tulokset muodos-
tuvat. Lopuksi tarkastelen tapoja, joilla organisaatioiden vallitsevasta jrjestyksestd
poikkeavat demokratiainnovaatiot voitaisiin paremmin kytked osaksi organisaatioi-
den olemassa olevia piitoksentekoprosesseja. Tétd voidaan edesauttaa muun muas-
sa kehittdmalld osallistumista koskevaa lainsdadantod ja ohjeistusta seké tarjoamalla
koulutusta organisaatioille ja niiden henkil6stélle. Organisaatioiden jasenid voidaan
kannustaa my6s omaksumaan uusia rooleja, jotka tukevat demokratiainnovaatioi-

den hyodyntimista.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and research environment

The move from electoral democracy to participatory democracy has been charac-
terized as a participatory democracy turn (Bherer et al., 2016). Since the beginning of
the participatory turn, new forms of direct public participation have emerged in
various corners of the world. Now, citizens have a better opportunity to have a say
on the issues that affect them. In many countries, citizens can participate in city
planning and service development through planning workshops, local neighbor-
hood councils, and customer panels. Citizens can also discuss and formulate rec-
ommendations for decision-makers in deliberative citizens’ juries, suggest and de-
cide on public investments through participatory budgeting, bring new issues to the
political agenda with citizens’ initiatives, vote for policy options in referendums,
and evaluate policy implementation by giving feed-pack on policies through several
available electronic platforms.

The waves of the participatory turn have not only shaken the foundations of
public policy-making, but also other societal sectors in which citizens engage and
which have a profound effect on their lives. In addition to public policy-making,
we have recently seen the spread of public participation to contexts that have been
previously characterized by authoritarianism and hierarchies. Private enterprises, as
well as non-profit and non-governmental organizations, are just a few of the places
that have engaged stakeholders in their decision-making processes (Nabatchi &
Amsler, 2014). Also, in science and technology, new forms of public participation
have been adopted to promote more advanced and democratic forms of govern-

ance (Rask et al., 2018). For example, in the health sector, citizens have participated
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in many fields of decision-making, such as prioritization of health care, biobanks,
and genetics (Street et al., 2014).

While participatory reforms have spread to areas that were previously character-
ized by strict hierarchies and authoritative leaders, there is a need for empirical
research that assesses participation critically and comprehensively. In this thesis, I
will record the consequences of the participatory turn in organizations that have
decided to involve citizens in their decision-making processes. This thesis consists
of an introductory chapter and four articles. The articles discuss the findings of
case studies conducted in two Finnish municipalities and a non-governmental or-
ganization. These local participatory reforms illustrate the challenges and opportu-
nities that these new forms of public participation may contribute to the organiza-
tions. The results of the thesis will illuminate the ways in which organizational de-
pendent contextual factors can shape the participatory processes, and thus can
increase our understanding of how they could be better incorporated within exist-
ing organizational norms and practices.

The spread of new forms of public participation presents an alternative to tradi-
tional forms of decision-making. Instead of treating people simply as voters, work-
ers, consumers, residents, customers, or patients, new practices involve people as
citizens, partners, and collaborators. Public participation refers to a group of pro-
cedures that are designed “to consult, involve, and inform the public to allow those
affected by a decision to have an input into that decision” (Rowe & Frewer, 2000,
6). In direct forms of public participation, citizens are personally representing
themselves and their ideas, thoughts, and preferences. Therefore, the involvement
of citizens can give us a better understanding of the different points of view and
perspectives of the general public and thus how to make decisions more responsive
to their needs (Michels, 2011). They may also activate marginalized groups and
individuals that might otherwise be excluded from these arenas of public decision-

making,.
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Normatively thinking, the main argument in favor of direct public participation
is that it can lead to more democratic decision-making. According to one of the
most prominent democracy theorists in recent decades, Benjamin Barber (1939—
2017), the involvement of ordinary citizens in public decision-making can lead to a
strong democracy. By contrast, Barber argues, a weak democracy is characterized
by citizens who can only indirectly participate in decision-making, for example by
voting in elections (Barber, 1984).

Many recent forms of public participation have been organized to achieve dem-
ocratic deliberation among participants. For many years, the deliberative democrat-
ic theory has been the leading line of thought in democratic theory. The normative
model of deliberative democracy holds that discussion in heterogeneous groups,
respect for others, reason-giving, revision of prior belief and search for agreement
are essential parts of legitimate political decision-making (Dryzek, 2000; Barabas,
2004). Some authors claim that the interest in deliberative democratic theory has
now overtaken and subsumed the participatory democratic theory (Pateman, 2012).
Since the spread of citizens’ juries and other deliberative mini-publics (DMPs),
John Dryzek (2000) has concluded that we have now shifted from the participatory
turn to a deliberative turn.

Deliberative democrats have been actively advancing the deliberative turn in
public administration and in other societal subfields. Many forms of DMPs, such
as citizens’ juries, deliberative polling, and consensus conferences were originally
developed by researchers, who were interested in molding deliberative principles
into democratic practices that could be circulated and duplicated in different social
contexts. Therefore, DMPs are often organized in close collaboration with authori-
ties and researchers, who take on the role of consultants, facilitators, and evaluators
(Hendriks & Carson, 2008; C. W. Lee, 2014).

However, simply concentrating on deliberative forms of democracy would not
sufficiently grasp all new forms of public participation through which citizens can

currently participate in political decision-making (Pateman, 2012). In addition to
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DMPs, there are a wide array of other forms of public participation. In the litera-
ture, these new forms of public participation are collectively called democratic in-
novations (DIs) (Smith, 2009). These are instruments that build on the participa-
tory and deliberative theories of democracy with the aim of increasing lay citizens’
direct influence on collective decision-making.

In the literature, several related terms and concepts describe public participa-
tion, such as citizen engagement, civic engagement, public engagement, citizen
participation, civic participation, stakeholder involvement, and empowered partici-
patory governance. There are also at least as many terms for new forms of direct
public participation, such as participatory arrangements, mechanisms, and practic-
es. Although these concepts have important differences (Nabatchi & Amsler,
2014), they may be used interchangeably. Therefore, to clarify my focus, and locate
my research contribution within the coherent research field, I will next define the
main concepts used in my research study.

In this thesis, my specific focus will be on the process of direct public engagement
throngh DIs. First, my understanding of the term direct public engagement follows
that of Tina Nabatchi and Lisa Amsler (2014, 65) who describe direct public en-
gagement as a process through which “individuals are personally and actively en-
gaged in a process, as opposed to situations where individuals are ‘indirectly’ en-
gaged through representatives, agents, or other intermediaries.” I use the term pub-
lic engagement because it encompasses a variety of participatory arrangements that
involve people in different contexts, such as public organizations or workplaces (C.
W. Lee, 2014). The phrase is also used in the field of responsible research, where it
refers to new participatory approaches, such as citizen science, crowdsourcing, and
stakeholder-based foresight processes (Rask et al., 2018).

Public engagement derives from the idea that people should have a chance to
participate in decision-making on the issues that affect them. The people who are
affected by these decisions can be defined as stakeholders. Depending on the or-

ganizational contexts, stakeholders may refer to different groups of people. For
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example, in the public sector, the key stakeholders are the citizens, whereas, in the
private sector, stakeholders consist of customers, workers, and community mem-
bers. The recent literature on corporate citizenship criticizes this distinction and
argues that workers should also be considered as citizens (Crane et al., 2004).! In
this thesis, I apply this definition and often use the term citizens broadly to refer to a
wide array of stakeholders.

Secondly, I will refer to new forms of direct public participation as DIs. Follow-
ing the definition suggested by Brigitte Geissel and Kenneth Newton (2012, 164), 1
define DIs as “new practices consciously and purposefully introduced to improve
the quality of democratic governance.” This common definition of DIs stresses the
formality of the process in which citizens are actively engaged (Smith, 2009). How-
ever, in many cases, DIs are not initiated by government officials but by groups
and individuals from civil society. For example, non-profit organizations (NPOs)
or non-governmental organizations (NGOs) may adopt DIs to help them to pur-
sue policy goals (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014). Nevertheless, the common definitions
of DIs exclude those forms of public participation that stem from civil society in
the form of social movements and other spontaneous, self-organizing collective
actions (Jaske, 2018). DIs also exclude more informal and unorganized forms of
civil activism that can take place through street demonstrations and protests.

Earlier studies on public engagement and DIs have demonstrated that DIs have
many assets. Especially the recent literature on DMPs has increased our knowledge
of DIs. The researchers have demonstrated that participating in DMPs can increase
citizens’ level of knowledge (Lang, 2007; Setild et al., 2020); strengthen partici-
pants’ civic virtues, political efficacy, and willingness to participate in politics, and
build political trust (Gronlund et al., 2010); as well as facilitate change in prefer-

ences (Gastil et al., 2018; List et al., 2013). Others have also suggested that partici-

! In corporate citizenship literature, there is an understanding that treating the main stakeholders of
the organization as customers or workers denies them their right to be treated as autonomous sub-
jects. Therefore, the workers should be considered as citizens, who have a right to decide on matters
that concern them (Manville & Ober, 2003).
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pation in DMPs can alleviate group polarization (Gronlund et al., 2015; M. Lindell
et al.,, 2018) and increase perceived legitimacy (Gronlund et al., 2010; Michels & De
Graaf, 2010; Persson et al., 2013).

Research on other forms of DIs has made similarly positive conclusions. For
example, direct voting in referendum-type processes has been found to increase
the perceived legitimacy of democratic procedures (Esaiasson et al., 2012; Persson
et al., 2013). As well, crowdsourcing in law-making can increase satisfaction with
democracy and can also boost confidence in one’s abilities to influence (H. S.
Christensen et al., 2015). Citizens’ initiatives may have a positive effect on political
trust if participants are satisfied with the outcome (H. S. Christensen, 2015). A
study on participatory budgeting has discovered that participation in these process-
es can increase participants’ political efficacy and trust in local government
(Swaner, 2017).

Despite their many positive attributes, the overall impact of DIs on decision-
making has been questioned. Since many studies of DIs take the form of experi-
ments that are arranged for research purposes, there is limited knowledge of how
DIs can impact decision-making. Nevertheless, there are important contributions
from scholars who have taken an empirical case study approach to study DIs in the
context of public decision-making. Reviews of recent cases show that many of the
DIs have had an impact on policy (Michels, 2011; 2012). However, the results seem
to be mixed and, in some cases, the impact of DIs remains limited. For example, in
her study of Canadian experiments with DIs, Genevieve Fuji Johnson (2018) con-
cludes that DIs often fail to challenge the status quo or to formulate or implement
new public policy. After studying the outcomes of Spanish citizens’ juries, Joan
Font and Ismael Blanco (2007) describe juries’ impact on decision making as both
irregular and diffuse.

The studies on DIs have indicated that they often remain detached from other
political forums. Therefore, their outcomes do not have an impact on decision-

making or they are subordinate to the established institutions of governance
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(Karlsson, 2012; Royo et al., 2011; Sintomer et al., 2008). In addition, DIs can be
exploited in a way that legitimizes decisions that have already been made in other
political forums. In this way, DIs may become a victim of cherrypicking, in which
decision-makers choose only those decisions that correspond to their interests and
then disregard the rest (Smith & Wales, 2000, 61).

Based on empirical findings, critics have argued that public engagement has not
led to many significant improvements in citizens’ capability to have a say in deci-
sion-making, as implied by participatory rhetoric. Instead, public engagement can
be seen as a continuation of existing power-relations, in which citizens are involved
only to the extent that their engagement corresponds with the interests of those in
power (Cooke & Kothari, 2003; Hickey & Mohan, 2004). To this end, some re-
searchers have claimed that the implementation of participatory and deliberative
arrangements has created a democratic illusion (Fuji-Johnson, 2018), removed poli-
tics from politics (Flinders & Buller, 20006), and reinforced inequalities (C. W. Lee,
Mcquarrie, & Walker, 2015).

Due to the many challenges identified in implementing DIs, scholars have made
attempts to study and to conceptualize different models that would strengthen the
relations between DIs and other political arenas. These approaches focus on znstitu-
tionalization where social processes come to take on “a rulelike status in social
thought and action” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, 341). In planning public engagement,
institutionalization underlines the importance of institutional design that emphasiz-
es the interaction between DIs and electoral institutions (Jaske & Setild, 2020).
Institutionalization can enhance “qualitative standards of participatory processes as
well as upgrade opportunities to exert some actual influence on choices and poli-
cies” (Lewanski, 2013). Institutionalization may also improve practice by ensuring
collective learning and making processes easier and less expensive (OECD, 2020).

Earlier literature has introduced some examples where DIs have been well inte-
grated into existing democratic institutions. For example, in 2016 the Irish gov-

ernment established deliberative citizens’ assemblies on constitutional issues, in-
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cluding abortion, aging, and climate change (Farrell et al., 2019). These assemblies
functioned as advisory bodies by giving policy advice to the parliament. The par-
liament decided how the recommendations were dealt with. Some of the recom-
mendations were handled by the parliament but others led to constitutional refer-
endums. The legalization of abortion was later subjected to a constitutional refer-
endum in which the majority of voters was in favor of the initiative. The assembly
reached the public quite well, as over 60% of the voters were aware of the citizens’
assembly (Suiter, 2018).

Even though these earlier studies have increased our understanding of the insti-
tutionalization of DIs, further research is needed to study the different methods of
institutionalization. Additionally, these eatlier studies on DIs often focus on public
policy-making, in which the main concern has been public decision-making on
governmental and administrative issues inside governments and administrations
(e.g., Royo et al,, 2011; Yetano, Royo, & Acerete, 2010). Since many of the partici-
patory reforms now take place outside the public policy realm, for example, inside
NPOs, NGOs, private organizations, and academia, there is an increasing need to
consider the role of public engagement in different societal subfields.

In my thesis, I argue that the motives for public engagement vary across organi-
zations due to their institutional logics. Institutional logics “define the norms, val-
ues, and beliefs that structure the cognition of actors in organizations and provide
a collective understanding of how strategic interests and decisions are formulated”
(Thornton, 2002, 82). Sometimes a dominant logic may be challenged by another
institutional logic that relies on new norms and practices (Cho & Hambrick, 2000;
Thornton, 2002; Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005). This may lead into a situation, in
which multiple logics co-exist simultaneously and thus may create tensions within
the organization and among individuals.

Since different types of organizations are currently experimenting with Dls,
there is a need for research that explores the ways in which these different institu-

tional logics of organizations can shape how DIs are implemented? From a demo-
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cratic perspective, the overall goal of DIs is to strengthen democratic processes to
increase the legitimacy of collective decision-making. However, in practice, DIs are
not implemented solely for democratic reasons. Due to the institutional logics, DIs
may adopt different functions in different institutional contexts. For example, in
the private sector the involvement of stakeholders, such as customers and workers,
can be seen as a part of sustainable development or corporate social responsibility
strategy (Palazzo & Scherer, 20006). There is therefore a rationale for involving
workers in the corporate decision-making process and also in the processes of
transforming companies into becoming more democratic in their decision-making
(Crane et al., 2004). However, in practice, these soft values tend to be dominated
by the core value of the organization: maximizing revenue. Workers are therefore
involved mainly to increase the productivity and the efficiency of the company
(Busck, Knudsen, & Lind, 2010), rather than to be valued as autonomous subjects,
who have a right to decide on matters that concern them.

Although public engagement is meant to empower the public, the inequalities
between individuals and groups based on their resources, status, or expertise, con-
tinue to shape and to undermine these participatory and deliberative processes
(Pierce et al., 2008). Organizations are often characterized by clear hierarchies that
determine the interactions and relations of the organizational members to produce
inequalities of power within small groups (F. Lee & Tiedens, 2001). These inequali-
ties tend to affect organizational practices and to shape group dynamics, interac-
tion, and communication. For example, the contributions from high-status individ-
uals are perceived as more valuable than the contributions of low-status individuals

(Pierce et al., 2008).2

2 The allocation of power and shaping power relations are fundamental aspects of any institution. In
a democratic context, power rarely takes place intentionally in a form of a conscious attempt to
regulate or undermine human behaviour. Instead, it is something that is located within the interpre-
tations that shape the behavior of organizational members (Flyvbjerg, 2001, 131-132). This follows
the Foucauldian interpretation of impersonalized forms of power that are embedded within societal
structures and discourses.
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To account for the ways in which power can shape public engagement, a critical
stance must be maintained toward public engagement. While new and innovative
forms of public engagement may be adopted in various contexts, they also will
likely need to adjust within existing norms and practices. This may cause internal
ambiguity and confusion within the organizational boundaries. For example, earlier
studies have highlighted the difficulties associated with establishing a shared under-
standing of the role of DIs in decision-making among citizens, local politicians, and
administrators (Hertting & Kugelberg, 2017). At their worst, DIs may be imple-
mented for only instrumental purposes, in which the legitimacy of existing power
elites is reinforced by giving citizens a false sense of inclusivity and empowerment.
However, if citizens are engaged truthfully and purposefully, DIs can complement
the qualities of democratic decision-making and thus enhance the democratization

of organizational practices and society more widely.

1.2 Objectives and scope

This thesis will contribute to the theoretical and empirical research on public en-
gagement through DIs. So far, there have been a wide array of empirical studies on
public engagement and DIs in political science. Many of these studies take the citi-
zens’ view of DIs with the main focus on the citizens’ expectations of DIs (Jiske,
2019; Koskimaa & Rapeli, 2020), on participants’ experiences (Caluwaerts &
Reuchamps, 2014; Farrell et al., 2019; Gronlund et al., 2010), or on the change of
citizens’ opinions (Boulianne, 2018; Gastil et al., 2018; Gronlund et al., 2015).
Some studies have also examined the local administrators’ (Pierre et al., 2017; Royo
et al., 2011; Royo & Yetano, 2015; Roiseland & Vabo, 2020) and local councilors’
attitudes toward DIs (Karlsson, 2012; Pierre et al.,, 2017). Others have taken a
broader research approach to map the different contextual factors that can shape

DIs (Font et al., 2014; Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012).
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Often the research on DIs has taken a narrow view by studying a single DI in
isolation. Single case studies are often based on experimental or semi-experimental
research settings (Boulianne, 2018; Caluwaerts & Reuchamps, 2014; Flinders et al.,
2016; Gronlund et al., 2010; Grénlund et al., 2015; Persson et al., 2013), but in
some instances, the empirical research on DIs is based on real-world case studies.
Some studies on DIs take a contextual approach by making comparisons between
cases around the wotld (Font et al., 2014; Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012; Royo et al.,
2011; Roiseland & Vabo, 2020). More recently, there has also been a systemic turn in
the study of DIs (Adenskog, 2018a; Jonsson, 2015). These studies take a special
interest in the relations between DIs and other political arenas, such as legislative
committees (Hendriks, 2016).

Earlier studies have focused mainly on DIs that have been implemented in the
context of public policy-making. In these studies, the public authorities have partic-
ipated in organizing DIs to involve local citizens or other stakeholders in public
policy-making. Although there are some studies on DIs that take place at the na-
tional level (e.g., Farrell et al., 2019; Hendriks, 20106) or at the regional level (Gastil
et al., 2018; Lang, 2007; Niessen & Reuchamps, 2020), most of the cases concern
local administration in which DIs are implemented to involve residents in planning
and decision-making processes. However, an increasing number of studies also
examines the implementation of DIs in other sectors, such as private companies or
NGOs (e.g., Doggett & Lewis, 2013; Horng et al., 2017; Muller et al., 2013). In
these sectors, DIs have been implemented to involve workers, customers, and
community members to improve working practices, develop new products, and
create trust between the organization and the community. In addition, some DIs
have been implemented in special policy sectors, such as security administration
(Virta & Branders, 2016) or public health (Snell et al., 2012).

In this thesis, I will study DIs in different organizational contexts using the in-
stitutional logic framework. Although this approach is widely used in the field of

organizational research, so far there are few examples of its use in political science.
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Nevertheless, there are some important contributions, such as Magnus Adenskog’s
(2018) study of DIs in the city of Reykjavik. In his study, Adenskog applies the
institutional logic framework to study the relationship between DIs and long-term
institutional development. He asks whether the introduction of DIs can lead to a
change in the dominant institutional logic and corresponding governance struc-
tures, and whether the institutional outcome would be characterized by stability or
ongoing change. Adenskog concludes that the existing norms and practices of elec-
toral democracy were not replaced by these new forms of participatory democracy.
Instead of a peaceful co-existence between the two forms of democratic govern-
ance, the outcome is an organization in a state of flux that is characterized by con-
stant struggles between competing logics (van Gestel & Hillebrand, 2011, 246).

I take a similar contextual approach by studying DIs in their organizational con-
text. My research approach could be described as systemic in the sense that instead
of focusing on a single DI in isolation, I study DIs as a part of larger organizational con-
texts. Methodologically, my research follows case study and action research ap-
proaches. The latter means that I aim to recommend solutions to tackle the chal-
lenges that the research has revealed.

The goal of my Ph.D. thesis is to study the challenges and opportunities of the
participatory and deliberative democracy turn that research has shown to be cur-
rently emerging in various contexts. I have formulated three broad research ques-
tions that my thesis as a whole seeks to answer. More specific research questions
are posed in each article, and the articles contribute to the broader research ques-

tion in ways specified in more detail in Table 1.

Table 1: Research results in terms of research questions and articles

Research questions Article 1 | Article2 | Article 3 = Article 4
1. Why are Dls implemented in different organizational contexts? X X X

2. How can organizational contexts shape DIs? X X X X

3. How could Dls be better incorporated into existing organiza- X X
tional practices?
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My aim is first to take a descriptive view of the research field. Using both theoreti-
cal and empirical literature from various fields of science and original case studies, I
will answer the first research question: Why are DIs implemented in different organizati-
onal contexts? The empirical data I analyze is collected from three different organiza-
tions. These organizations represent different organizational types and thus can
lluminate the reasons behind participatory reforms in different types of organizati-
ons.

Next, I examine the factors that can shape public engagement through Dls.
This leads me to my second, more analytic, research question: How can organizational
contexts shape DIs? 1 answer this research question by studying which organizational
factors can enable participatory reforms and which can challenge them. My re-
search cases illustrate how the internal logic of the organization can shape the par-
ticipatory reforms it initiates. The dominant logic of the organization may conflict
with the democratic logic of DIs, which often results in internal tensions within the
organization and can undermine the democratic qualities of DIs.

Finally, I study the means for institutionalizing DIs. Therefore, my third re-
search question is formulated as follows: How could Dls be better incorporated into exist-
ing organizational practices? From the literature, we can find possible paths to tackle
this problem. Organizations would often benefit from applying practices that help
them to merge conflicting institutional logics. My research cases demonstrate some
practices that are beneficial for the institutionalization of DIs One of the ap-
proaches could be described as ro/e bending in which the actors who were previously
bound by clear role expectations within former organizational norms and practices
are now encouraged to adopt alternative roles. The fourth article in this thesis
demonstrates one such experiment, in which elected representatives were invited to

take part in DMP alongside ordinary citizens.
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1.3  Research process and thesis structure

This thesis adopts an interdisciplinary approach by drawing on literature from po-
litical science, democratic theory, administrative sciences, leadership studies, and
organizational studies. I use macro-level theoretical models and concepts from
democratic theory and institutional theory. When broad theoretical models are
used to study a micro-level social phenomenon, there is a danger that the case-
specific results are overgeneralized, and that the sensitivity to case-specific features
is lost (Bryman 2012, 205). However, in the institutional logic literature, the case
study approach is commonly used, and the existing literature shows that case stud-
ies can produce findings that complement and develop broad social theories. I will
follow this research tradition by studying how institutional logics can shape public
engagement through DIs.

In the next section, I will introduce the theoretical framework of my research.
First, I will discuss recent democratic theory, focusing mainly on participatory and
deliberative democratic theories and their justifications for direct public engage-
ment. These democratic theories form the normative underpinnings of many of the
implementations of recent DIs. I will also present some examples of DIs utilized in
different institutional contexts, such as in local administration and private organiza-
tions. Secondly, I will discuss the recent literature on the institutionalization of DlIs.
Finally, I will introduce the institutional logic framework and formulate my adapta-
tion of this framework. This will lead to the theory synthesis, in which I will com-
pile in the theoretical framework of my research.

The empirical part of my Ph.D. thesis is based on the findings of four articles.
The data and methods used in these articles are described in the third section of
this introductory chapter. The findings of the articles are summarized in the fourth
section. Each article is first presented separately. Then, their findings are synthe-

sized to show their contribution to the research. Also, the three overall research
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questions of my thesis presented above are extracted and clarified. Finally, the re-
sults of the whole research and their implications for the research and practice of
DIs are discussed in the fifth section.

The main content of the articles that form my thesis can be summarized as fol-
lows. The first article (Virtto et al., 2015) assesses the impact of the Hervanta citi-
zens’ jury that was organized by the Finnish Federation of Settlement Houses
(FESH, Swuomen Setlementtiliitto) in 2012. By analyzing the interviews of the partici-
pants, the article assesses how the jury process managed to fulfill the expectations
of the participants. The article makes a distinction between expressive and instru-
mental values. In terms of expressive values, the article found that the jury was
successful in that it increased the participants’ sense of belonging and created local
identity. However, in terms of instrumental values manifested by actual influence,
the jury process was undermined by its weak link to formal planning and decision-
making processes.

The second article (Virtto, 2019) studies empirically the outcome of four organ-
izational juries conducted by FFSH in 2015. The article explores how the partici-
pants perceived the jury process and investigates this question by analyzing re-
sponses from a survey of the participants. The results show that there was a gap
between the participants’ expectations and the actual influence of the juries. In
terms of the deliberative democracy criteria, the juries were only partly successful.
While the case organization was a strong supporter of social values, the change
process was bound by market realities which required FFSH to streamline its or-
ganizational processes. These realities shaped the goal and outcomes of organiza-
tional juries.

The third article (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019) studies empirically the attitudes of local
public administrators toward public engagement. The results show that the new
models of public engagement and the traditional models of planning and decision-
making often contradict thus creating inner tensions within the local administra-

tion. Furthermore, the results indicate that there is an ongoing cultural change

31



within the local administration. While public administrators acknowledge the dem-
ocratic value of DIs, they still draw on the strong tradition of bureaucratic modes
of governance, in which DIs are assessed for their instrumental value. Overall, the
study concluded that the main factors that undermine the realization of public en-
gagement policy can be divided into legislative, organizational, individual, and cul-
tural factors.

The fourth article (Virtto et al., 2021) introduces an organizational innovation
that potentially facilitates the institutionalization of DlIs: the involvement of elected
representatives in mini-publics deliberations (DMPs). The study takes the form of a
field experiment, in which participants of the citizens’ panel were randomly recruit-
ed into two types of groups: citizens only and citizens plus politician’s groups. The
data includes a survey conducted after the panel discussions and interviews from
the local councilors who participated in the panel. These were analyzed using both
statistical methods and content analysis. The results indicate that involving politi-
cians in deliberation may fill the gap between different political arenas. For exam-
ple, DMPs provide politicians with new ways to listen and understand the needs
and concerns of ordinary citizens. Furthermore, they can increase politicians’ un-
derstanding and appreciation of citizens’ knowledge and competence to participate
in planning and decision-making.

The data used in the articles were collected over a six year period. During this
time, DIs have become more common and many Finnish municipalities and other
organizations, such as parliament committees, private organizations, and NPOs
and have already experimented with DIs. Moreover, there is also more current
knowledge on DIs than there was when the Hervanta citizens’ jury was organized.
However, in every case study I aim to contribute to some of the three research
questions of my thesis and thus distance myself from the original research ques-
tions in the four articles. I do this by forming a theoretical framework that helps

me to perform a somewhat different reading of the research results in comparison
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to the original articles, and therefore attempt to make their results relevant in with-

in the current body of research.
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2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

2.1 Democratic theory

In this section, I present the main theories and concepts I use in this introductory
chapter. The theories I use come from political science and institutional theory.
Political science and institutional theory have certain common fields of interest.
When political science began to emerge as a discipline, its principal questions tend-
ed to be institutional and normative. It focused on the formal aspects of govern-
ment and it emphasized mainly the functioning of the political system (Peters,
1999). Thereafter, scholars have studied a great diversity of organized institutions
that has helped to define the context within which politics and governance take
place (March & Olsen, 2008). For example, political scientists have studied the
rules and relations of political institutions, such as legislatures and their committees
(Davidson & Stark, 2011; Koskimaa & Raunio, 2020; Norton, 1998).

To clarify, in this thesis the term political system refers to the context within
which political contestation is organized and collective will is formed. Political in-
stitutions are “collections of structures, rules, and standard operating procedures
that have a partly autonomous role in political life” (March & Olsen, 2008, 2). They
determine how authority and power are established, exercised, legitimated, con-
trolled, and redistributed within a political system. Political institutions thus “define
basic rights and duties, shape or regulate how advantages, burdens, and life-
chances are allocated in society, and create an authority to settle issues and resolve
conflicts” (Ibid., 4).

One of the central theorists of democratic theory Robert Dahl (1915-2014)

conceives democracy as a distinct form of a political institution. According to
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Dahl, democracy is “a distinctive set of political institutions and practices”, and “a
unique process of making collective and binding decisions” (Dahl, 1989, 5). As
opposed to authoritarian regimes, democratic political systems are based on the
idea of rule by the people. The key value of democratic collective decision-making is
legitimacy. In a democratic political system, the legitimacy of the political system
depends on how the members of a democratic society settle their disagreements
and how they choose to organize their life together (Peter, 2007, 330).

However, researchers disagree on how the legitimacy of a democratic political
system should be assessed. Some scholars suggest that the legitimacy of a demo-
cratic political system depends on citizens’ satisfaction with the current system and
their perception of fairness in political processes. The core component of this legit-
imacy belief is the possibility to make one’s voice heard during decision-making
processes (Tyler, 20006). Other scholars believe that legitimacy is grounded in nor-
mative and theoretical standards which can vary according to democratic theories.
For example, in deliberative democratic theory, democratic processes should in-
volve an exchange of thoughts and ideas conducted in the vein of democratic de-
liberation (Cohen, 1997).

Additionally, the legitimacy of the democratic political system may also be ana-
lyzed by assessing either input or output legitimacy (Schmidt, 2013). The former
refers to the legitimacy of procedures, while the latter concerns the legitimacy of
collective decisions. The proceduralist conception of democratic legitimacy holds that
an outcome is legitimate if the democratic process satisfies certain conditions, such
as political fairness or equality (List & Goodin, 2001; Peter, 2007). The intrinsic
qualities of the decision-making process determine how democratic it is (Arneson,
2003).

The procedural view of democracy is often opposed to the consequentialist view,
which defends democratic procedures purely on instrumental grounds. For exam-
ple, epistemic democrats argue that democratic processes should be assessed ac-

cording to their #uth tracking capabilities (List & Goodin, 2001). However, most
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democratic theories are not simply procedural or consequential. A mixed view
holds that the justifiability of democratic decision-making depends on its intrinsic
qualities as well as its consequences (Arneson, 2003).

Michael Saward (1998, 15) contrasts a democratic political system with a non-
democratic political system. While in a democratic political system the citizens have
an equal input into the making of binding collective decisions, in a non-democratic
system, some individual or subgroup possesses superior power to make binding
collective decisions without any formal accountability to citizens. The necessary
condition for democratic order is that the acts of governance correspond to the
equally weighted interests of the citizens (Ibid., 51). In a democratic political sys-
tem, political order is created by a collection of institutions that assign roles to the
political actors, such as parties, politicians, and citizens (Warren, 2017, 43). Warren
(2017) makes a distinction between seven kinds of generic political practices: vot-
ing, representing, recognizing, resisting, joining, exiting and deliberating. In addi-
tion to these formal practices, we could also include more informal practices, such
as protesting, demonstrating, boycotting and other forms of direct civic action
which may serve an important alternative for formal political action (see for exam-
ple Young, 2001).

While most democratic theorists agree on the main values of democracy, such
as fairness and equality, there is disagreement on how these values can be best ac-
complished (Dahl, 1989; Dryzek, 2009; Fung, 2006; Warren, 2017). It is common
to make a distinction between different models of democracy, such as electoral,
direct, participatory, and deliberative democracy.? In an electoral democracy, citi-
zens elect representatives to rule on their behalf. In elections, citizens decide which
candidate best represents their values and interests, and who is capable enough to
advance the values and interests in the political processes. The normative expecta-

tion of electoral democracy is that the elected candidates represent the values and

3 Warren (2017) criticizes this distinction between different models of democracy and claims that it is
hampering the further development of democracy theory. Instead of dividing into different camps
based on particular models of democracy, scholars should look beyond individual models.
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interests of their constituents (Scott, 2013).4 If not, then constituents would vote
for candidates who better represent their interests.

By contrast to electoral democracy, in direct and participatory democracy citi-
zens participate directly in the processes of collective will formation and decision-
making to represent themselves within these processes. Participation can happen
through expressing one’s preferences by voting or other means through which
citizens can directly have a say on decisions. Examples of such practices include
citizens’ initiatives and referendums. These institutions of direct democracy grant
the citizens decision-making power that the representative institutions must respect
(Jaske, 2017).

Since only a portion of the citizens is involved in participatory forms of political
decision-making, they often include elements of representation.> Most participatory
institutions are designed in such a way that participants “represent perspectives,
considered opinions, goods, interests, and values of those who are not present in
the process” (Warren, 2008, 56). However, since the defining criterion of a citizen
representative body is that the members are selected or self-selected, the members are
not functioning as professional elected representatives. Instead, as citizen repre-
sentatives, the citizens are freed from the imperatives of the election cycle; hence,
they can operate without considering the impact their decisions will have on their
re-election prospects (Ibid.). This, however, does not totally free citizen representa-
tives from responsibilities. While working as representatives, citizens may still be
required to publicly justify their representation of other individuals and groups.
The citizens may be asked to function as discursive representatives to represent posi-
tions and arguments of those who are excluded from decision-making processes

(Dryzek & Niemeyer, 2008).

4 Some scholars have claimed that the modes of representation are changing, and non-electoral
forms of representation are emerging (Urbinati & Warren, 2008). Instead of electing representatives
through voting, citizens may choose other actors to represent their interests and values. These actors
may vary from civil society actors to social media personas or pop idols (Luoto, in process).

5 Since participatory democracy can include forms of representation, I use electoral democracy in-
stead of representative democracy to refer to democratic political systems in which politicians are
elected among other citizens as representatives.

37



Although direct and participatory democratic theories were portrayed as the
main alternatives to electoral democratic theory in the past, during recent decades,
deliberative democratic theory has been the most prolific approach to democracy
scholars have used to understand democracy. In comparison to direct and partici-
patory democratic theory, deliberative democratic theory emphasizes the procedures
of political decision-making. Theoretically, deliberative democratic theory is rooted
in Jirgen Habermas’ ideas of communicative action and rational discourse
(Habermas, 1984; 1987; 1996). With a strong procedural component, it implies that
deliberation should be based on a process wherein “actors tell the truth, justify
their positions extensively, and are willing to yield to the force of the better argu-
ment” (Bachtiger et al., 2010, 33). Thus, the ultimate goal of deliberation is to reach
mutual understanding, or consensus, as opposed to an aggregation of preferences.

Some deliberative democrats stress the epistemic value of the decisions made,
following a democratic deliberative procedure (Estlund & Landemore, 2018; Marti,
2017). They argue that bringing different views to the table and searching for alter-
native solutions to political dilemmas that, together with following deliberative
standards, can lead into better informed and just political decisions. Others high-
light the ethical benefits that can follow from the deliberative process, including
perspective-taking, hearing from others, and empathizing with them (Gutmann &
Thompson, 1996). Additionally, deliberation can increase the chance that partici-
pants will recognize their preferences in collective decisions, and thus may become
more compliant toward these decisions (Warren, 2017).

Deliberative democrats have often made distinctions between various phases of
deliberative democratic theory. The first phase focused on building the basis of

deliberative democratic theory by drawing on the classics, such as John Rawls

6 In deliberative democracy, deliberation takes place among equal citizens. In the parliamentary
tradition, deliberation refers to the deliberative practices that take place in parliaments, legislatures,
and committees (see for example Robert’s Rules of Order (1876), by Henry Martyn Robert). James
Fishkin (2011, 72-73) makes a distinction between “elite deliberation” and citizen deliberation,
where the former is “deliberation on behalf of the people” and the latter is “deliberation by the
people.” In research, there has been growing interest toward sequencing both parliamentary delibera-
tion and citizen deliberation (Davidson & Stark, 2011; Goodin, 2005).
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(1921-2002) and John Stuart Mill (1806-1873). The central figures of the early
phase of deliberative democratic theory included John Dryzek, James Bonham, and
Habermas. These theorists helped us to establish the normative standards of delib-
erative democracy.” Although deliberative democrats have different views of these
standards, in general, they agree on the basic value of public deliberation: that its
outcomes are legitimate to the extent that they are sensitive to the quality of the
reasons and intolerant toward coercion, manipulation, or purely self-interested
considerations (Lafont, 2015).

Whereas the first phase of deliberative democracy was characterized by a dis-
cussion about the theory of deliberative democracy, the second phase was more
about moving from theory to practice. Consequently, scholars began to elaborate
on how the principles of deliberative democracy could be transformed into politi-
cal processes. This phase was two-fold and divided into theoretical and empirical
factions. The scholars who took a theoretical angle were interested in transforming
the principles of deliberative democracy into a more analytical set of deliberative
democracy criteria (e.g., Carson & Hartz-Karp, 2005). Scholars who took an empir-
ical approach were interested in planning and designing practices that would best
meet deliberative democracy criteria (e.g., Smith & Wales, 2000). These practices
were soon named deliberative mini-publics (DMPs). Simply put, DMPs are de-
signed to be “small enough to be genuinely deliberative, and representative enough
to be genuinely democratic” (Goodin & Dryzek, 2006, 220). Examples of DMPs
include citizens’ juries, consensus conferences, deliberative polls, and citizens’ as-
semblies (Escobar & Elstub, 2017)

The third wave of deliberative democratic theory emerged when scholars began
to experiment with DMPs and to organize them in experimental and semi-
experimental settings. Research studying DMPs helped us to realize the opportuni-
ties and to avoid the pitfalls of deliberative democratic theory. Some scholars had

already identified many of the challenges related to deliberative processes, including

7 For deliberative democracy criteria, see for example Bichtiger et al., 2010; Kies, 2010; Neblo, 2005.
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the lack of authorization and accountability (Lafont, 2015; Parkinson, 2003). The
empirical studies on DMPs further highlighted these difficulties associated with
organizing DMPs and also brought to light the challenges in transforming the the-
oretical principles of deliberative communication into practical solutions. There-
fore, scholars started to move to a more relaxed understanding of deliberation.
According to André Bichtiger et al. (2010) this Type II deliberation generally involves
various forms of communication, emphasis on outcomes versus process, and at-
tention to overcoming practical constraints while realizing deliberation in real-life.

Although it is common to describe the development of deliberative democratic
theory through stages, some scholars criticize this distinction between phases. An-
tonio Floridia (2018, 34) describes the history of deliberative democratic theory as
“far from linear.” The practical applications of theory did not follow directly from
theoretical elaborations, but many models that are now known as DMPs, such as
citizens’ juries and charrettes were already developed and established before actual
deliberative democracy turn advanced. Nevertheless, the distinction between the
phases of deliberative democracy provides us with a practical analytical tool to
describe how the deliberative democracy theory evolved from early theoretical
debates into a fully “working theory” (Chambers, 2003, 307).

Because of the pitfalls of DMPs and the criticism toward them, there has re-
cently been a so-called systemic turn among the scholars of deliberative democratic
theory. In systemic terms, political systems are studied as complex entities with a
variety of interconnecting sites taking part in decision-making processes (Mans-
bridge, 2015). This systemic approach addresses the criticism regarding the legiti-
macy of deliberative forums. Instead of studying DMPs individually, the delibera-
tive system framework focuses on how legitimacy is created across the deliberative
system through multiple deliberative moments (Parkinson, 2006, 174; Thompson,
2008, 516). Rather than evaluating the deliberativeness of a single forum, the sys-

temic approach entails the evaluation of the deliberativeness of the whole system.
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In such a system, some of its parts may be more deliberative, e.g., organized mini-
publics, and some less deliberative, e.g., demonstrations.

Scholars who theorize the systemic approach have produced knowledge on how
to link separate deliberative processes to broader public debates. For example,
Robert Goodin (2005) has defined the relations between deliberative stages as a
sequenced deliberation. According to this model, small-scale deliberation within small
groups, such as DMPs, can feed “inputs into the deliberations of the larger group
with overall deliberative responsibility” (Ibid., 41). Simon Niemeyer (2014) discuss-
es the possibility of scaling up the outcomes of deliberation to different deliberative
arenas. In this model, the reasoned arguments produced in one part of the system
would affect deliberation in other parts of the system. In a similar vein, Jane Mans-
bridge et al. (2012, 23) describe coupling as a mechanism through which the different
parts of the system are interconnected so that reasons and proposals generated in
one part can influence the other parts. Other scholars have aimed to create a more
comprehensive framework for assessing the deliberativeness of the democratic
system. John Dryzek (2009) argues that certain systemic characteristics are detri-
mental in increasing deliberative capacity in the system. Michael Neblo (2010) sees that
the elements of a deliberative system work together to serve the larger deliberative
standard.

Some deliberative democrats have raised doubts about applying the deliberative
democracy criteria to a larger deliberative system. According to Mansbridge (1999,
213), the deliberative democracy criteria still apply to deliberative systems but in a
modified manner. The deliberativeness of the deliberative system is not dependent
on whether a particular part of the deliberative system corresponds to the delibera-
tive democracy criteria or not, but about the extent to which the deliberative part
has deliberative qualities. If some part of the deliberative system is short of deliber-
ative qualities, it can be complemented by other parts of the system. For example,
some authors have included publicity as an integral part of deliberative democracy

criteria (see Gutmann & Thompson, 1996, 100-101). However, in some cases, pub-
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licity may hinder some individuals or groups from explicitly revealing their
thoughts. Therefore, it is justified that sometimes deliberation takes place behind
closed doors (Chambers, 2004).

Dryzek (2009) argues that a deliberative system should not be assessed only to
the extent that the deliberativeness of its parts is understood. Instead, to be func-
tional, the deliberative system should accommodate specific elements that can facil-
itate the interrelation between the different parts of the deliberative system. For
Dryzek, these elements consist of transmission, accountability, and decisiveness.
First, the outcomes of deliberation are transmitted and processed within the delib-
erative system. Secondly, different parts of the deliberative system should be ac-
countable to each other, so that the judgments and recommendations made in one
part of the system can be publicly assessed and justified in another part of the sys-
tem. Lastly, different parts of the deliberative system should influence each other,
so that the outcomes of deliberation can have an impact on collective decisions.
Only when there are mechanisms in place that allow different parts of the delibera-
tive system to influence and to be accountable to each other, can the system be
counted as truly deliberative.

The systemic turn in deliberative democracy has influenced democratic theory
in general. Instead of focusing on a single type of political institution, systemic
theory places focus on the interactions between different types of political institu-
tions that may draw on different models of democratic decision-making. Mark
Warren (2017) lists several basic democratic functions that every political system
should fulfill to be counted as democratic. These are listed as: empowered inclu-
sion, collective will-formation, and decision-making (Warren, 2017, 43). Inclusive-
ness requires that the political system and public policy-making include those citi-
zens who are directly affected by the decisions. Collective will-formation is based
on an equitable weighing of different viewpoints expressed by the citizens. Finally,
decision-making is considered democratic as long as it reflects standards of inclu-

siveness and collective will-formation (Jiske & Setild, 2020). These three demo-
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cratic functions are important for every democratic political system. Therefore,
they are critical for addressing deficits in current democratic system.

In the next subsections, I use these three democratic functions introduced by
Warren (2017) to assess different DIs. I will begin the next section by shortly in-
troducing the different forms of Dls, as classified by (Newton, 2012) and (Lundell
et al.,, 2016). This will lead to the next section, where I discuss the possibility of
incorporating different models of democratic decision-making and incorporating

DIs with traditional democratic political institutions.

2.2 Democratic innovations

When traditional forms of democratic governance fail to fulfill the functions of the
democratic system, new innovative forms of public participation may take their
place. In recent decades, many alternative forms of democracy have emerged
alongside traditional forms of electoral participation. Although new participative
arrangements come in many forms, in the literature they are often referred to col-
lectively as democratic innovations (DIs) (Smith, 2009). The theoretical and genea-
logical origins of DIs can be traced to different normative democratic theories.
While some DIs draw on direct and participatory democratic theories, others take a
more deliberative approach.

Graham Smith (2009) identifies four types of DIs8: popular assemblies, DMPs,
direct democracy, and e-democracy. First, popular assemblies are bodies that are
organized to involve as many citizens as possible. Participatory budgeting (PB) is

one type of popular assembly that has gained a lot of attention recently and it has

8 Newton (2012) makes a similar distinction but adds voting and election innovations as the fifth
subcategory. Innovations in voting and elections are concerned with initiatives and experiments that
aim at strengthening electoral democracy by increasing voter turnout. Examples include: reducing
the voting age, making voter registration easier, allowing electronic voting, enacting compulsory
voting, and allocating seats for special groups and minorities. For example, in Finland, there has
been a long discussion on whether the voting age in local elections should be reduced to 16 years
from 18 years. So far, this has only been implemented in participatory budgeting.
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been adopted in many locations around the world (Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012). PB
refers to institutions in which citizens have a direct say in the distribution of signif-
icant portions of the city’s budget (Baiocchi & Ganuza, 2014). Although there are
many forms of PB, they share common features. In its usual form, a government
dedicates a given sum of money for participatory budgeting and then citizens have
a chance to propose and to vote on how to use that money.

The second category of innovation refers to DMPs in which a group of citizens
engages with experts and with one another in “informed and facilitated delibera-
tions on a given topic, and publicly present their opinions or recommendations to
the commissioning body and wider society” (Gronlund et al., 2020, 3). Different
from popular assemblies, in DMPs citizens are randomly or quasi-randomly select-
ed to bring together a diverse group of citizens to discuss matters of public con-
cern (Smith, 2009). The common types of DMPs include citizens’ juries, delibera-
tive polls, and citizens’ assemblies. These types of mini-publics vary in terms of
their number of participants, duration, and outcomes (Elstub, 2014).

The third category, direct democracy, refers to the forms of democracy in
which citizens’ power and authority are exercised without the mediating role of
elected representatives and officials of representative government (Newton, 2012).
Examples of direct democracy-related innovations include citizens’ initiatives and
referendums. In citizens’ initiatives, citizens can impact political agenda-setting in
electoral democracy by collecting a certain number of signatures in support of a
policy proposal. The procedures of citizens’ initiatives are often divided into full-
scale initiatives (initiatives followed by a ballot) and agenda initiatives (initiatives
dealt with by a representative body) (Setdld & Schiller, 2012). Referendums aim to
capture the collective will of the citizens by giving each of them an equal say on an
issue (Setild et al., 2020). Although referendums have a long history in many coun-
tries, including Finland, they are often counted as one type of a DI. This is because

in many countries, referendums are organized in connection to other DIs such as
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DMPs. For example, in Ireland, a constitutional referendum on abortion was pre-
ceded by a citizens’ assembly (Suiter, 2018).

Finally, the fourth category, electronic democracy (e-democracy), applies infor-
mation and communication technology to increase and to deepen citizen participa-
tion in political decision-making. Even though e-democracy encompasses the other
three categories described above, it is treated as a category in its own right because
of the claim that it has the power to transform the political world (Newton, 2012).
E-democracy comes in many forms, such as feedback channels, online opinion
polls, and discussion forums (Lundell et al., 2016). Some online platforms or appli-
cations provide a means for online deliberation. This is a specific form of delibera-
tion where face-to-face deliberation takes place in an online form. In their analysis
of online deliberation taking place during the draft of the Finnish law on off-road
traffic, Hélene Landemore and Tanja Aitamurto (20106) called this form of delibera-
tion crowdsourced deliberation.

Additionally, there are DIs that combine different forms of participation, such
as voting and deliberation. For example, Citizens Initiative's Review (CIR) com-
bines deliberative with direct forms of public engagement by allowing a citizens’
jury to deliberate about a ballot initiative before it will be voted on in an upcoming
referendum or election (Gastil & Richards, 2013). The main goal of the jury is to
conduct a public statement that includes reasons for supporting or opposing pro-
posed policy solutions. CIR is best suited to solving issues that stir strong emotions
among the population and create deep divides within society. For example, it has
been argued that CIR can salvage referendums from their vulnerability to popu-
lism, which has been associated with the Brexit campaign (Setild et al., 2020). In a
recent case in Finland, the CIR model was used in the context of a municipal mer-
ger that was causing anxiety among the local citizens. In this case, a jury was con-
vened to deliberate the pros and cons of a municipal merger before the voters

made their decision (M. Leino et al., 2019; Setila et al., 2020).

45



Since each DI type relies on different democratic theories and designs, there is
no DI that would match all the three functions of the democratic process (Jaske &
Setild, 2020). Instead, DIs may have strengths that fulfill certain complementary
functions for the particular political system in which they are operating (Saward,
2001). Warren (2017) argues that common practices, such as voting in elections
and taking part in a deliberative forum should not be seen as incompatible models
of democracy. Instead, they should be combined in a way that maximizes their
strengths and minimizes their weaknesses. Different forms of public engagement,
such as voting, deliberation, and consultation bring in diverse kinds of knowledge
and engage varying sorts of actors, promote alternative modes of communication,
and may thus serve different democratic functions (Jonsson, 2015; Jaske & Setila,

2020).

2.3 Democratic functions of democratic innovations

As the previous section demonstrated, DIs come in many forms that draw on dif-
ferent models of democracy. Therefore, there are significant differences between
DIs in how they correspond to the three democratic functions of inclusion, collec-
tive will-formation, and decision-making (Warren, 2017). First, DIs vary in terms
of their inclusivity. While e-surveys, online forums, and other forms of e-
governance aim to engage as many citizens as possible, DMPs and other more
demanding forms of civic participation involve only a small group of citizens.
Therefore, while the former types of DIs are usually open for all who are interested
in joining, the latter are based on more controlled modes of participant selection,
such as random selection or recruitment. In some cases, participants may be select-
ed or recruited from a wider group of citizens to ensure that their voices are heard
during deliberation (Fung, 2006). For example, an enclave deliberation among a
homogenous group may be considered as a way to develop a stronger collective

identity among the less powerful (Karpowitz et al., 2009).
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Secondly, DIs differ in how collective will is constructed. To be counted as
democratic, collective will formation should in some way engage citizens in ex-
pressing their preferences. This can take the form of giving feedback, making ini-
tiatives, or replying to surveys and polls. DIs may also apply dialogue, in which the
participants can discuss with each other or experts. Dialogue may allow partici-
pants to get new information, hear from others, and develop their preferences and
perspectives. The highest standard of communication is represented in delibera-
tion, in which participants exchange perspectives, experiences, and reasons with
one another and thus develop their views (Fung, 2000). Instead of an aggregative
model of democracy, in which citizens are inclined to decide between two or more
different options through voting, deliberation encourages finding common inter-
ests and shared understandings (Fung, 20006).

Thirdly, DIs differ from typical democratic functions to the extent that they can
empower citizens to have an influence on decision-making (Warren, 2008). In its
weakest forms, participation may exert communicative influence by informing oth-
ers of relevant preferences and perspectives. In this mode, participants can voice
their concerns, but public authorities remain responsible for making the final deci-
sion. In so doing, authorities can decide how the public input is integrated into
decision-making processes and their results. For example, feedback-giving and
consultation are usually used only to inform decision-makers, without an obligation
to make a significant difference in decision-making (Lundell et al., 2016). DIs can
also rely on co-governing partnerships or collaboration. In this mode, participants
and officials join together to make plans for future strategies and to take action in
implementing these plans (Fung, 20006). Finally, DIs can exercise direct power, in
which participants influence the decision-making directly. For example, in partici-
patory budgeting, citizens decide their future investments by voting between dif-
ferent investment proposals.

However, in some cases, the impact of DIs is more indirect. DIs can encourage

citizenship and enhance social capital which is sometimes labeled as a social impact
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(Michels & Binnema, 2019). DIs can also have side-effects, such as citizen educa-
tion or self-realization, that are positive from a democratic perspective (Jaske &
Setild, 2020). Earlier studies have shown that public engagement is likely to raise
citizens’ acceptance of chosen policy options (Michels, 2011), increase individuals®
political efficacy (Berg, 2017), build political trust among citizens (Talpin, 2012),
develop other civic virtues among participants (Grénlund et al., 2010; Michels &
De Graaf, 2010), and alleviate group-polarization (Gronlund et al., 2015;
Strandberg et al., 2019).

As well, eatlier studies on DIs have also demonstrated that, at times, the influ-
ence of DIs in decision-making has remained rather low (Papadopoulos & Warin,
2007). For example, evidence from Spanish citizens’ juries suggests that decision-
makers tend to ignore the citizens’ recommendations, or that the decision-makers
are subordinated to the logic of partisan competition (Font & Blanco, 2007). Also,
the first article included in this thesis shows that the impact of citizens’ juries on
decision-making tends to be limited. The lack of influence has been explained by
the fact that DIs remain detached from the existing political processes (Curato &
Boker, 2016; Karlsson, 2012; Svensson, 2008). This raises a question: how could
DIs be better organized so that they complement the existing political system? I
will seek answers to this question in the next subsection by reviewing recent litera-

ture on institutionalization.

24 Institutionalization of democratic innovations

As I argued in the previous subsection, DIs can strengthen democracy by fulfilling
the three democratic functions of empowered inclusion, collective will formation,
and influence. However, there is an ongoing debate in contemporary democratic
theory about how the modes of electoral democracy could be coupled with the
elements of participatory and deliberative democracy. Instead of focusing on indi-

vidual DlIs, scholars are now paying more attention to the interrelation between
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participatory, deliberative, and electoral elements. Empirical and theoretical schol-
ars have investigated several ways to enhance the influence of DIs on political deci-
sion-making. The institutional design framework provides one solution for forming
a connection between different parts of the democratic political system. Examples
of institutionalization include delegating particular duties to non-governmental
bodies and actors (Flinders & Buller, 2006; Landwehr & Béhm, 2011) and appoint-
ing randomly selected citizen councils to work in parallel with electoral institutions
(Hendriks, 2016; Niessen & Reuchamps, 2019)

DIs separate one from another to the extent they are institutionalized into the
rules of public decision-making structures and governance arrangements. Whereas
citizens’ initiatives and referendums are often deeply institutionalized through legal
or regulatory frameworks, the implementation of DMPs is not legally regulated?
and thus they are often kept at a distance from formal planning and decision-
making processes. Because of the challenges related to incorporating the elements
of deliberative democracy within electoral democracy, an academic debate about
the institutionalization of DMPs has been active in recent years as scholars have
discussed possible approaches to institutionalization. Among the methods that
scholars have suggested are: automated debate and vote of DMPs outcomes in
parliaments or local councils (Michels & Binnema, 2018), veto-powers for DMPs
to recall decisions that they find to conflict with citizens’ recommendations, and
involvement of politicians in deliberative discussion with lay citizens (Setila, 2017).
During the past few years, the theoretical debate about institutionalization has
moved on to discussing experimentations with different approaches to
institutionalization. A recent OECD report lists 14 cases of institutionalized
practices (OECD, 2020).

One mechanism that would possibly bridge the gap between deliberative and

electoral forms of political participation is to bring elected representatives into

9 The exception to this is in Poland and Austria, where citizens have the right to demand deliberative
process by collecting enough signatures (OECD 2020).
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deliberative discussions on equal footing with randomly selected citizens (Groén-
lund et al., 2020; Setild, 2017). The main benefit of involving representatives in
deliberations is that the connection between participatory and electoral democracy
can be strengthened. Mini-public deliberations may develop representatives’ “sense
of ownership” of the process and boost the impact of mini-publics (Setdld 2017,
854). Representatives may work as wediators who deliver the outcomes of the delib-
erations to other political arenas and also oversee their appropriate uptake in politi-
cal processes.

Including both ordinary citizens and elected representatives in mini-public de-
liberations is seen as somewhat problematic. As we saw above, deliberation has
been a part of the parliamentary tradition. However, a theory of how parliaments
should work does not always match the reality of how parliaments work in prac-
tice. In addition to the topic of deliberation, elected representatives are also con-
cerned with getting re-elected and hence they often also serve their partisan loyal-
ties (Fishkin, 2011, 73). Accordingly, public debates in parliaments often follow the
logic of contestatory politics rather than the logic of democratic deliberation.
Therefore, it is expected that if the elected representatives were involved in a DMP
then they would place the burden on deliberative processes. For example, elected
representatives may participate in deliberations to advance the political interest of
their party and its electorate (Flinders et al., 2016). 10

However, some scholars are optimistic about the capacity of the deliberation to
function well, even in the presence of such inequalities. They claim that collective
decision-making through deliberation can neutralize power and equalize changes to

impact collective decisions (Cohen & Rogers, 2002, 242).11 For example, in an ex-

10 Elected representatives may adopt three different roles of representation (Karsson, 2012). A trus-
tee acts according to their own will. A party representative acts according to the party position.
Finally, a citizen delegate acts according to the will of voters.

1 For more pessimistic views, see for example Mansbridge (1999, 224), Fishkin (1991, 36-37), and
Sanders (1997). More recently Samuel Bagg (2018, 258) argues that commitment to deliberative
norms is not a sufficient prerequisite for deliberative process: “Even when citizens are committed to
deliberative norms, it turns out they ate still highly unlikely to change their minds as a result of delib-
eration.”
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periment on deliberation conducted at a university, the pool of 500 participants
consisted of students, faculty members, and administrators. The study found that
participation in deliberation made low-status participants feel more comfortable
talking with the high-status participants and expressing their views (Pierce et al,,
2008).

Although DMPs involving both citizens and politicians are still rare, some im-
portant contributions, such as the study of the Irish Constitutional Convention,
indicate that the presence of politicians did not have a negative influence on delib-
erations in the convention (Farrell et al., 2020). The citizen members did not feel
that politicians dominated the discussions and instead believed that the involve-
ment of politicians benefitted the process. The authors explain this by suggesting
that politicians injected a sense of realism into some of the discussions. Another
experiment was conducted in Great Britain in an experimental setting, in which
two separate mini-publics were organized. Both were arranged similarly, with the
exception that one mini-public included only citizens, while the other included
both citizens and politicians. The results of the case study indicate that the inclu-
sion of politicians does not necessarily harm the deliberative process (Farrell et al.,
2020).

Despite these promising eatly results, further studies are needed to increase our
understanding of the effect of involving politicians in mini-publics deliberation.
Later in this thesis, I will introduce a recent case study conducted in the City of
Turku, which followed a similar research setting as the British case. The Turku
deliberates citizens’ panel included both local citizens as well as local councilors.
Whereas the findings are, in many ways, in line with the earlier studies, the case is
revelatory in the sense that it exposed the factors that motivated local councilors to
participate in a DMP, as well as their thoughts about the deliberative process.

In the next subsection, I will introduce some of the contexts in which DIs have
been organized. I will begin by discussing the reasons for the rise in popularity of

DIs in recent decades all over the world and across different contexts. Then I con-
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tinue by taking a deeper look at the Finnish context to map out some of the devel-
opments that have led to the current situation in which DIs are used on many lev-

els of public government.

2.4.1 Democratic innovations in different institutional contexts

In past years, various types of organizations have adopted DIs to involve citizens,
employees, community members, and other stakeholders. Bureaucratic organiza-
tions have engaged in participatory reforms to involve citizens in planning and
public policy-making (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014). As well, experts and profession-
als have experimented with a variety of participatory and deliberative arrangements
to get in touch with ordinary citizens to get a better idea of citizens’ preferences
(O’Doherty & Burgess, 2009; Virta & Branders, 20106). Also, NGOs and voluntary
organizations have included participatory and deliberative elements in their pro-
grams and in the way their organization functions (Lappalainen, 2017). Moreover,
even private companies are adopting direct forms of employee participation or
community involvement (C. W. Lee, 2015).

From a public policy perspective, DIs are introduced in public policy-making
for various reasons. It has been said that DIs can cure democratic malaise that has
been characterized by low voter turnout and mistrust in political institutions
(Newton & Geissel, 2012). Especially local administrations around the world have
been in the frontline of adopting DIs (Peters, 1996, 58). Local administrations, due
to their size, make participation more accessible for individuals, unlike national or
regional administrations (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014). Moreover, local policy issues,
such as land use, traffic, crime prevention, budgets, garbage collection and waste
disposal, and also upkeep of local parks and recreational areas are likely to be more
immediate and comprehensible to individuals than state or international policy

issues (Ibid., 64).
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In local administration, public engagement has specific importance for incorpo-
rating diverse citizen preferences into public policy-making. By involving ordinary
citizens in decision-making, administrators may capitalize on discrete knowledge or
competencies of the ordinary citizens and thus make decisions that are better and
more acceptable for citizens (Pierce et al., 2008). Also, involving citizens and other
stakeholders into decision-making processes can provide managers with infor-
mation that can help them to improve public efficiency through better resource
allocation or public service provision (Moynihan, 2003). Engaging citizens also
allows governments to tap into wider sources of information, perspectives, and
potential solutions, thus improving the correspondence of the decisions with the
needs of the citizens (Michels, 2012).

In local communities, DIs may be implemented because they can be used in
community building in the neighborhoods, where citizens lack a sense of belong-
ing. According to Janet Newman (2005), public engagement can empower margin-
alized groups and individuals by providing them with a new means of influencing
public decision-making. Some scholars take a more critical stance towards commu-
nity based public engagement. Georgina Blakeley (2010) sees public engagement as
a continuation of governance at distance, in which communities and citizens take
more responsibility for their well-being.!2

Critics of the public engagement claim that in some cases governmental officials
may engage citizens to seize the opportunity of a policy window or to generate
public acceptance for unpopular policy decisions on difficult issues, such as con-
struction works and traffic plans (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014). Public engagement
may serve legitimacy-building services for local government and its actions. For

instance, the citizen dialogue program enacted by the municipality of Gothenburg

12 Barnett (2002) considers citizen participation as a technology of government. When participation
is used as a technology of government, it aims to maintain the top-down control of public engage-
ment and the democratic potential of participation remains limited. Thus, it becomes a means of
controlling citizens (Blakeley, 2010).
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was partly implemented to handle the anticipated conflict expected from the move
to increased austerity in public spending (Tahvilzadeh, 2015, 249-250).

Outside of public entities, DIs have also spread into other social spheres, such
as private organizations, NPOs, and NGOs. Especially participatory democrats
have argued that public engagement should not be limited to political decision-
making, but it should also encompass such areas as the workplaces due to their
educative and emancipatory effects on individuals (Pateman, 1970).13 For example,
workplaces may potentially enable pro-democratic attitudes and political behaviors
by functioning as a training ground for citizens. This positive outward democratic
spillover effect from the workplace to the political arena is tested empirically and
the results show support for the hypothesis (Budd et al., 2018).

In recent years, many companies have voluntarily adopted ambitious and inno-
vative practices for involving their workers in decision-making in various work-
place-related issues. The literature on public engagement in the workplace has
mentioned self-managed teams, problem-solving groups, attitude surveys, quality
circles suggestion schemes, joint consultative committees (Mowbray et al. 2015), e-
voting (Vlachokyriakos et al., 2014), crowdsourcing (Benbya & Leidner, 2016;
Wagenknecht et al. 2017), online deliberation (Muller et al., 2013; Passig et al.,
2015) organizational jury (Lindell, 2014), and many others. My second article will

introduce another recent experiment which applies organizational jury method.

2.4.2 Alook at the Finnish case

What makes Finland an interesting case for studying public engagement is its
strong traditions of decentralized state power, extensive local autonomy, and con-
sensual processes of decision-making (Sjéblom, 2011, 243). In Finland, the central

characteristic of consensualism is the broad coalition governments where parties

13 In recent years, interest in workplace democracy has increased in political theory. See for example
Gonzilez-Ricoy (2014) and Landemore and Ferreras (2016).
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from all corners of the political spectrum come together to promote their common
interests. Another form of consensualism is manifested in the form of the neo-
corporatist model in which key interest groups are invited into joint consultations
with the government. The role of the interest groups in this process is to work as
collaborators, rather than as pressure groups (Ibid. 2011, 244).

Moreover, in Finland, social movements have historically been active partici-
pants in building the Finnish nation-state (Siisidinen et al., 2000). Although the
state has carried the main responsibility of citizens” well-being, civil society has
played a complementary and supplementary role in revealing new problems, exper-
imenting and implementing new services, and representing the interests of their
members and clients (Julkunen, 2000, 53). In comparison, Finland and other Nor-
dic countries stand out as more responsive to the demands of civil associations
than their equivalent countries (Rainio-Niemi, 2016). Historically, civil associations
have played important representative functions as main intermediaries between the
state and civil society (Ibid. 32).

However, in the 1960s—1970s, there has been a shift toward more individual
and direct citizen participation (Nousiainen, 2019). This development is driven by
two trends. The first is linked to the move from a centralized government to new
collaborative forms of governance. This highlights the role of civil society in the
provision of services (Kuokkanen, 2016). Especially after the introduction of the
New Public Management (NPM) doctrine, there have been high expectations for
the civil associations to help in the areas of service provision and activation of
Kankainen (2009) call the managerial forms of action that certain associations
choose to follow, which means a growth in activity to seek project funding and the
use of strategies that are compatible with the principles of project management.
These nonpolitical activities of the associations have somewhat overshadowed

explicitly political activities (Ibid. 98).

55



Besides the changes in civil society, another broad trend in Finnish society con-
cerns the introduction of new forms of public participation. The reasons for im-
plementing forms of public engagement in Finland are similar to those of many
other western countries: democratic deficits, such as decreasing voter turnouts,
eroding political trust, and political polarization apply to some extent to Finland as
well (Grénlund et al., 2010; 2015). In local elections, turnout has rarely been above
60% during the 2000s. Also, membership in political parties has been in decline for
decades.

Finland’s participatory policies are supported by various international agree-
ments, policy programs, and legislation. After becoming a member of the OECD
in 1969 and the EU in 1995, Finland has joined many international agreements and
programs that support the implementation of public engagement (Nousiainen,
2019). During the last decades, there have also been various national policy pro-
grams that have aimed to develop democracy and public participation in political
processes. For example, the Citizen Participation Policy Programme initiated by
the central government between 2004 and 2007 was directed towards strengthening
representative democracy and promoting new participatory procedures, such as e-
democracy and referendums (Sjéblom, 2011; Salminen & Wilhelmsson, 2013).

In 2014, the Finnish government submitted a Government Report on Democ-
racy Policy which included an overview of the existing situation and guidelines for
further development. In the report, the government also pledged to prepare a na-
tional action plan to promote democracy in Finland (Ministry of Justice, 2017).
Since then, every new government has drafted action plans for democracy at the
beginning of its government term. The objective of the action plan is to outline the
challenges related to democracy and to specify concrete goals and actions for the
following years. The first action plan covered the years between 2017-2019. The
second action plan was implemented by the end of 2019 and will last until 2025.

The current plan includes many initiatives for the development of representative
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democracy, direct democracy, and transparency of governmental processes (Minis-
try of Justice, 2020).

In Finland, local administrations have been in the frontline in applying partici-
patory and deliberative practices. This is explained partly by the strong tradition of
local government and the decentralized character of the Finnish political system.
Unlike the other Nordic countries, Finland has a single-tiered local government
system, in which the municipalities form the basic administrative unit. Therefore,
municipalities are responsible for many functions in society, such as basic educa-
tion, social services, healthcare, and cultural and sports services, as well as tech-
nical, environmental, and infrastructure services (H. Leino & Laine, 2012).

Public engagement in local government is regulated by many laws, such as the
Local Government Act (410/2015) and the Land Use and Building Act
(132/1999). The new Local Government Act was implemented in 2015 to promote
citizen involvement in decision-making. However, within certain legal guidelines,
municipalities can decide their main goals and means of public engagement with
relative independence from state control (Lundell et al., 2016). Therefore, there is a
gap between municipalities that have actively adopted new forms of public en-
gagement and those municipalities that prefer more traditional approach to public
engagement. Especially bigger cities have been forerunners in implementing DIs,
whereas the majority of municipalities in Finland still rely on more traditional
forms of public engagement. A study by the Association of Finnish Municipalities
(2018) shows that the traditional methods most used are: consultation, public
meetings, collaboration, and surveys.

Although old forms of governance change slowly, there is an ongoing boom in
Finland, where new forms of public participation are becoming widely implement-
ed and experimented with. At the national level, citizens can participate in law-
drafting processes through the crowdsourcing platform otakantaa.fi. Citizen’s initi-
atives are relatively popular in Finland and so far 56 initiatives have gained enough

sionatures to be submitted for Finnish parliament. In 2020 a citizens’ jury was ot-
g p jury
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ganized to involve citizens in drafting the new Climate Change Policy Plan. Locally
many organizations, such as the Association of Finnish Municipalities, are strong
advocates for participatory reforms and thus push forward new forms of public
engagement. In recent years there has been an especially high increase in participa-
tory budgeting, since an increasing number of municipalities are involving citizens
in deciding future investments. The most ambitious experiment was organized in
the City of Helsinki, where participatory budgeting was applied on a large scale in
2018-2020 for the first time (Rask et al., 2021).

However, despite considerable input into participatory reforms, long traditions
of Finnish democracy tend to prevail. A recent OECD country report (2021b)
shows that although Finns appear to trust political institutions and to show rela-
tively high rates of satisfaction with democracy, the major proportion of the citi-
zens do not believe that they can influence political processes. The report sets out
recommendations on how government and governance can be improved to build
public trust and strengthen citizens’ political efficacy. Among the proposed actions
are the inclusion of different population groups and the involvement of citizens in
policy-making. These actions would improve the Finnish democratic system so that

citizens can part take in political decision-making in a meaningful way.

2.5 Institutional theory

To study the implementation of DIs in different organizational contexts, I will now
further develop my theoretical framework by reviewing the literature in contempo-
rary institutional theory. The birth of the institutional theory can be traced to the
19th and 20th centuries. One central figure in the development of institutional
theory has been Max Weber (1864-1920), whose work on bureaucracy formed the
basis of the theory. Since its early years, institutional theory has been developed in
many fields of science, including organizational research, and political science. In

recent years, political theorists have used institutional theory as their source for
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many of the recent theoretical concepts that have further developed our under-
standing of the challenges of reforming political institutions and incorporating
deliberative and participatory elements with electoral elements. Concepts, such as
coupling, decoupling, institutional design, and institutionalization, have their origin
in institutional theory but have later become a part of mainstream democratic theo-
ry as well.

My interpretation of institutions draws on James March and Johan Olsen’s
(1984, 2008) version of institutionalism that has its roots in sociological theory
(Peters, 1999, 103). According to their definition, institutions are collections of
rules, routines, norms, and practices that are embedded in structures of meaning
and resources. These institutional constraints can shape the behavior of the indi-
viduals who often act according to socially and culturally accepted patterns (Meyer
& Rowan, 1977). The core assumption of this institutional theory is that institu-
tions can create elements of order and predictability by either enabling or con-
straining certain actions and decisions (Batley & Tolbert, 1997). These actions are
based on traditions and routine processes that endure as long as there are no exter-
nal interruptions to destabilize them.

At times, institutional rules can develop into formal organizational structures
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Organizations may be considered as local initiators of
wider institutions (Berthod, 2016; Juutinen, 2021). Organizational forms, features,
and practices often follow taken-for-granted beliefs, rules, and norms. The rela-
tions between organizations and audiences may therefore explain the proliferation
and stability of organizational practices across whole industries and policy arenas
(Berthod, 2018). Central to the functioning of an organization is that the organiza-
tional practices are perceived as legitimate by all relevant organizational members
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Unless it has wide public support, the organizational form
would be on the verge of losing its legitimacy and then it may collapse.

Earlier literature has mainly considered institutions as independent entities with

an internal logic. The concept of institutional logic generally refers to broader cul-
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tural beliefs and rules that structure cognition and guide actions in a field. Every
institution has a its dominant logic that uniformly shapes organizations in the field
(Lounsbury, 2007). The institutional logic framework derives originally from Roger
Friedland and Robert Alford. In their seminal piece, they identify five key institu-
tions: the capitalist market, bureaucratic state, democracy, nuclear family, and
Christianity (Friedland & Alford 1991). These form specific subfields of social
sphere and are guided by a distinct institutional logic.

First, market logic is characterized by the motivation to make a profit through
the selling of goods and services (McMullin & Skelcher, 2018). The actors are ra-
tional only in an instrumental sense and aim at maximizing their utility. The inter-
action between actors is coordinated through markets, in which actors value and
exchange goods and services (Brandsen et al., 2005). The organizations that apply
market logic include private organizations, such as enterprises, corporations, and
companies.

Second, bureaucratic state logic emphasizes democratic participation and the
redistribution of resources through bureaucratic channels to increase community
welfare (McMullin & Skelcher, 2018). In a bureaucracy, legitimacy stems from leg-
islation and formal procedures (Brandsen et al., 2005). This authority is based upon
the rank or position of the individual in the organizational hierarchy (Pierce et al.,
2008). In legal authority, authority is determined by law or by social rules and regu-
lations protected by law. Other forms of authority may comprise elected or ap-
pointed office-bearers of organizations. Also, authority often has its source in the
intellectual competence of the superior. People listen and obey a person because
they think that the person possesses more intelligence, knowledge, skill compe-
tence, and experience within their institutions than others (Ibid.). Examples of
bureaucratic organizations include public administrations and governments.

More recently, Patricia Thornton, William Ocasio, and Michael Lounsbury
(2012) added community as another key institutional order. Community logic em-

phasizes trust and reciprocity as the basis for legitimacy (McMullin & Skelcher,
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2018). Cooperation between individuals is based on geography or a common set of
values (Thornton et al., 2012). Communities are comprised of closed small groups
that share intense, long-term, and face-to-face contacts. The common forms of
communities include families, neighborhoods, communities, NPOs, and NGOs.
Recently, the growing use of the Internet has given rise to communities that oper-
ate only virtually. These virtual communities have partly transcended the local con-
text in which communities traditionally operate (Brandsen et al., 2005).

Although it is often easy to identify which institutional logic organizations fol-
low, it is important to underline that the institutional logic framework is highly
theoretical and relies on ideal types. In real-life, different institutional logics rarely
exist in isolation but are often impacted by and to some degree shaped by other
institutional logics (Lounsbury, 2007; Thornton, 2002; 2004). Recent literature has
contested the single-logic approach to understanding institutions and instead has
suggested that institutional environments are more fragmented and contested than
earlier conceptualizations had expected. This has raised attention to issues of or-
ganizational complexity and institutional pluralism and disparity (Bromley & Pow-
ell, 2012).

Earlier research on institutional complexity has highlighted the gap between
policy and practice. Formally organizations are assumed to reflect the formal goals
that are legitimized by the legal and political systems. Yet in practice, policy is often
decoupled from daily practices and activities, which are concerned more directly
with real-life communications and social interactions (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).
Formal policies are adopted only ceremonially or they are so weakly implemented,
evaluated, and monitored that they do not often affect the daily routines of the
organization (Bromley & Powell, 2012).

Patricia Bromley and Walter Powell (2012) consider this policy-practice ap-
proach too narrow. Instead, they propose a means-ends approach that stresses the
gap between organizational means and ends. It occurs in situations where policies

are implemented in practice, but they are tied loosely to organizations’ core goals.
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Examples of means-ends decoupling include cases where organizations adopt new
ends, such as social and environmental practices, that are not directly related to
core organizational goals (Basu & Palazzo, 2008).

Some authors claim that the plurality of institutional logics leads to hybridiza-
tion, in which plural logics are in play within an organization, thus leading poten-
tially to several possible organizational outcomes (Skelcher & Smith, 2015). Taco
Brandsen, Wim van de Donk, and Kim Putters (2005) claim that the bordering
domains of the bureaucratic state, market, and community are difficult to define
and are increasingly becoming more blurred. They therefore conclude that hybridi-
ty is an inevitable and permanent characteristic of organizations.

Hybridity is also becoming a central characteristic of the public sector, where
the boundary between public and private purposes has been eroded by NPM pro-
grams (Peters, 2002; Pierre et al., 2017). As a result, some public organizations have
replaced the paradigms of the former politically headed public bureaucracies with
practices of managerialism. Public enterprises, for example, operate within the pub-
lic realm but also aim to profit from their activities. Even government departments
have adopted some measures of new managerialism and may be thus deemed to be
hybrids (Meyer et al., 2014).

A similar argument applies to private organizations, whose main motivation lays
in profit-making. Over the past decades, companies have begun to engage in activi-
ties that have traditionally been regarded as governmental activities, such as public
health, education, social security, and the protection of human rights (Matten &
Crane, 2005; Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). In recent years, many companies have
adopted corporate responsibility measures to show potential customers that they
follow high social and environmental standards. These community programs and
other social and environmental responsibility programs can be seen as good-will
attempts to consider the social and environmental impacts of the company. On the
other hand, they can be considered as whitewashing or window-dressing, where

managers are more concerned about the company’s public image in the eyes of the
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consumers rather than the outcomes of its actions for local communities (Felicetti,
2018).

A contrary trend characterizes the nonprofit sector, in which voluntary, charita-
ble, and community organizations have adopted a more commercial logic to cope
with the new competitive environment. Chris Skelcher and Steven Smith (2015)
claim that because of the change in their environment, NPOs search for new
sources of revenue to fund their non-profit activities, for example, by creating for-
profit subsidiaries. Another effect of this development is that public organizations
contract out NPOs for the delivery of formerly publicly produced services, such as
social care functions (Knutsen, 2012). Consequently, public authorities expect
more professionalism and organizational rationalization from NPOs, as expressed
in the use of strategic planning, reporting, and program evaluation (Hwang &
Powell, 2004).

As hybridity becomes a common feature of many organizations, the clear divi-
sions between different organizational types are becoming more blurred. Instead,
we see that organizations are now assuming duties previously considered to be
outside of their boundaries. This trend of blurring organizational boundaries also
affects public engagement, which needs to cope and take into account demands
arriving from various directions. Since these demands may contradict each other,
the organizers of the participatory and deliberative processes also may face the
impossible task of balancing between conflicting demands (Hertting & Kugelberg,
2017). On the other hand, the combination of representative elements with the
forms of participatory and deliberative democracy may elicit a new hybrid model of
democracy with the potential to strengthen the political leadership and to enhance
the democratic influence of citizens (Torfing & Ansell, 2017; Sorensen & Torfing,

2019).
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2.6 Theory synthesis

In this section, I will describe the ways in which the institutional theory shapes my
approach to the DIs. As the previous section demonstrated, organizations cope
with situations in which new organizational practices are integrated into existing
decision-making processes using different institutional design strategies. This insti-
tutionalization of DIs implies that changes in the institutional logic can occur as a
DI evolves to better suit the new norms and practices. Ideally, this would mean
that as public engagement through DI advances, the norms, and practices that they
apply would become part of the normal procedures of organizational decision-
making. However, in practice, the new forms of participatory and deliberative de-
mocracy have rarely overturned or replaced the dominant electoral institutional
logic. Instead, empirical studies show that the representative institutional logic con-
tinues to prevail in public decision-making, even despite the implementation of
participatory and deliberative elements through DIs (Adenskog, 2018a; Nufiez et
al., 2016; Astrom & Gronlund, 2012; Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012).

To study the relations between electoral and participatory forms of democracy
many recent studies on DIs have focused on the democratic aspects of DlIs, yet
institutional outcomes in the context of conflicting interests remains to be
acknowledged. To develop our understanding of institutional outcomes, I will ap-
ply the institutional logic framework to study the relations between the traditional
models of decision-making and DIs. In my adaptation of the theory, I will focus on
the ways in which institutional logics can shape the implementation of DIs. The
following sections will illuminate organizational factors that can enable or hinder
the implementation of DIs in different organizational contexts.

This research approach follows the same path taken by authors who have stud-
ied the conflict between institutional logics (Thornton, 2002). Accordingly, I define

participative and deliberative democracy as separate institutional logics. This dis-
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tinction highlights the gap between different perceptions of democratic and legiti-
mate decision-making in different societal subfields. For example, in electoral de-
mocracy, elected representatives represent citizens’ values and interests; however,
in many of the recent participatory and deliberative arrangements citizens partici-
pate directly in decision-making. These new forms of direct public engagement
challenge the former norms of democratic practices that concerned political ac-
countability, democracy, and legitimacy (Kestili-Kekkonen & Korvela, 2017).

Following the central postulation of institutional logic theory, I conceive organ-
izations as manifestations of institutional logic. However, I adopt a similar ap-
proach to Caitlin McMullin & Chris Skelcher (2018) and employ a hybrid logic ap-
proach to analyze and to theorize public engagement through DIs. Conceptualizing
organizations as entities characterized by hybrid logic omits the assumptions about
the characteristics of the state bureaucracy, market, and communities from the
analysis. One consequence of theorizing institutions as hybrids “is to make the
analysis non-deterministic, and instead focus attention on the relationships be-
tween the institutional orders, the organizations located within those orders, and
the individuals within those organizations” (Skelcher & Smith, 2015, 437).

Next, I will return to my three research questions to establish some expecta-
tions from the existing research literature. First, I ask: why are DIs implemented in
different organizational contexts? With this research question, my goal is to study
the motivations behind public engagement. From the earlier literature, we can draw
certain expectations of how organizational contexts can shape public engagement.
We can see that all organizations must align their activities with legal requirements,
regulations, and normative pressures (Bromley & Powell, 2012). In some cases, this
existing legislation can place legal requirements on the processes that involve pub-
lic engagement. For example, in many countries, there are specific laws that require
local administrations to involve residents in certain planning and in decision-
making procedures on issues that affect them (Royo et al., 2011). Similar legal re-

quirements for public engagement apply to other sectors as well. For example, in
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the private sector, corporations must operate according to the legal requirements
deriving from existing legislation that also regulates the processes of worker partic-
ipation.

Additionally, as we saw in previous sections, there are more context-specific
reasons for participatory democratic reforms. These contextual factors refer to
motivations that arise from organization-specific needs. For example, local admin-
istrations may have different reasons for engaging citizens. The general purposes of
direct public engagement include resolving conflicts, improving public knowledge,
as well as empowering citizens and groups to solve complicated problems to find
solutions to these problems (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014). In addition, public organi-
zations may use public engagement to assess public opinion, distribute infor-
mation, and improve their public profile, thereby using public engagement to build
community trust (Hendriks, 2000).

I will further study these reasons for implementing DIs by investigating local
participatory democracy reforms in three case organizations. Since my case organi-
zations include both public and non-governmental organizations, these cases reveal
the differences in motivations for public engagement across organizations. In addi-
tion to general motivations, such as involving a larger public in decision-making, I
will also investigate more context-specific motivations which may be caused by the
internal norms and practices of the case organizations. These factors may derive
from the dominant institutional logic of the field with core values that differ from
those of the participatory democracy institutional logic.

My second overall research question asks: how can organizational contexts
shape DIs? As DIs are initiated in a variety of organizations, their outcomes may
be affected by the existing organizational culture. The organizational culture is a
product of certain norms and practices that correspond to the dominant institu-
tional logic. These norms and practices may be based on either formal or informal
patterns of thought and behavior that can shape the actions of the organizations

and individuals. For example, earlier research has shown that clear administrative
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guidelines, such as public engagement plans, can play a significant role in successful
participatory democracy reforms (Font et al., 2014). These clear plans may include
general goals of public engagement, as well as descriptions of roles and responsibil-
ities, the means of public engagements, and methods of evaluation. In addition, the
success of these participatory democracy reforms may depend on the prevalence of
participatory norms (Curato & Boéker, 2016). Especially if the organization has
previous experience and a history of direct citizen participation, the adoption of
DIs is more likely to succeed (Sintomer et al., 2008).

These traditions of public engagement may help explain why some organiza-
tions are more likely to develop and adopt new forms of public participation than
others (Jaske, 2018). If the organizational culture values direct public engagement,
then the incorporation of DIs within existing practices of decision-making is more
likely to succeed. On the contrary, if clear hierarchies and coercive working prac-
tices are a part of organizational practices, then the initiation of DIs is likely to
create tensions within the organization. This indicates that the dominant institu-
tional logic tends to prevail and thus can structure participatory and deliberative
initiatives so that they comply with existing organizational norms and practices.

The case studies included in this thesis will further highlight the effect of the in-
stitutional logics on the implementation of DIs. By investigating the outcomes of
my three local participatory reforms, the research will reveal the degree to which
organizational factors can enable or hinder the implementation of DIs. Especially,
my findings in the third article rely on interviews of the public administrators. In
these interviews, the administrations discussed openly the challenges and opportu-
nities of public engagement. They also proposed mechanisms that would bridge
the gap between participatory and deliberative practices and in other decision-
making arenas.

Finally, to answer my last research question, I discuss the mechanisms that
would solve the problem of combining elements of representative democracy with

elements of participatory and deliberative democracy. This part of my study draws
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on the literature on hybridization and institutionalization. Hybridity can be seen as
a bridging strategy that incorporates new and innovative organizing practices with-
in established organizational forms (Minkoff, 2002). When new organizational
practices are adopted, organizations need to engage in building legitimacy by
finding new ways to rearticulate the main forms and sources of accountability. For
example, a study on the Norwegian welfare administration reform implies that
NPM reforms complement or supplement old reforms rather than replace them
(T. Christensen & Lagreid, 2011). The authors conclude that old and new institu-
tions tend to “co-exist and co-evolve even if they are founded on partly incon-
sistent principles” (Ibid., 419).

Earlier literature offers some general guidelines for avoiding institutional con-
flict and for building new hybrid organizational models. The incorporation of DIs
and participatory elements can be facilitated by rationalizing organizational practic-
es. Rationalization refers to increasing emphasis on monitoring and tracking organ-
izational activities (Bromley & Powell, 2012). For example, organizations may set
organizational guidelines, participatory plans, and public engagement plans to de-
fine how participatory and deliberative processes should be organized. However,
these formal documents remain weak if they do not correspond to the prevailing
norms and practices that are sustained by the organizational culture. In organiza-
tional reform, culture can function as zustitutional glue that holds an organization
together (T. Christensen & Lagreid, 2011). Therefore, elements of participatory
and deliberative democracy should be paired with a more profound cultural
change.

The last two articles included in this thesis recommend mechanisms that would
enhance the institutionalization of DIs. The interviews of the public administrators
for the third article reveal several of these mechanisms. The involvement of politi-
cians in the DMP, the field experiment reported in the fourth article, introduces
another such mechanism. Both cases suggest that the potential conflict between

the elements of participatory and deliberative democracy and the existing organiza-

68



tional norms and practices can be avoided by merging these elements so that they

complement each other.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 Empirical orientations

In this section, I will explain the general methodological orientations of my re-
search. I will describe specific research methods more in detail when introducing
and discussing the results of the four articles that form my thesis in the following
section. The articles take the perspectives of both the organizers of DIs, such as
public administrators, and the participants of DIs by studying how these groups
interact in participatory and deliberative processes and how they perceive the pro-
cess and its outcomes. My research approach is guided by practicality, understood
as the endeavor to produce practical solutions to the challenges that the research
has revealed. Studying public engagement in social, political, and cultural circum-
stances and then sharing the findings with a wider audience can help officials and
professionals to improve the practices of direct public engagement (Nabatchi &
Amsler, 2014).

Earlier empirical research of DIs has adopted various methodological orienta-
tions from large N quantitative research to ethnography (see Font et al., 2012).
Some studies incorporate large N-studies with statistical analysis of different de-
mographical, economical, or political factors (Font et al., 2014; Jiske, 2017). One
common focus of research on DIs has been on citizens’ perceptions or experiences
of participation. However, some studies take the point of view of public adminis-
trators, elected representatives, or other public officials (Katlsson, 2012; Serensen
et al., 2020). These studies often have small sample sizes and apply qualitative re-

search methods.
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There are also case study-oriented empirical studies, in which researchers study
one or more DIs (Font & Blanco, 2007). These studies often pay attention to the
factors that led to the initiation of DI, their influence on the process, and its out-
comes. Some studies take a comparative research approach to study multiple cases
(Hartz-Karp & Carson, 2009; Roberts & Escobar, 2015). The comparison between
cases can help to discover and identify specific factors that may lead to different
outcomes depending on the specific context of the DI. One form of such research
is cross-cultural or cross-national research (Sintomer et al., 2008; Serensen et al.,
2020).

In organizational studies, researchers often focus on a single case organization.
Some of the classics of this field, such as the famous Hawthorne studies conducted
between 1924 and 1932, were conducted in a single electric factory. Especially in
institutional logic literature, the case study approach is a common method to pro-
duce knowledge of the impact of the conflicting institutional logics on organiza-
tional practices (Ingstrup et al., 2021; Lounsbury, 2007; Thornton, 2002). Similarly,
studies that evaluate public engagement in the context of organizational decision-
making often take a case study approach (Doggett & Lewis, 2013; Feldmann &
Kohler, 2015; Horng et al., 2017; Muller et al., 2013; Nitecki et al., 2013).

In my thesis, I apply two methodological approaches. Firstly, I adopt a case
study approach that entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a single or multi-
tude of cases. Secondly, I follow the action research tradition in being critical of
existing organizational practices and mapping alternatives that would benefit the
organizations. I will describe my methodological approaches more in detail in the

following two subsections.

3.2  Case study approach

A case study approach is a common method in social research. It provides a rich

understanding of different factors that shape the actions of the people involved.
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The inspection of these factors can only happen by paying attention to details. The
way people behave depends on their context-dependent judgment. Therefore, case
study designs often favor qualitative methods, such as participant observation and
interviewing, because these methods are helpful in the generation of an intensive,
detailed examination of a case (Bryman, 2008). When researchers posit themselves
within the context being studied, for example by spending time within a communi-
ty, they can better understand the viewpoints and behavior of the groups and indi-
viduals (Flyvbjerg, 20006, 2306).

Cases are often categorized into five types: critical, unique (or extreme), typical,
revelatory, and longitudinal cases (Bryman, 2008; Yin, 1989). A critical case is often
used when there is a well-established theory, and the case can facilitate understand-
ing of a central hypothesis derived from the theory and the circumstances in which
the hypothesis will and will not hold. Unzque or extreme cases are characterized by
extraordinary circumstances, and thus can provide insight and understanding of
novel developments. An extreme case can be well-suited for getting a point across
in an especially dramatic way (Flyvbjerg, 2006). One of the most well-known stud-
ies that focuses on an extreme case is Michel Foucault’s (2020 [1975]) famous
study of a prison. Although a prison is a very extreme form of an organization, it
can exemplify how the use of power shapes different organizational practices.

In a typical case selection process, a specific case is chosen because it is a
representative of a broader category of which it is a member. A revelatory case ap-
proach is chosen when a researcher has an opportunity to observe and analyze a
social phenomenon previously inaccessible to scientific investigation. Finally, «
longitudinal case study allows a researcher to investigate the development of social
phenomenon over time. The longitudinal study approach is best suited for reveal-
ing processes and unveiling critical points of departure.

The three research cases included in this thesis can be characterized as both
revelatory and critical in the sense that they represent a social phenomenon that is

relatively novel. For example, at the time as my study of the Settlement organiza-
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tional juries was conducted, deliberative practices were just emerging in organiza-
tions. Thus, to my knowledge, the case organization was one of the first that
adopted an organizational jury method. The Turku Deliberates citizens’ panel also
represents a novel deliberative practice that was closely incorporated with an ongo-
ing planning procedure and allowed city councilors to participate in deliberation
alongside ordinary citizens.

In my analysis of the cases, I use the form of generalization that Robert Yin
(1989) calls analytic generalization. In this method of generalization, the empirical
results of the case study are analyzed using a previously developed theory as a tem-
plate. In this sense, the goal is to test the theory in real-life by drawing hypotheses
or expectations from the theory and assessing whether the research results are in
alighment with these expectations. According to Alan Bryman (2012, 71), a central
issue of concern with this strategy is the quality of the theoretical reasoning and
theoretical arguments that are generated by analyzing the data. The crucial question
is not whether the findings can be generalized but how well the researcher gener-
ates theory from the findings and how convincing these findings are. For example,
the connections between different conceptual ideas that a researcher develops

from the data should be demonstrated thoroughly and conclusively.

3.3 Action research

My second methodological approach follows the tradition of action research. Ac-
tion research aims at producing solutions to challenges that empirical research has
unveiled (Bryman, 2012, 397). Action research has a long history of application in
organizational sciences, in which empirical research is often conducted in close
relationship with organizations (Gustavsen, 1992). This means that research takes a
dual role in creating theories and producing knowledge for academia, as well as

responding to organizational needs. Therefore, organizational studies aim at devel-
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oping organizational processes by developing new forms of work practices or
management.

In political science, action research is not as common as in other fields, such as
business and management research. However, many studies on public engagement
have been conducted in a close relationship with an organization (Carson & Hartz-
Karp, 2005; Hartz-Karp, 2006; Hartz-Karp & Carson, 2009). For example,
Aitamurto and Landemore (2015) participated in the crowdsourcing process of
Finnish off-road traffic laws by designing and leading the operation. The authors
applied the methodology of action research by actively interacting, producing, and
creating the research site. In their account of the research process, the authors re-
port that this hands-on approach allowed them to gain a better understanding of
the crowdsourcing process.

A close relationship with the case organization required for action research may
influence the research process in many ways. Organizations may expect that in
exchange for getting access to valuable research data, experts give them advice on
how to develop their organizational practices and to facilitate the involvement of
various stakeholders. Therefore, in some cases, the distinction between scientific
research and consultation may become blurred. Some authors claim that the partic-
ipatory turn in management has generated a whole public engagement industry, in
which researchers/consultants are selling participatory services, such as process
design, facilitation, and evaluation to organizations (Hendriks & Carson, 2008; C.
W. Lee, 2014; Vo3 & Amelung, 2016).

All of the three case studies in my thesis were conducted in a close relationship
with the case organizations. During the collaboration with stakeholders, my duties
have altered from case to case. In addition to research, I also contributed by per-
forming trivial duties, which varied from making notes during the discussions to
making coffee to participants. Because the case organizations were heavily involved
in planning and organizing the public engagement initiatives, they had some expec-

tations for the research. In all of the cases, results were first concluded in a re-

74



search report that summarized the project and its outcome. Naturally, a research
report differs from an academic article in many accounts. Whereas research reports
make general evaluations of the processes and their outcomes, a research article
focuses on specific research questions. However, in my articles the practical orien-
tation is maintained so that they contain practical implications for organizations
and researchers, as well.

Co-operation with case organizations has benefitted research in many ways. It
has provided access to backroom conversations in which DIs were planned and
assessed. These discussions are not a part of the research data, but they have in-
creased my understanding of the motives and challenges related to the implementa-
tion of DIs. In addition, they have also generated knowledge of the inner organiza-
tional norms, practices, and other contextual factors that can shape Dls, as well as
informed my understanding of possible solutions for improvements. It may also be
said that a close relationship with the actual implementation of DIs has facilitated
my personal growth as a researcher in general. According to Bent Flyvbjerg (2001),
this professional learning can only happen by closely scrutinizing real-life situa-

tions.14

34 Ethical considerations

Although working in a close relationship with an organization and its members the
has benefits, it may be criticized for lacking rigor and for being too partisan (Bry-
man, 2012, 397). For example, Tor Claussen et al., (2002) argue that while organi-
zational studies may take a normative stance toward workplace practices to create
theoretical and empirical principles for a democratic workplace, they tend to over-
value the instrumental role of democracy. This implies that instead of intrinsic

democratic values, they endorse improved innovation capability and enhanced

14 According to Flyvbjerg (2001, 72) case studies are important in two respects. First, case studies are
important for the development of a nuanced view of reality. Secondly, cases are important for re-
searcher’s’ personal learning process in developing the skills needed to do “good science.”
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economic performance. While working in a close relationship with an organization,
a researcher may become an advocate of organizational values, meanings, and in-
terpretations and thus lose the neutrality that should guide research.

However, researchers can undertake certain practices to avoid becoming too
close with organizations and from becoming an advocate of their goals. To main-
tain an objective distance, the researcher should not simply present their interpreta-
tions but instead base them within existing concepts, theories, and literature of the
discipline (Bryman, 2012, 31). By comparing results with hypotheses or observa-
tions from other empirical studies, the researcher can assess whether the results are
in line with existing theories and previous empirical results, whether new
knowledge has been produced that could provide the basis for theory develop-
ment, or whether the findings were the result of contextual factors present only in
the specific case organization. In addition, in action research, a researcher must be
aware of the motivations, values, and expectations organizations may have con-
cerning research. This should also apply to the researcher’s personal motivations
and values. A researcher should be critical of their interpretations and also be cau-
tious of the challenges that a close relationship with the organization may entail.

I have paid attention to keeping my objectivity and neutrality by using a strong
theoretical framework to guide my interpretations. I draw from democratic theory
and institutional theory that provide me with the general framework that I use to
interpret the topic of my research. Reading my articles at a later date has made me
especially aware of the possible impact that the close relationship with the case
organization could have had. Therefore, while writing this introductory chapter I
have openly reflected on the possible impact of my dual-role on the research.

In addition, I follow the same methodological choices as other action research-
oriented scholars have used while studying DIs (e.g., Aitamurto & Landemore,
2015; Hartz-Karp, 2006). The general agenda of the case studies has been to ad-
vance democratic decision-making in the case organizations and to unveil the fac-

tors that may impede the implementation of DIs and prevent them from meeting
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these democracy criteria. I have used normative democratic theory as a lens
through which I contextualize, interpret, and evaluate my empirical cases. For ex-
ample, in the second article, I use the three critical components of deliberative
democracy as defined by Lyn Carson and Janette Hartz-Karp (2005) to evaluate
DMPs that were organized by the case organization.

Finally, one should bear in mind that similar to almost all forms of written
communication, a thesis is a type of a narrative. Telling stories and building a nar-
rative is a basic form of sharing knowledge within a human community. Because
science is not that different from other societal subfields, it also relies on narra-
tives, in which the researcher recounts the research process. Although academic
studies are bound by academic traditions, scientific norms, and paradigms, the re-
porting of research processes, and results often take the form of narratives, in
which the moments of missteps, misfortunes, and uncertainties are forgotten and
the rare moments of eureka, success, and sometimes lucky coincidences are high-

lighted, and the somewhat rocky road of the research process is reconstructed.

3.5 Data and methods

The empirical data includes both quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative
data have been collected by using surveys on participants of the Settlement juries
and the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel. In addition to quantitative data, the re-
search data includes interviews from the local administrators in the City of Turku,
participants of the Hervanta citizens’ jury, and the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel.
In total, the research includes 31 interviews, one group interview of six partici-
pants, and three surveys (see Table 2). I was responsible for conducting the inter-
views for all of the articles except for article 3. However, I participated in forming

the list of questions that were used in the interviews of the public administrators.
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Table 2: Data and methods

Article | Interviews Surveys Methods

1 4 + group interview (n=6) = - Content analysis

2 1 n=47 Content analysis, descriptive statistics

3 15 - Content analysis

4 1 n=171+n=17 Content analysis, descriptive statistics,

between-treatments t-test

The methods of the articles include both qualitative and quantitative research
methods. I have analyzed the transcripts of the interviews using thematic content
analysis. I have also used content analysis to analyze the textual answers to some of
the survey items. In the analysis of the surveys, I have used mostly descriptive sta-
tistics to calculate the frequencies of the type of responses to the survey items. The
fourth article uses the between-treatments t-test to compare the differences be-
tween the control and treatments groups.

In two of the articles, both qualitative and quantitative analyses are incorpo-
rated. For example, in the analysis of the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel, the local
councilors’ responses to the survey are cross-checked by analyzing the interview
data in which the councilors gave explanations for their assessments of the panel.
This mixed-methods approach is common in analyses of case studies that aim for a
close assessment of the case organization. By triangulating different methods of

investigation and sources of data, the researcher can be more confident in the find-

ings (Bryman, 2018, 392).
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4. MAIN RESULTS OF ARTICLES

My thesis is based on the research findings of four articles. The articles represent
findings from three case studies, conducted in Finnish organizations: FFSH, The
City of Tampere, and The City of Turku. FFSH was the organizer of two of my
research cases: the Hervanta citizens’ jury and the Settlement juries. The Hervanta
citizens’ jury took place in the suburb of the City of Tampere. The public adminis-
trators who were interviewed for the third article were working in the City of Tur-
ku. The City of Turku was also partly responsible for organizing the Turku deliber-
ates citizens’ panel studied in the fourth article. Because the findings of the last two
articles are closely intertwined, I consider the City of Turku to be my third case
study.

The first of the articles represent findings from the Hervanta citizens’ jury
(Virtto et al.,, 2015). The second article concerns four Settlement juries (Vartto,
2019). The third article studies the local administrators’ perceptions of public en-
gagement (Virttd & Rapeli, 2019) and the fourth article studies the Turku deliber-
ates citizens’ panel (Virtto et al., 2021). Next, I will shortly introduce the main
findings of each of the four articles separately. Then, I will proceed by summariz-

ing their findings and discussing their implications for my three research questions.

4.1 Hervanta citizens’ jury

The first article (Virttd et al.,, 2015) studies the Hervanta citizens’ jury that was
organized in 2012 by the FFSH, a NPO especially focused on social work. The
initial goal of this project was to increase a sense of belonging and engagement

among residents using citizens’ juries. The project was organized in close co-
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operation with researchers who participated both in planning the projects as well as
its evaluation (Rahikka-Risinen & Ryyninen, 2014). The article studies specifically
the impact of the jury process by investigating the policy uptake of the jury’s
statement and the participants’ perceptions of this uptake. The influence of the jury
is divided into descriptive and instrumental impacts. The former refers to the side
effects of the jury process. In this case, the jury built a sense of belonging among
the participants. After participating in the jury process, the participants got to know
each other better, felt more attached to their living environment, and were more
willing and prepared to work for its benefit.

The instrumental impact of the jury process refers to the outcomes of the jury.
During the jury meetings, the participants were discussing how to improve their
local neighborhood. At the end of the jury, the proposals made by the jury were
collected in a jury’s statement that was delivered to the local city council. The in-
terviewed participants were disappointed with how the city council responded to
their statement. They thought that the council was not genuinely interested in their
proposals and therefore decided to ignore them. The findings illustrate the chal-
lenges associated with making the local decision-makers responsive to the jury’s
proposal. If a DI, such as a DMP, is not well connected and incorporated with the
traditional planning and decision-making processes, it remains separate from them

and lacks a genuine power to affect them.

4.2  The democratization of organizational change process

The second article (Virttd, 2019) studies the implementation of a citizens’ juries in
an organizational context. Using the deliberative democracy criteria as a yardstick,
the article studies the democratic characteristics of the juries. The study takes place
in FFSH. In 2014 the FFSH’s Board of the Organizations decided to invite the
members of the local Settlements to take part in four organization juries (see

Lindell, 2014). The Settlement juries discussed the upcoming organizational change
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in which the local Settlements that work in the field of child and youth work were
to be united under four organizations.

The results of the study confirm the assumption that a deliberative method,
such as an organizational jury, can be successfully used in the context of the organ-
izational change process as a means of involving workers in discussion and deci-
sion-making on change-related matters. The jury process provided management
with solutions and ideas to be used to support the change process and the devel-
opment of the organization more generally. In addition, the deliberative process
gave the members of the local Settlements a better understanding of change-related
issues and also built a shared understanding of organizational goals and values
more generally.

However, the study shows that in terms of deliberative democracy criteria, the
organizational jury process had some weaknesses. Especially, some of the partici-
pants thought that it was too late to ask them about their opinions, since “all of the
big decisions were already made” (Virtto, 2019, 798). The results show that when
the goals of organizational change are placed from the top, they may affect the
participatory and deliberative processes and thus undermine their democratic po-
tential. In the Settlement juries, the information that was provided to the partici-
pants during the jury process was collected by the CEO and the Development
Manager. Therefore, they had a chance to frame the change in the way they want-
ed. The findings highlight how different motivations affected the jury process.
While the case organization was a strong supporter of social values, the change
process was bound by market realities, such as the need to cut costs and to stream-

line organizational practices.

4.3  Attitudes toward public engagement in public policy-making

The third article (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019) studies local administrators’ attitudes to-

ward public engagement. The main research questions are: What role does public
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engagement play in local administration? Which factors facilitate the implementa-
tion of public engagement? The study was conducted in the City of Turku, one of
the largest cities in Finland. The main data of the research consist of semi-
structured interviews with 15 senior-level public administrators. After the thematic
analysis of interviews, four separate but interrelated groups of factors were identi-
fied. These groups were named legislative, organizational, individual, and cultural
factors.

The legislative factors include the legal requirements that can shape public en-
gagement. The organizational factors refer to the institutional and organizational
norms and practices that can shape the outcome of public engagement policy. The
individual factors refer to the individual and personal resources of the local admin-
istrators, such as skills and motivation. Finally, cultural factors are related to the
existing organizational culture that can affect the outcome of participatory reforms.
According to the interviewees, the municipality values public engagement, and
during recent years there have been genuine attempts to engage more citizens in
planning and decision-making processes. However, this participatory democracy
reform has been undermined by the existing norms and practices of decision-
making that include party-politics, political trade-offs, and cabinet politics.

The results show that there is an ongoing cultural change within the administra-
tion between the elements of participatory and deliberative democracy and bureau-
cratic elements. This is emphasized by the prevailing sio mentality where there are
clear divisions between administrative branches (Bromley & Powell, 2012;
Hepburn, 2014). Therefore, information is not shared within the administration
and administrators have little knowledge of the forms of public engagement that
take place outside their administrative branches. The silo mentality may be ex-
plained by the differences between administrative branches. The interviews indicate
that in some administrative branches public participation is much more integrated
within formal procedures. In urban planning, the legal requirement deriving from

the planning act gives administrators clear procedural guidelines on the integration
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of certain forms of public engagement into planning procedures. By contrast, in
other policy fields, such as social services, legal requirements are more ambiguous

and provide few guidelines on the integration of public forms of engagement.

4.4  Bending the roles of organizational members

The fourth article (Virtto et al., 2021) introduces an organizational innovation that
potentially facilitates the institutionalization of DIs: the involvement of politicians
and elected representatives in DMPs. The experiment took place in the City of
Turku, in which 171 citizens volunteered to participate in the Turku deliberates
citizens’ panel to discuss and select from three scenarios concerning future trans-
portation arrangements in the city center. Volunteers were recruited through a
random sample of 12 000 citizens from Turku. In addition to ordinary citizens, 21
members of the local council were invited to participate in the panel.

The study took the form of a field experiment, in which the participants were
assigned randomly to two types of groups: citizens only and citizens plus politi-
cians. After the group deliberation, the participants were asked to complete the
post-deliberation survey. The survey completed by the citizens indicates that the
Turku deliberates citizens’ panel approximated well the ideals of democratic delib-
eration. The presence of politicians did not generate negative evaluations of the
panel. On the contrary, the involvement of politicians strengthened the knowledge
base of the citizens and gave them a better understanding of the discussed issues.

The survey completed by the politicians indicates that the politicians shared the
citizens’ positive evaluation of the panel process. These findings were also reflected
in the interviews, in which the politicians described the panel discussions as “good-
spirited” and positive (Ibid., 39). For the politicians, DMPs provided a new way to
listen and to understand the needs and concerns of ordinary citizens. The panel
provided the politicians with a better perception of citizens’ varied preferences

than their usual meetings and other interactions with citizens. Furthermore, the
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Turku deliberates citizens’ panel increased the politicians’ understanding of citi-
zens’ knowledge and competence and also developed their trust in citizens’ capabil-

ity to participate in decision-making.

4.5  Summary of results

The goal of this thesis is to empirically assess the challenges of public engagement
through DlIs. As the existing literature has shown, DIs have qualities that comple-
ment existing democratic political institutions, which thus can make DIs more
democratic (see for example Warren, 2017). However, when implemented in prac-
tice, DIs often remain detached from existing organizational practices. Therefore,
DIs often lack an impact on decision-making,

Based on empirical research findings, I argue that DIs often fail to have impact
in decision-making processes because the democratic values of the DI may depart
from those of the organization, which derive from its dominant institutional logic.
In the next three subsections, I will assess the findings of the four research articles
in terms of each research question individually. I will then discuss the implications

of these findings for theory and practice in the Discussion section.

451 Why are Dls organized?

The first research question of my thesis is: why are DIs implemented in different
organizational contexts? The research cases included in this thesis include both
public and non-governmental organizations. Although the reasons for implement-
ing DIs were different in both cases, there are some important similarities between
the cases. In both types of organizations, the DIs were implemented to involve
stakeholders to solve some practical problems. Therefore, the main reason for
implementing DIs in both types of organizations was not simply to democratize

organizational practices and enhance democratic values within the organization,
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but also to fulfill more pragmatic goals. This is often the case in public engage-
ment: participatory and deliberative initiatives are often implemented because of
their instrumental value, rather than for their broader effect on building a demo-
cratic political system (Cohen & Rogers, 2002).

In FFSH, the origin of participatory reform can be traced to the historical roots
of the Settlement movement. The Settlement movement has always worked for the
benefit of the weak, poor and powetless. Therefore, it has been a part of the Set-
tlement agenda to give a voice to those who are often marginalized in society. This
is also still manifested in the organizational agenda of FFSH, where it declares its
commitment to equality, diversity, and integrity. These motivations were also
demonstrated in the New locality (Uusi paikallisuus) project, which included con-
ducting several local participatory and deliberative initiatives in Finland. One such
initiative was the Hervanta citizens’ jury, which aimed at engaging local citizens to
produce proposals for developing the neighborhood and making it more attractive
for the citizens. This initiative was motivated strongly by community values and the
results of the first article show that, in terms of these values, the jury was rather
successful in increasing the sense of belonging among the participants. However,
the impact of the jury remained weak which undermines its democratic value.

Similar tendencies also affected the four organizational juries. The goal of the
organizational juries was to involve the members of the local settlements in the
organizational change process so that the needs of the local settlements were heard
during the change process. However, the organizational juries incorporated many
goals that were in many ways contradictory. While the organization was still com-
mitted to its original settlement values, it was also trying to cope with the new
competitive environment and to adapt to new managerial capabilities. The need for
change derived from the changing environment that forced the organization to
streamline its processes and show its responsibility and reliability for potential fun-
ders. Just like the NPOs around the world nowadays, the Finnish NPOs, such as

FFSH face pressure to adapt to increasing competition between the organizations,
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as well as the financial strains and shortages of public funding. The reduction of
public funding has increased the need to search for funding from other sources,
such as private-third sector partnerships and international cooperation (Kepa ry,
2017). At the same time, due to the dependence on temporal project funding, the
members of the organizations are spending increasingly more time inventing new
projects, applying for funding, and reporting past projects.

In the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel, the citizens were involved in deliberat-
ing the future traffic plan and voting between three traffic scenarios. Although the
City of Turku uses a variety of forms of public engagement to involve citizens, this
was the first time the citizens of Turku were invited to volunteer to take part in a
DMP. University researchers were engaged actively in the process of planning and
implementing the DMP. Therefore, the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel was partly
motivated and shaped by research interests. However, the local administrations
were strongly committed to the process and there was a genuine attempt to hear
citizens’ ideas and preferences and incorporate them into the urban planning pro-
cess.

The interviews of public administrators for the third article further clarify the
motivations for involving ordinary citizens in planning and decision-making pro-
cesses in local government. Some of the interviewed public administrators
acknowledged the democratic value of public engagement and considered it as a
mechanism through which they can involve a wider public in decision-making and
thus bring different voices to the table. Citizen involvement has the potential to
increase the legitimacy of public policy-making in the public eye. In addition, when
involved in collective decision-making, citizens may become more attached to their
social environment and to other citizens. This resonates with a communitarian
perspective that highlights the value of public engagement for building community
cohesion and developing social capital (Royo et al., 2011).

However, the interviews of public administrators indicate that forms of public

engagement tend to remain subordinate to the representative elements of the exist-
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ing political system. From an administrative point of view, the participatory and
deliberative practices are evaluated mainly to determine their capability to fulfill
particular administrative goals (Reiseland et al., 2020). From this perspective, forms
of public engagement are evaluated to the extent they can lead to decisions that are
not only better but are also more broadly accepted by the citizens. Public engage-
ment can therefore be seen to serve as a knowledge search mechanism that pro-
vides administrators access to a pool of knowledge for us in delivering public ser-
vices efficiently and cost-effectively. Yet in some cases, public engagement is em-
ployed to increase the level of perceived legitimacy of the decisions that have al-
ready been made in other political arenas (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019, 119). Earlier em-
pirical research has come to similar conclusions, showing that most local govern-
ments employ public engagement only to comply with legal requirements, involv-

ing citizens minimally in the decision-making processes (Royo et al., 2011).

4.5.2 How can organizational contexts shape DIs?

My second research question asks: how can organizational contexts shape DIs?
With this question, I aim to study the influences of different organizational con-
texts on DIs. The findings of the articles indicate that organizational context has a
clear impact on DIs. The first article highlights the importance of incorporating
public engagement directly into formal planning and decision-making processes. If
DI remains detached from formal administrative and governmental processes, it
may be overlooked by those who hold the formal authority, accountability, and
responsibility (Nabatchi & Amsler, 2014).

Also, the inner dynamics of the organization shape the participatory reforms.
These existing norms and practices of appropriate actions determine when DIs are
organized, how the outcomes of DIs are processed, and who is responsible for the
implementation of the outcomes. Tensions can arise when there are clear differ-

ences between participatory democratic institutional logic and the dominant institu-
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tional logic. For example, in local administration, the DI may challenge the values
of accountability and efficiency that are often regarded as the key values of good
governance (Royo et al., 2011).

The interviews of local administrators showed that the implementation of new
forms of public engagement created tensions within the local administration. The
administrators stated that the administration generally agreed that the citizens were
a valuable asset to the local administration and therefore they should be involved in
planning and decision-making (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019, 177). However, the value of
public engagement seems to depend on the position of the administrator in the
organizational hierarchy. Especially among the lower-level administrators, more
skepticism was shown toward public engagement, perhaps due to their increased
interaction with citizens compared to their higher-level counterparts. Earlier re-
search has drawn similar conclusions, finding that these frontline administrators
who work directly with citizens often carry a heavier burden of the public engage-
ment (Agger & Serensen, 2018).

The interviews of the public administrators revealed that some public adminis-
trators, especially in the lower levels of administration, still struggle to adapt to the
new participatory form of public governance (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019, 118). In the
past, public administrators could comfortably draw on their traditional role as a
bureaucrat, whose duties include providing policy advice to elected politicians and
executing decisions made at the political level (Gains, 2009). Now the public ad-
ministrators are expected to take on the additional democratic role to work as facil-
itators of the forms of public engagement, as well as mediators between politicians,
experts, and citizens (Pierre et al., 2017).

The findings indicate that there is a gap between the official policies of the pub-
lic administration and how they are put into practice. While public engagement is
officially valued in the administration, especially in the highest latter of organiza-
tional hierarchy, this is not always the case in practice. For example, one of the

administrators pointed out that although there were channels for citizens to com-
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municate their views on issues ranging from services to city planning, there were
no procedures for processing the collected information (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019,
116). This lack of proper procedures indicates that these forms of public engage-
ment may present a democratic facade rather than giving the citizens a chance to im-
pact decision-making. In practice, the administrators were still holding on to their
power. This situation increases the risk for manipulation, where the decision-
makers advance only those participatory outcomes that correspond to their per-
sonal or partisan interests (Smith, 2009, 93).

The results indicate that when engaging with the public, local administrators still
draw on the bureaucratic tradition. The local planning and decision-making proce-
dures traditionally follow strict guidelines which aim to maintain the efficiency of
the administration and the accountability of those who are responsible for the ad-
ministrative processes. Involving citizens in the planning processes may contradict
the existing laws, norms, and practices of decision-making and planning. Especially
in the policy fields that are strongly regulated by the legal framework, such as plan-
ning, there is a fear among the administrators that by involving citizens directly in
the decision-making they will lose control of the planning processes and become
legally responsible for potentially unlawful decisions (Virtté & Rapeli, 2019, 110).

According to the public administrators, the introduction of participatory and
deliberative elements created inner fractions within the local administration. The
lack of formal channels or processes for allowing the outcomes of participatory
and deliberative processes to be administered within other decision-making arenas
suggest that there is disparity of institutional logics within an organization. The
existence of multiple logics may be a source of micro-level strategic action, in
which the internal groups of the organization can adopt different forms of strategic
action to resist institutional pressures for change (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). In
the case of local administration, some of the local administrators can simply ignore
the citizens’ preferences to maintain their control of the planning processes. In-

stead of genuinely listening to the citizens, administrators often continue to draw
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on previous planning traditions that rely primarily on the expertise and hierarchies
between planners and citizens.

The second article made similar findings by indicating that the conflict of com-
munity, bureaucracy, and market logics shaped the processes and outcomes of the
four organization juries in the study. FESH is a modern NPO that do not simply
follow community logic but also incorporates both bureaucratic and market logic
within its inner organizational practices. Especially, the new funding requirements
have posited external pressures on the organization to rationalize its inner organi-
zational practices and to enhance their efficiency, evaluation, and transparency.
These tendencies challenge the traditional norms and practices that prevail in the
organization and form the base of the organizational identity.

In order to build a shared understanding of the necessity of change and thus
help to legitimize the new organizational form, the employees of FFSH were pro-
vided with an opportunity to express their views on change-related issues. Howev-
er, during the process the organizers of the juries decided what information was
shared with the employees, so that the organizers could decide how the change was
framed. This framing strategy left little room for employees to negotiate and to
bring up alternatives to challenge the dominant frame. Moreover, the participants
criticized the timing of the jury process and complained that many of the im-
portant decisions had already been made by the time the jury took place (Virtto,
2019, 798). The findings indicate that the participants were not convinced by the
organizers of the juries and were doubtful of how democratic the change process
eventually was.

Similar tendencies were also present in the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel.
Although in terms of deliberative democracy criteria, the panel corresponded well
the ideals of inclusiveness and deliberativeness, there were reasons for criticism.
The participants complained that citizens were involved too late in the process
since the planning had already started (Virtté et al., 2021, 43). Moreover, the panel

gave citizens a chance to choose between only three alternatives that had already
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been framed and compiled by a consulting company under the guidance of the city
administration. Some of the interviewed councilors who participated in the panel
believed that the administration was in favor of one of the planning scenarios and
therefore strongly endorsed this choice. Therefore, councilors felt that the citizens
lacked a genuine opportunity to significantly affect the premises of the planning
decision.

The interviews of public administrators for the third article revealed that the
forms of public engagement are extensively shaped and restricted by market reali-
ties. Especially in city planning, the most powerful stakeholders, such as private
property owners, landowners, and entrepreneurs have a better chance to express
their views during the planning process than ordinary citizens (Virtté & Rapeli,
2019, 119). In the literature, this phenomenon has allegedly intensified after the
policy tools of NPM, such as public-private partnerships in urban planning, were
introduced (Mintysalo & Saglie, 2010). The partnership projects are often privately
initiated and require early investment from the developers. These public-private
agreements are regulated by privacy laws that justify secrecy on agreed issues, such
as financial commitments. As a result, these agreements often prevent citizens
from participating in the planning processes or leave them with the rather dimin-
ished role of commenting and legitimizing the already made plans.

The findings of the study indicate that the implementation of DIs is likely not
driven by one motive alone. In every setting, there are certain notions of the right
way of policy-making. These notions are sustained and reinforced by the combina-
tion of legal requirements, institutional structures, material resources, and discur-
sive processes, which can shape the processes and outcomes of participatory and
deliberative initiatives (Connelly, 2009). In addition, DIs are greatly intertwined
within particular political cultures, processes, and the power relations that surround
them. Therefore, they are dependent on actors and institutions that frame the par-

ticipatory and deliberative initiatives (Tahvilzadeh, 2015).
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4.5.3 Merging the institutional logics

The findings of the articles highlight the importance of incorporating participatory
democracy logics within dominant institutional logics. Therefore, my third research
question asks: How could DIs be better incorporated into existing organizational
practices? The third article studied this question empirically by investigating the
attitudes of the local public administrators toward public engagement. In the inter-
views, the public administrators listed several factors that hindered the implemen-
tation of public engagement. They also suggested several practices that could po-
tentially overcome these challenges. The findings indicate that the incorporation of
DIs within representative political institutions could be supported by enhancing
the legislative framework for DlIs, transforming the existing organizational practic-
es, and increasing the individual skills and resources of the public administrators
whose work includes collaboration with citizens. The most important of these is
the support of cultural change within the organization so that the value of public
engagement can better acknowledged, and so that citizens can be recognized as
eligible participants and collaborators in the administration (Coleman & Cardoso
Sampaio, 2017). The findings are in line with other earlier studies on DIs (Font et
al., 2014; Royo et al., 2011).

The fourth article illustrates mediating as one possible solution to the decoupling
of DIs with electoral political institutions. Turku deliberates represents a case, in
which a DI was strongly connected to existing representative political institutions.
The city mayor was actively involved during the process. She supported the project
by giving a short speech to the participants before the small group discussions and
then again after the deliberative event in a debriefing webinar. Also, a group of civil
servants worked as experts during the deliberative process and thus elevated the
status of the citizens’ panel. The most important mediators between the participa-
tive and representative arenas were, however, politicians who deliberated with lay

citizens. While participating in a DMP, politicians departed from their institutional
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role as representatives of their party or electorate. Instead, politicians were asked to
step outside their traditional role, engage openly with the public, and create new
interactions.

The results of the fourth article indicate that the involvement of politicians in
mini-public deliberations has many benefits for public engagement. During the
process, the city councilors who participated in the panel could inform the citizens
about the planning process, the discussions within the city council, and other rele-
vant issues. Thus, the panel served as an important communication platform for
the councilors and the citizens. The case study shows that the councilors learned
about citizens’ preferences and capabilities during the process. The panel discus-
sions demonstrated to the councilors that citizens were capable and willing to dis-
cuss constructively under the right conditions. The councilors strongly favored the
idea that DMPs, such as citizens’ panels, could be organized more often, and that
citizens could be more frequently engaged in the city’s planning and decision-
making processes. The councilors were also prepared to participate in deliberations
themselves also in the future. This shows that the councilors were ready to adjust
their own working style to suit these new forms of participation and representa-

tion.
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5. DISCUSSION

5.1 Theoretical implications

In this section, I will further discuss the implications of my research findings for
the theory and practice of public engagement through DIs. I begin by discussing
how my application of institutional logics theory contributes to the current litera-
ture on the institutionalization of DIs. Many authors have already discussed how
DIs should be implemented to complement existing decision-making processes.!>
These contributions include studies that assess the most suitable forms of DIs for
public engagement in a particular stage of decision-making (Jaske & Setald, 2020)
and the extent of the authority DIs should have (Kuyper & Wolkenstein, 2019).
However, as these studies have not considered the role of DI in different
organizational contexts, I will contribute to this literature by showing that DIs
should be aligned with the organization’s core values and goals.

The main argument of my thesis is that the goals of public engagement through
DIs may contradict to dominant institutional of the organization . My thesis has
shown that DIs and existing organizational norms and practices of decision-
making processes within the organization can be in many ways incommensurate.
Therefore, the norms and practices of the dominant institutional logic tend to pre-
vail even despite participatory democracy reforms. This disparity of logics is high-
lighted when there is a general lack of formal channels or processes for allowing
the outcomes of DIs to be processed within other decision-making arenas, as was

the case in my first article. However, even formal procedures may not be enough

15 Some scholars take a non-complementary approach to DIs and other representative political insti-
tutions, viewing them as contrary and suggesting that they could never be aligned successfully (see
Blaug, 2002).
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to ensure the proper integration of DIs within other decision-making arenas, if the
requisite participatory and deliberative norms and practices are adopted only for-
mally and not practically. As my third article shows, at the local level, traditional
administrative and political arenas tend to remain the main platforms for decision-
making, while DIs are either separated from these arenas or they are given a rather
diminished role. Moreover, in cases where the outcomes of DIs are processed in
representative institutions or other established political arenas, they can legitimize
the practices of the dominant institutional logic. For example, decision-makers may
decide to engage the public at a rather late stage in the policy process after the main
premises of the decisions have already been decided.

However, the question remains: how concerned should we be if public engage-
ment fails to achieve democratic values? Although the democratic functions of DIs
remain subaltern to the more instrumental goals of the organization, they may still
have other functions. For example, in the FFSH, the engagement of four organiza-
tional juries invoked communication between members and created shared under-
standing. These outcomes correspond to those ethical values most often associated
with ethically responsible organizational behavior. Rather than acting simply as
stakeholders, these workers, customers, and community members are acting as
citizens, or as representatives of citizens, who hold certain social, civil, and political
rights (Crane et al., 2004).

Ethical values, such as mutual respect among citizens, can form the moral basis
of the democratic political system (Mansbridge et al., 2012). It presupposes that lay
citizens are not seen solely as passive subjects to be ruled but that they can work as
autonomous agents who take part in developing the well-being of the community
(Gutmann & Thompson, 1996). For example, by participating in the Turku delib-
erates citizens’ panel, the local city councilors learned that the citizens can form
and present their preferences in a constructive manner. Therefore, councilors
strongly favored the idea that citizens were more often directly involved in deci-

sion-making.
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The central finding of the four articles in my thesis is that while DIs are not im-
plemented purely for democratic reasons, they may have other important func-
tions, such as gathering collective wisdom or building trust. Although these side-
effects of DIs may not be sufficient for fulfilling the democratic function of collec-
tive decision-making, DIs may still play an important complementary function in
an organization. Because of their many benefits, there is a need for guidelines that
would help organizations to identify their most imminent challenges and then to
choose DIs that would help organizations to solve these challenges both democrat-
ically and effectively. For example, by setting specific goals for public engagement
and implementing organizational procedures for implementation and evaluation,
participatory and deliberative initiatives may be better integrated into organizational
practices.

To set guidelines for practitioners, the previous literature has made attempts to
distinguish the different values of DIs. Many scholars have argued that the legiti-
macy of DIs may be strengthened by linking them with democratic theory and
establishing criteria needed to be defined as democratic.!® The decision to use DIs
should account for differing normative values, including legitimacy, accountability,
inclusivity, impact, and quality of deliberation and decision-making (Michels &
Binnema, 2018). Recent literature on DIs has also incorporated values other than
democratic within these assessment criteria. In the literature, it is common to refer
to these values as epistemic, ethical, practical, and substantive impacts (Mansbridge
et al., 2012; Rask et al., 2018).

It is, however, challenging to set a clear criterion for the assessment of DlIs,
since there are also many perspectives from which impacts could be regarded,
ranging from individual to organizational and institutional perspectives (Rask et al.,

2018). Also, focusing solely on the impact of DIs would provide only a limited

16 Jan Peter Vof3 and Nina Amelung (2016) call this a technoscientific approach to public engage-
ment. It is not, however, granted that everyone shares the understanding of the participatory and
deliberative processes. Instead, contrasting perspectives and competing ambitions may prevail
among practitioners.
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understanding of the participatory and deliberative process. Instead, assessment of
public engagement should also assess the different stages of the participatory or
deliberative processes and then evaluate how these stages can contribute to the
overall performance of the process (see Rask & Erti6, 2019; Setild, 2021).

The efforts to create guidelines and to standardize organizational procedures is
often referred to as a rationalization process (Scott & Meyer, 1994). Rationalization
is manifested in the attempts to measure and evaluate activities, particularly in
realms where the link between activities and outcomes is not directly observable.
The need to establish a link between the activities and the outcome is especially
important when public funds are used. The implementation of DIs is often costly,
so the public authorities should communicate to demonstrate to the public that the
money has been spent responsibly and that it has produced meaningful results. In
addition, an evaluation of the implementation of DIs can also support skills devel-
opment and facilitate the scaling of participation processes (Rask & Erti6, 2019).

Despite this value for assessing participatory reforms when rationalizing the use
of public funds and establishing organizational guidelines, assessment criteria may
have some challenges that organizations should account for when applying them.
Bromley and Powell (2012) warn against relying too much on setting standards for
evaluation and measurement. Organizations may spend extensive resources on
evaluation to represent themselves as responsible, rational, and successful. As well,
particularly when the link between means and ends is unclear, technical procedures
of information gathering and evaluating may become ends in themselves and thus
take resources away from organizations’ core functions.

There has been extensive criticism from scholars toward formal public engage-
ment, who claim that public engagement can conceal the social dynamics and polit-
ical repercussions behind them (Vo3 & Amelung, 20106), represent certain type
citizenship (Lappalainen, 2017), work as a tool for windowdressing (Blaug, 2002),
and express voices from certain groups of citizens while silencing others (Young,

2001). This distrust toward formal public engagement has generated alternative
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actions that aim to sideline the top-down processes of formal public engagement
and to replace them with informal and citizens-initiated processes, such as do-it-
yourself initiatives and pop up-participation.!” Also, more constructive and partici-
patory approaches to assessment have been developed (Vo3 & Amelung, 2016;
OECD, 2021a). These subject public engagement to public scrutiny and debate to
make their underlying political principles and assumptions explicit, as opposed to
hiding them within claims of scientific neutrality and universal functionality (Vof3
& Amelung, 2016).

Due to these challenges of setting clear guidelines for participatory policies, it is
important to create a shared understanding among the wider public and stakehold-
ers about the means and ends of public participation. Since institutions are derived
from social interactions and communication, they may only be transformed when
the changes are integrated into the ways individuals interpret themselves and their
environment. When individuals know how their actions are related to organization-
al goals and values, they are more likely to commit to these values. Especially in the
case of public organizations, the involvement of a wider public is required to hold
the organizations are accountable for their actions for the public.

Communicative practices, in which the means-ends relationships are created,
maintained, and solidated can be called communicative rationalization. This refers to
the communicative approach to legitimacy that emphasizes dialogue as the main
means of building legitimacy (Scherer et al., 2013; Suddaby, 2010). In practice,
communicative rationalization in public engagement would refer to practices in
which the citizens discuss and decide the means and ends of public engagement.
By taking a more active role in the planning of the participatory and deliberative

processes, the citizens could decide what the balance between the elements of elec-

17 A process where citizens turn to more informal forms of participations is documented in my first
article. When citizens who participated in the Hervanta citizens’ jury became disappointed in the
public authorities’ response to their proposal, they then began to actively implement their proposals
independently without the help of authorities.
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toral democracy and the elements of participatory and deliberative democracy
should be.

So far, there are a few examples of Finnish cases in which citizens have partici-
pated in deciding the premises of democratic participation. For example, in 2013
the Ministry of Justice organized a citizens’ jury to assess the quality of Finnish
democracy and to produce recommendations for its development. The jury’s rec-
ommendations, such as the hope to increase direct democracy, were used as back-
ground material for the forthcoming democracy report (Ministry of Justice, 2014).
A similar experiment was conducted in 2011 in the city of Mikkeli, where a deliber-
ative citizens’ jury discussed the role of neighborhood councils in the rural munici-
palities that had recently merged with the city. The jury produced concrete sugges-
tions on how to improve neighborhood democracy in Mikkeli (Niinikoski & Setla,
2015).

These cases illustrate a means of incorporating citizens’ ideas and preferences in
new participatory governance. As citizens’ support for democratic institutions is
decreasing, as manifested in the decreasing voter turnout, there is a need to estab-
lish trust in democratic governance and to represent it as the most effective to
solve societal problems in a legitimate and sustainable manner. By involving the
citizens in deciding how the new participatory and deliberative forms of democracy
could be adopted and incorporated within existing planning and decision-making
processes, public authorities could build public trust and acceptance of the collec-

tive decision-making processes, as well as democratic institutions more generally.

9.2  Practical implications

In the earlier section, I outlined the theoretical implications of my thesis. In this
section, I will take a more practical perspective and discuss the practical implica-
tions of my research findings. As explained in the methods section, each of the

four articles included in this thesis was conducted using action research tradition.
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Therefore, my aim is to not only to impact academic discussion but also to con-
tribute to the discussion on the design of democratic institutions. Since the specific
practical implications are presented in the four articles, in this section, I will map
out more general implications.

Although DIs cannot provide a solution for all the disadvantages of existing
collective decision-making processes, they may be used in a way that can comple-
ment existing practices. Different forms of DIs have characteristics that make
them suitable for use in particular situations and also unsuitable for use in others.
Delegation of decision-making power to DIs raises the question about the authori-
zation (see Kuyper & Wolkenstein, 2019). There are important reasons for delegat-
ing DIs with more authority at some stages of decision-making, while at other
stages DIs could serve a more advisory role (Setdld, 2021). Delegating power to the
non-majoritarian bodies may disturb decision-making processes by making it diffi-
cult for citizens to hold decision-makers responsible and accountable for their de-
cisions. Therefore, placing decision-making in the hands of elected politicians or
other officials is one way to establish a clear and stable chain of responsibility.

The issue of delegation raises a further question: when is the right time to dele-
gate decision-making to DIs to bypass the traditional decision-making process?
Since my case studies concern only DMPs, the scope of this answer will focus spe-
cially on the implementation of DMPs. Firstly, it might be difficult for citizens to
decide on abstract issues or issues which are highly technical (Flinders et al., 2016,
54). Therefore, DMPs may be best suited in situations where the members of the
organization are deciding on concrete issues that are relevant to them, such as ur-
ban planning and transportation, which were the topics of the Turku deliberates
citizens’ panel. In these cases, DMPs can provide a platform for discussing and
deciding on issues that are directly related to citizens’ living environment and find-
ing better solutions to the problems that affect the whole community.

Secondly, DMPs may be best suited for solving problems in areas where indi-

viduals or groups have not yet formulated clear positions or political strategies. The
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fourth article of my thesis supports this view by indicating that DMPs may be most
functional in discussing and deciding issues in which opinion formation and opin-
ion changes are likely to take place (see also Karlsson 2012). For example, DMPs
may produce proposals and policy recommendations that politicians can use when
they are deciding their position on a policy issue. In addition, citizens could use
mini-public as a trusted information proxy (Warren & Gastil, 2015). While forming
their opinions in decision-making, citizens may recognize the greater knowledge
possessed by participants in a mini-public and then defer them to more enlightened
peers (Fournier et al.,, 2011). In this case, the impact of the DMP is indirect and
relies on the uptake of its recommendations for further deliberation in the public
sphere (Lafont, 2015).

In addition to delegation and authorization, the organizer should pay attention
to the coupling of the DMP and other DIs with other political spaces. The roles of
DIs in actual political processes could be strengthened by setting up mediating
institutions. Mediating institutions can link public sites to the elite and empowered
sites in a political system (Parkinson, 2012). Mediating institutions may include
formal institutions, such as the joint public committee in the Ostbelgien Model, in
which the members of the Citizens” Assembly, the members of the relevant parlia-
mentary committee, and the minister in charge discuss the follow-up of the citi-
zens’ recommendations (Niessen & Reuchamps, 2019). On the other hand, mediat-
ing institutions can be formed more informally and temporally when a group of
citizens, politicians or even involved researchers become defenders of the pro-
cess.!8

In my fourth article, I present a case where the local politicians were asked to
join DMP alongside ordinary citizens. During this process, the politicians became
mediators between the DMP and the representative political institutions. While

they were holding a seat in empowered political sites, politicians could inform the

18 Researchers may defend the public engagement initiative, for example by increasing public aware-
ness of the process. In my research cases, the researchers have actively produced popular science
articles for local newspapers, talked about the research in media, and also posted in social media.
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citizens about the actions of the local city council. They could also put political
pressure on the representative institutions to follow the citizens’ recommendations.
This process requires politicians to step outside their comfort zone to build new
relationships with citizens (Hendriks, 2016). It also requires actors to think differ-
ently and to adapt to new roles outside their traditional role as representatives of a
party or electorate. The adoption of new roles may be facilitated by institutional
support, such as guidance and education (Virtté 2019, 121).

Also, the organizers of DIs should pay attention to the short-term logic of par-
ticipatory and deliberative initiatives by creating permanent practices that support
DIs. Since organizational norms and practices change slowly, it may take some
time for the organizational members to learn to accommodate DIs. Many of the
public engagement initiatives are only one-time experiments that come to an end
after the project funding has finished (Kuokkanen, 2016). Therefore, the forms of
public engagement do not have enough time to transform the existing decision-
making norms and practices. For public participation to become fully emerged
within organizational practices, it is necessary to create new patterns and practices
within the organization (Ganuza & Baiocchi, 2012). This could happen by giving
DIs a more permanent status and providing them with long-term support
(Adenskog, 2018b). Once again, the Ostbelgien Model represents a good example
of a case in which a DI has been given a permanent position in local administration
(Niessen & Reuchamps, 2019). Similar procedures have also been tested in Scandi-
navia where collaborative arenas were established according to the so-called Gen-
tofte Model which involves both local politicians and citizens working together to
solve the most pressing problems confronting the community (Serensen & Torf-
ing, 2019).

Optimistically, even the singular participatory and deliberative initiatives, if they
are accompanied by a multitude of simultaneous and sequential initiatives, may
gradually effect change in established practices and may have some positive effect

on the development of more participatory and deliberative practices. Experiments
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and one-time projects may help to implement new forms of action, practices, net-
works, innovations, and other small-scale and tacit results at the local level (KKuok-
kanen, 2016, 220). Therefore, organizations that have experimented with DIs pre-
viously may welcome further experimentation, since they have already gathered
enough experience, relevant skills, and resources that may be utilized in the imple-
mentation of DIs. For example, in two of the research cases (Virtté 2019; Virtto
et al., 2021), the organizations benefitted from the earlier experiences on organiz-

ing DIs.

4.3. Reliability, validity, and recommendations for future research

As in the case of any research, my research is subject to certain possible limitations.
Since the potential limitations of my research methods were already discussed in
the methods section, I focus here on assessing the reliability and validity of my
research findings and on mapping recommendations for future research. I have
aimed at producing deep knowledge of my research cases by using mainly qualita-
tive data. In two of my case studies, presented in the second and fourth articles, I
have also used quantitative data to cross-check my findings. The triangulation of
different research methods and data increases the internal reliability of the research
findings (Bryman, 2018, 392). Also, by collaborating with other researchers and
discussing the interpretations with them, I have aimed at avoiding the problems
deriving from the “one observer” dilemma (Ibid. 390).

Potential research limitations in terms of the reliability of the findings derive
from using a case study approach, rather than a more systemic research method.
These limitations are concerning especially when relying on empirical data that is
collected in a small group of organizations. I have aimed at avoiding this bias by
grounding my conclusion within a wide array of research literature from various
fields of science. This research approach is in line with the form of generalization

that Yin (1989) calls analytic generalization. Using this method of generalization, I
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have mirrored my empirical results with earlier empirical research and previously
developed theory. I believe this has given my research generalizability that goes
beyond the case-specific context.

Another potential limitation concerns the external validity of my research re-
sults. My research findings indicate that not only public organizations, but also
other kinds of organizations, such as NPOs, struggle with incorporating participa-
tory elements within their existing forms of decision-making. However, the use of
two types of organizations raises the question of whether the findings from these
organizations can be generalized to other types of organizations, as well. In addi-
tion to public organizations and NPOs, DIs have also been implemented into oth-
er types of organizations, such as enterprises, research institutions, and internation-
al organizations. To assess whether similar challenges concern other types of or-
ganizations, more cases from these organizations should be studied. The case stud-
ies of different types of organizations may also reveal interesting differences be-
tween the organizations. For example, in research institutions, the use of public
engagement in knowledge production activities raises important questions about
the restricting elements and hierarchical practices in the academic community.!?
Identifying these elements would help to increase knowledge of practices that
would enable the involvement of ordinary citizens.

There are also other research areas that I have given little attention in my own
research but would require more investigation. Firstly, in my case studies, I study
mainly the micro-level social processes. For example, I have tracked the organiza-
tional motivations for DIs and studied how different types of organizations can
shape public engagement. Focusing on context-specific factors may be beneficial
for providing explanations for social processes that may otherwise remain unex-
plored. Further research could be undertaken to study more macro-level enablers

and constraints of public engagement. For example, comparative studies on cases

19 Especially, the involvement of citizens can help to address the moral or ethical issues associated
with the research. For example, in medical science, citizens may be asked to contribute in setting
guidelines i.e., in drug testing, prioritization, and use of genetic data (Street et al., 2014).

104



from various countries could show how existing legal regulations or particular po-
litical cultures can impact Dls.

Secondly, I have studied the drivers of public engagement through DIs by fo-
cusing mainly on the supply aspect of DIs. Supply refers to a range of opportuni-
ties for the public to express and pursue its demands (Dimova, 2020). Whereas
studies investigating supply are more interested in the top-down processes through
which DIs are selected, implemented, and organized, studies that explore demand
in DIs focus on the citizens’ preferences and uses of DIs (see for example Lundell
et al., 2016). To adopt DIs that better correspond to the citizens’ preferences, we
should study what type of DIs citizens prefer. This would help public administra-
tors and others to implement DIs that are more attractive to citizens and thus in-
crease public support for participatory reform.

Thirdly, my research cases concern one-time experiments with DIs. Therefore, I
have focused on studying the implementation of Dls, rather than tracking their
impact on decision-making or their organizational processes more generally. Fur-
ther research should take a more longitudinal research approach by following the
evolution of DIs over time. While DIs innovations are increasingly achieving a
more permanent status in organizations, they require profound changes from or-
ganizing organizations to adapt with new participatory and deliberative democracy
logics. Studying these long-term effects of DIs would provide researchers with a
view of the changes in political processes, power relations, and discourses that are
related to public engagement through DlIs.

Finally, in all of the case studies, I have collaborated closely with the organiza-
tions responsible for participatory reforms. Earlier literature has demonstrated the
challenges related to close involvement with case organizations (David, 2002). I
have aimed at being sensitive to the possible biases that my close involvement with
case organizations has potentially created. Although I do not feel that there has
been any pressure from the case organizations to report my research findings in a

particular way, there is a chance that while I collaborated closely with the organiza-
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tions and their workers, I may have become more empathic to them. This may
influence how the data is analyzed, and the findings presented. I have aimed at
reducing this possible bias by weighting my observations against the normative
democratic theory. This has given me analytical distance and allowed me to make
my judgments more objectively without repeating and reproducing the organiza-
tional discourses, in which the research subjects justify and explain their decisions,
attitudes, and roles. Using the normative democratic theory as a yardstick, I have
been able to reveal some of the disadvantages of the participatory democracy re-
forms and be critical to their organizers.

However, I find my position as a researcher/organizer rather problematic. By
participating in organizing DIs, my role has not been simply an outsider researcher,
but also a professional who has in many ways shaped the process of public en-
gagement. Since I have been in many ways dependent on the organizations’ sup-
port for my research practices, I have aligned my research interests with organiza-
tional interests to enable, empower and generally facilitate the goals of the organi-
zation. Thus, to some extent, my (and my colleagues) expertise has been used for
the benefit of organizing and legitimizing DIs. I have been critical of this issue by
pointing out the moments where scientific endeavors have been compromised for
more practical reasons. For example, the fourth article describes how the tight time
frame of the planning project limited the amount of time for recruiting the poten-
tial candidates for the Turku deliberates citizens’ panel. The other articles also
highlight how the organizers have potentially manipulated and undermined public
engagement initiatives. They show that from the organizational point of view, pub-
lic engagement is not simply seen as a means of empowerment, but as a legitimiz-
ing tool for certain discourses, strategic choices, and decisions.

Therefore, my recommendations for future research conducted in a vein of an
action research tradition would be to remain cautious of the potential challenges
that the close relationship with the organizing organization may create. When DIs

are implemented in real-life circumstances, they may be put under pressure by the
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organizers, funders, and participants who all have their expectations of the out-
comes of public engagement. In this situation, there is a risk that the DIs may be
used in ways that contradicts their democratic value. For example, participatory
and deliberative processes may be manipulated in a way that helps the existing
power elites to remain in power, rather than promoting the distribution of power.
Therefore, to keep the autonomy of the academic research, a researcher should
remain committed to conducting research and therefore openly and objectively
report the choices that were made during the research process for academia, as well
for as the wider public. By increasing public awareness of DIs and their outputs, a
researcher may increase the social impact of the research, as well as put more pres-
sure on authorities to ensure the appropriate policy uptake of the outcomes. Thus,
a researcher may take an important mediating role in participatory and deliberative

processes and bridge the gap between different democratic arenas.
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5. CONCLUSION

In this thesis, I have collected results of participatory reforms which I have also
helped to organize and evaluate. The case studies span from one of the earliest
experiments with the DMP model in Finland to one of the most recent. Interest-
ingly, due to the rather extensive time range of the articles, these case studies
encompass deliberative turn that has taken place in recent years. We can see that the
research interests and questions of the articles correspond to the stages of the de-
liberative theory literature introduced in the theory chapter. The first two articles
study the newly introduced DMPs in real-life contexts and highlight the difficulties
associated with organizing DMPs. The last two articles then take a more systemic
approach and investigate the relationship between DMPs and existing planning and
decision-making processes.

As my articles trace the deliberative turn in Finnish society, they also depict the
early optimism present in the movement, and later, the more realistic perception of
DMPs. My first three articles highlighted the difficulties associated with connecting
DMPs and other DIs into formal planning and decision-making processes. The
findings stress the need for institutionalization, where DIs are incorporated into
the rules of public decision-making structures and processes. The institutionaliza-
tion of DIs may be facilitated by implementing practices that increase the role of
DIs in actual decision-making. These practices include setting guidelines for organ-
izing and assessing DlIs, developing organizational and individual resources, and

creating mediating institutional practices.
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With the four articles and this introductory chapter, I hope to contribute to the
research of DIs that is still at its very early stage. I use the phrase ear/y-stage because
I believe that DIs will become the permanent feature of any future democratic
political system, and thus there is an increasing need for research on DIs. As the
recently developed DIs become part of the existing political democratic systems,
new innovative forms of democracy will emerge and shape the ways in which col-
lective decision-making is conducted. Just as ideas that were once thought to be
utopian, such as universal suffrage, innovations that are now considered to be uto-

pian, will one day be taken for granted.
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Katsauksia ja
keskusteluja

Juurtumista, pettymysta ja
tekemisen demokratiaa:
Katsaus Hervannan kansalais-
raadin vaikuttavuuteen

Mikko Varttd, Harri Raisio ja Irene Roivainen

1. Johdanto

Paikallisyhteisdjen, kansalaisyhteiskunnan ja
lahidemokratian vahvistaminen ovat nousseet
uudella tavalla ajankohtaisiksi teemoiksi suo-
malaisessa yhteiskunnassa maan hallituksen
valmistellessa kuntauudistusta. Kuntaraken-
teen keskittyessd kasvaa paine kehittdd edus-
tuksellisen demokratian rinnalle erilaisia suo-
ran demokratian ja alueellisen vaikuttamisen
kanavia, samoin kuin kéyttdjaddemokratiaa.
Samaan aikaan on ollut vireilld sosiaali- ja
terveydenhuoltoalueiden uudistamistyd, jossa
myd0s rakenteita keskitetdén, jolloin haasteek-
si nousee ldhipalvelujen kohtalo. Kansalaisten
kuuntelu ja heidén osallisuutensa vahvistami-
nen ovatkin térkeitd teemoja yhteiskunnalli-
sessa tilanteessa, jossa palvelujen keskittami-
nen on johtanut alueellisen palveluverkon
ohentumiseen ja asukkaiden palvelutason ja
suorien vaikutuskanavien védhentymiseen.
(Roivainen 2015)

Suomalainen kuntauudistusdiskurssi kyt-
keytyy kiinnostavasti keskusteluun Suuresta
yhteiskunnasta, jossa paitdsvaltaa ja resursse-
ja on haluttu siirtdd keskushallinnolta paikal-
lishallinnolle, yhteisoille, yrityksille ja kansa-
laisille. Toisaalta kansalaisyhteiskuntaa on
pyritty aktivoimaan yhteisollisyyden, osalli-
suuden ja paikallisdemokratian kehittimiseen.
(Haavisto 2011; Sage 2012; Koskiaho 2014.)

On olemassa my®ds viitteitd siité, ettd suo-
malainen dénestyskeskeinen demokratia olisi
ottamassa askelia kohti keskustelevampaa
demokratiaa. Puhutaan niin sanotusta delibe-

ratiivisesta kddnteestd (ks. Dryzek 2010). De-
liberatiivisen demokratian edistdminen edus-
tuksellisen demokratian rinnalla antaa 14hto-
kohtaisesti mahdollisuuden kansalaisten 4a-
nen vahvistamiseen paddtoksenteossa (Elstub
2006). Deliberatiivinen demokratia edustaa
yhteisollistd tapaa kisitelld asioita ja tehdd
padtoksid. Se perustuu ajatukseen yhdenver-
taisista kansalaisista, jotka kokoontuvat kes-
kustelemaan, puntaroimaan ja ratkaisemaan
ongelmia. Yksi deliberatiivista demokratiaa
toteuttava menetelmé on kansalaisraati, joka
tarjoaa vaihtoehdon kansalaisten osallistumi-
seen, osallisuuteen ja tiedontuotantoon (Val-
kama & Raisio 2013).

Kansalaisraateihin, kuten myds muihin de-
liberatiivisen demokratian toimintamalleihin,
siséltyy kuitenkin monia haasteita. Yksi kes-
keisimmisté haasteista koskee kansalaisraatien
vaikuttavuutta (esim. Segall 2005). On ylipaa-
tddn epaselvad mité talla vaikuttavuudella tar-
koitetaan. Onko niin, ettd kansalaisraatien péa-
tarkoitus on suora vaikuttaminen poliittiseen
paitoksentekoon? Onko deliberaatio vaikutta-
vaa vain siis silloin, kun sen tulokset etenevit
suoraan paatoksentekoon? Vai onko kansalais-
raatien vaikuttavuus kuitenkin monimuotoi-
sempi ilmi6? Kysymyksistd tekee erityisen
merkittdvid se, ettd kansalaisraadit (kasitteelld
kuntalaisraati) on kirjattu uutena osallistumis-
ja vaikuttamismahdollisuutena hallituksen esi-
tykseen uudesta kuntalaista (HE 268/2014 vp).

Perehdymme téssé katsauksessa kansalais-
raatien vaikuttavuuden tematiikkaan yhden
konkreettisen esimerkin kautta. Esimerkkind
on Tampereen Hervannassa syksylld 2012 to-
teutettu kansalaisraati, jonka toteutuksesta
vastasi Suomen Setlementtiliiton Uusi paikal-
lisuus -hanke. Tarkoituksenamme on miéri-
telld, mitd vaikuttavuudella tarkoitetaan kan-
salaisraatien ja laajemmin deliberatiivisen
demokratian kontekstissa ja kuinka vaikutta-
vuus toteutui Hervannan kansalaisraadissa.
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2. Deliberatiivinen demokratia,
kansalaisraadit ja vaikuttavuuden
dilemma

Suomalaisessa yhteiskunnassa padtoksenteko
perustuu télld hetkelld pitkélle valillisen, eli
edustuksellisen demokratian kautta vaikutta-
miseen. Vaaleilla valitut poliittiset luottamus-
henkilot paattavit kuntalaisten ja kansalaisten
asioista erilaisissa virallisissa toimielimissa.
Perinteinen edustuksellinen demokratia koe-
taan kuitenkin usein jihmednd ja etdisena.
Edustuksellisen demokratian instituutiot tar-
joavat vain véhin tilaa kansalaisten osallistu-
miselle, jolloin kansalaisilla on rajalliset mah-
dollisuudet vaikuttaa esimerkiksi késiteltivien
asioiden valintaan.

Huoli kansalaisten etddntymisestd poliit-
tisesta padtoksenteosta on johtanut esimerkik-
si kansandinestysten, kansalaisaloitteiden ja
erilaisten osallistumisjarjestelmien kehittdmi-
seen. Erityisesti erilaisten palautteenantojér-
jestelmien yleistyminen on johtanut siihen,
ettd kansalaisilla on tdlld hetkelld enemméan
mahdollisuuksia vastata erilaisiin asiakas- ja
kayttdjédkyselyihin sekd esittdd mielipiteensa
erilaisiin paétettavissd oleviin asioihin esimer-
kiksi kaavoittamiseen liittyen. Ongelmana
ndissd jarjestelmisséd on kuitenkin se, ettd ne
kohtelevat kansalaisia julkisten palvelujen
asiakkaina, jolloin korostetaan kansalaisten
yksil6llisten tarpeiden huomioon ottamista.

Yksilollisen osallistumisen vaihtoehtona
voidaan pitdd kollektiivista osallistumista.
Kollektiivinen osallistuminen tarkoittaa, ettad
kuntalainen osallistuu ja vaikuttaa yhdessd
muiden kuntalaisten kanssa, jonkin ryhmén
jésenend tai tietyn alueen asukkaana (Motto-
nen & Kettunen 2011, 281). Esimerkkeind
kollektiivisen osallistumisen muodoista voi-
daan pitéé erilaisia deliberatiivisen demokra-
tian mikrotason malleja (mini-public), kuten
osallistuvaa budjetointia, harkintaan ja kes-
kusteluun perustuvaa mielipidetiedustelua
seki kansalaisraateja (ks. Fung 2003).

Deliberatiivinen demokratia perustuu vuo-
ropuheluun, jossa kansalaisille tarjoutuu tilai-
suus ilmaista henkilokohtaisia ndkemyksidan
ja kuulla vastaavasti muiden ndkemyksié ja
kokemuksia. Téllaisen vuoropuhelun tavoit-
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teena on, etti tietoisuus muista ndkokohdista
laajenee toisten tarpeet huomioivaksi nike-
mykseksi yhteisestd hyvidstd (Elstub 2006,
27). Deliberatiivinen demokratia haastaa koh-
taamaan asukkaat, palvelujenkiyttdjit ja
asiakkaat kansalaisina, eiké palvelujen kulut-
tajina, joiden rooliksi jdé usein toimia pelkki-
nd informantteina palvelukyselyissé.
Deliberatiiviseen demokratian mikrotason
toimintamallien tavoitteena on tarjota kaikille
yhtéldiset mahdollisuudet osallistua ja tuoda
esiin omat nikdkulmansa ja argumenttinsa.
Argumentin esittdjin statuksen sijaan huomio
kiinnittyy argumentin siséltoon. Ajatukselli-
sesti tdimé kytkeytyy “hitaan demokratian”
ideaaliin, jossa kansalaisille jé& aikaa vaihto-
ehtojen syvilliselle pohdinnalle yhdessa paat-
tdjien ja kanssaihmisten kanssa (Clark & Te-
achout 2012). Se tarjoaa vaihtoehdon asian-
tuntijavetoiselle ”pikademokratialle”.
Yhteni deliberatiivisen demokratian mik-
rotason toimintamallina voidaan pitdd kansa-
laisraatia, jossa joukko ihmisid on kutsuttu
keskustelemaan ennalta enemmaén tai véhem-
min rajatusta asiakysymyksestd (ks. Crosby
& Nethercut 2005). Kansalaisraadin kokoon-
tumisissa on ldsné puolueettomia fasilitaatto-
reita, joiden tehtdvind on huolehtia, etti kaik-
kien osallistujien ndkokannat tulevat tasapuo-
lisesti huomioiduksi keskusteluissa. Lisdksi
osana kansalaisraateja kuullaan eri alojen
asiantuntijoita ja eri intressiryhmien edustajia,
joiden tarkoituksena on antaa osallistujille
tictoa kasiteltdvastd asiakysymyksestd. Kan-
salaisraadin tavoitteena on, ettd raadin lopuk-
si muodostetaan niin kutsuttu julkilausuma.
Ideaalina on, ettd julkilausuman sisdllosta
vallitsee kansalaisraadin jasenten kesken kon-
sensus, mutta joskus raadin julkilausuman
sisdllostd joudutaan myos ddnestdméidn, mi-
kali kansalaisraati ei padse yksimielisyyteen.
Kansalaisraadin ldhtokohdat voidaan tii-
vistdd viiteen piirteeseen. Kansalaisvaikutta-
misen areenoina kansalaisraadit ovat tavallis-
ta pitkdkestoisempia, silld vaikeiden asioiden
perusteellinen késittely vaatii riittdvésti aikaa.
Ne ovat myds edustavampia siind suhteessa,
ettd niiden tavoitteena on edustaa koko yhtei-
s64, esimerkiksi kuntaa pienoiskoossa, jolloin
vaikuttamaan padseviat muutkin kuin ddnek-



kdimmat, aktiivisimmat ja hyvédosaisimmat.
Onnistuessaan kansalaisraadit ovat myos kes-
kustelun suhteen laadukkaampia, silld 14hto-
kohtaisesti kaikki osallistujat ovat keskenédédn
tasa-arvoisia. Koulutettujen keskustelunohjaa-
jien tehtdvad on huolehtia keskusteluilmapii-
ristd, jossa kaikki saavat puheenvuoron ja
jossa kaikkia kuunnellaan. Osallistumisen
illuusiosta pyritddn aitoon vaikuttamiseen
niin, ettei osallistuta vain osallistumisen
vuoksi, vaan pyritddn viemaan kansalaisraadin
tuotoksia aidosti eteenpdin. Kansalaisraadit
tarjoavat myds tilaisuuden arvioida tehtyja
valintoja ja muuttaa nikemyksii. Vaihtoehto-
na galluppien esittimaélle staattiselle kansa-
laismielipiteelle tarjotaan mahdollisuus tar-
kastella asioita eri ndkékulmista, saada moni-
puolista tietoa ja keskustella monien erilaisten
ihmisten kanssa asioista. (Crosby & Nethercut
2005; Raisio & Vartiainen 2011.)

2.1. Vaikuttavuuden
monitulkintaisuus

Usein kansalaisraadeilla ja muilla deliberatii-
visen demokratian toimintamalleilla pyritdén
saamaan aikaan konkreettisia tuloksia. Deli-
beratiivisten toimintamallien vaikuttavuuden
mittaaminen arvioimalla pelkdstddn niiden
vaikutusta suhteessa julkiseen padtoksente-
koon jattdd kuitenkin huomioimatta monia
tekijoitd. Thanteellisesti deliberatiivinen demo-
kratia tuottaa kahdenlaista arvoa, ekspressii-
vistd ja instrumentaalista (Gutmann & Thomp-
son 2004; Raisio & Vartiainen 2011). Vaikut-
tavuuskeskusteluissa vihemmaélle huomiolle
jaanyt ekspressiivinen, eli prosessiin liittyva
arvo muodostuu itse deliberaatioprosessista.
Deliberaation avulla on mahdollista vahvistaa
kansalaisten demokratiataitoja ja demokraat-
tista mielikuvitusta seké rakentaa yhteisolli-
syyttd ja vahvempaa sosiaalista padomaa (ks.
Friedman 2006). Deliberaation on néhty kas-
vattavan kansalaisten tietoméérdd yhteisisté
ongelmista ja samalla lisddvén heidén kykydan
hahmottaa ja ratkaista nditd ongelmia. Delibe-
raation voidaan ndin olettaa lisddvin kansa-
laisten ymmarrystd niistd yhteiskunnallisista
ja luonnollisista syy-seuraussuhteista, jotka

liittyvét deliberaation kohteena olevaan asia-
kysymykseen (Herne & Setéld 2005, 179).

Deliberaation myotd osallistujien kyky
poliittiseen osallistumiseen kehittyy, kun osal-
listujat joutuvat muotoilemaan ja perustele-
maan ehdotuksiaan, kuuntelemaan muita, te-
keméén yhteistyotd sekd sovittelemaan erilai-
sia ndkemyksia yhteen toistensa kanssa (Fung
2003, 350). Niiden erilaisten kansalaistaitojen
oppimisella voi olla myonteisid vaikutuksia
eri ajallisiin ja paikallisiin konteksteihin. Tut-
kimukset deliberatiivista toimintamalleista
ovat osoittaneet, ettd niiden jalkeen osallistu-
jat tulevat yhteiskunnallisesti aktiivisemmik-
si toimijoiksi (Gastil & Dillard 1999b; Hartz-
Karp 2006; Talpin 2012).

Deliberaatio voi myos vihentdd ihmisten
vilisid empatiaongelmia ja ennakkoluuloja.
Kun ihmisille tarjotaan mahdollisuus dialogiin
muiden eri taustoista tulevien ihmisten kans-
sa, he pddsevit kuulemaan erilaisia ndkokan-
toja, jolloin heiddn ndkdkulmansa késitelta-
vadn asiaan saattaa muuttua. Fishkin (2009)
kayttdd ilmiostd nimitystd “ideal roletaking”
jolla hin viittaa tilanteeseen, jossa ihminen
pystyy ymmaértdmaén toisen henkilon nako-
kulmia késiteltdvaddn asiaan, vaikka ne eroai-
sivat hdnen omista ndkemyksistd. Tutkimukset
ovat osoittaneet, ettd deliberaatio voi toimia
sosiaalisen pddoman ja ryhmén jasenten véli-
sen luottamuksen lisddjand (Wilson 2009;
Karpowitz, et al. 2009).

Muita tutkimuksissa havaittuja deliberaa-
tion vaikutuksia ovat osallistujien poliittisen
tietoisuuden vahvistuminen. Osallistujat voi-
vat saada deliberaation mydtd paremman ka-
sityksen péitdksenteon mekanismeista, vai-
heista ja tasoista (Mendonga & Cunha 2014;
Niemeyer 2011; Karpowitz, et al. 2009). De-
liberaation on my0s ndhty kasvattavan kansa-
laisten tietom&édrdd yhteisistd ongelmista ja
samalla lisddvan heiddn kykydédn hahmottaa
ja ratkaista néitd ongelmia (Henderson, J. et
al. 2013). Lisédksi deliberatiiviset prosessit
saattavat lisdtd osallistujien késitystd oman
toimintansa vaikutuksesta padtoksentekoon
(political efficacy’) (Nabatchi 2010; Karpo-
witz, et al. 2009; Gastil & Dillard 1999a).

Instrumentaalinen eli vilineellinen arvo
liittyy puolestaan deliberatiivisen demokra-
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tian mahdollisuuteen tuottaa hyvia, oikeuden-
mukaisia sekd yhteiseen hyvéidn tdhtddvia
ratkaisuja yhteiskunnallisiin ongelmiin ja li-
sétd paatoksenteon legitimiteettid. Deliberaa-
tion instrumentaalista arvoa on kuvattu useis-
sa tapaustutkimuksissa, joissa on todennettu,
ettd deliberaatiolla voi olla péadtdksentekoa
ohjaavaa vaikutusta (He 2014; Mendonga &
Cunha 2014), péaidtoksentekoon vaikuttavaa
informaatiota lisddvaa vaikutusta (Karpowitz
et al. 2009) seka paatoksenteon legitimiteettid
vahvistavaa vaikutusta (Hartz-Karp 2006).
Instrumentaalinen arvo kytkeytyy vahvas-
ti ekspressiiviseen arvoon siind, ettd mikali
osallistujat kokevat deliberaation (instrumen-
taalisten) vaikutusten jddneen heikoiksi, voi
se lisdtd pettymysté ja epdluottamusta tulevaa
osallistumista kohtaan (Talpin 2012). Segell
(2005) argumentoi, ettd mikéli osallistumisen
paitarkoitus ei ole tiettyyn poliittiseen loppu-
tulokseen tdhtddvi, voi osallistumisen lisda-
minen aiheuttaa enemmén haittaa kuin hyotya.
Deliberaatio olisi timén ndkemyksen mukaan
vaikuttavaa vain silloin, kun sen tulokset ete-
nisivit suoraan padtoksentekoon.
Esimerkiksi Friedman (2011) tekee kui-
tenkin eron deliberatiivisen ja suoran vaikut-
tamisen vilille. Hén korostaa vaikuttavuuden
kultaista keskitietd. Vaikuttavuus suhteessa
poliittiseen péatdksentekoon olisi tilloin
enemmaén kuin pelkkdd ndenndisvaikuttamis-
ta, mutta kuitenkin hyvéksytysti vihemman,
kuin suoraa vaikuttamista péétdksentekoon.
Tamén kaltainen vaikuttavuus tarkoittaisi esi-
merkiksi sitd, ettd paattdjatahot (, kuten kun-
nanvaltuustot ja relevantit lautakunnat) ottai-
sivat virallisesti kantaa deliberaation tulok-
seen, kuten esimerkiksi kansalaisraadin julki-
lausumaan. Vastineessaan he kertoisivat mitka
ehdotuksista vietdisiin toimeenpanoon ja
mitkd ei, ja deliberatiivisen demokratian hen-
gessd perustelisivat ndkemyksend. Padttéjat
toimisivat ikddn kuin julkilausuman “’suodat-
timena” (Raisio 2014). Sen sijaan, ettd paat-
tdjét sitoutettaisiin toteuttamaan kaikki kan-
salaisraadin julkilausumassaan esittdmét toi-
menpiteet, olisikin tdrkedd sitouttaa heidét
ottamaan aidosti ja arvokkaasti kantaa kansa-
laisraadin julkilausumaan. Tutkimukset ovat
osoittaneet, ettd deliberaatioon osallistuneet
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henkilot piddosin ymmartavit ja hyvaksyvit
sen, ettd kaikkia heiddn ehdotuksiaan ei ole
mahdollista toteuttaa (esim. Raisio, Ollila &
Vartiainen 2011; Raisio 2014).

On myos tdrkedd huomioida se, ettd kési-
teltdessé deliberatiivisen demokratian vaikut-
tavuutta, huomiota ei saisi laittaa liikaa viral-
listen pééttdjatahojen rooliin. Deliberaation
vaikuttavuus on myds muiden tahojen vas-
tuulla (ks. Friedman 2011; Raisio & Carson
2014). Deliberaation kohteena olevat asiat
ovat usein niin sanottuja pirullisia ongelmia,
jotka eivit ratkea vain yhden tahon toimesta.
Namé ovat meiddn kaikkien vastuulla. Yh-
teenvetona deliberatiivisen demokratian vai-
kuttavuuden voidaan todeta olevan monitul-
kintainen tekijd, eikd sitd voi miiritelld pel-
kistiddn suoran vaikuttamisen nidkokulmasta.

3. Tutkimuskohde,
aineistot ja menetelmat

Suomen Setlementtiliitto ry:n koordinoimaa ja
RAY:n rahoittamaa Uusi paikallisuus -hanket-
ta (2011-2015) toteutetaan kolmessa paikal-
lisyhteisossé: Vaasan Palosaaressa, Tampereen
Hervannassa sekd Kemijarvelld. Hankkeen
tavoitteena on kehittdd vilineitd, joiden avulla
kansalaiset pystyvét vaikuttamaan omien
asuinalueidensa palveluihin, maankdyton
suunnitteluun ja harrastusmahdollisuuksiin.

Uusi paikallisuus -hankkeen ldhtdkohtana
on kansalaisléhtoisyys ja paikkojen, kulttuu-
rien ja ihmisten moninaisuuden lisddntyminen
(ks. Katajaméki 2010). Uudeksi paikallisuu-
deksi kutsutaan asetelmaa, jossa paikallisyh-
teisdja kehitetddn niiden omista 1dhtokohdista
kisin yhteistydssd kansalaisten, kansalaisjér-
jestdjen, yritysten ja julkisen sektorin kanssa.
Hankkeen avulla etsitddn paikkaperustaisen
kansalaisyhteiskunnan palauttamisen vilinei-
td toteuttamalla kiytannon kokeiluja erilaisis-
sa maantieteellisissd ympéristoissa

Yhteni vilineend hankkeessa on pilotoitu
kansalaisraatimenetelméd. Kemijarvelld ja
Vaasassa kansalaisraadit jérjestettiin touko-
kuussa 2012. Kemijérvelld toteutettujen kan-
salaisraatien aiheet liittyivét kehitysvammais-
ten aikuisten tdysivaltaisen kansalaisuuden



toteutumiseen ja tuulivoiman kayttdonottoon.
Vaasan Palosaarella kansalaisraadissa visioi-
tiin tulevaisuuden Palosaarta. Hervannassa
marraskuussa 2012 toteutettu kansalaisraati
keskittyi eri ikdryhmien eldmisen mahdolli-
suuksiin 1dhidssd. Tdman tutkimuksen kohtee-
na on Tampereen Hervanta ja sielld toteutettu
kansalaisraati. Hankkeen toteuttamia muita
kansalaisraateja on kisitelty toisaalla (ks. Rai-
sio & Lindell 2013).

3.1. Toimintaymparistdna
Tampereen Hervanta

Tampereen Hervanta on kansalaisraadin to-
teuttamisen kannalta erittdin mielenkiintoinen
toimintaymparistd. Hervanta muodostaa yh-
teison, joka on kehittymissd maahanmuuton
myotd kulttuurisesti yhd moni-ilmeisemmak-
si. Hervantaa voidaan pitd4 suhteellisen suu-
rena kaupunginosana, silld vuoden 2011 lo-
pussa Hervannassa asui yli 23 000 asukasta
(Tampereen kaupunki 2013, 148). Hervannan
tyottomyysprosentti (16,9 %) on suhteellisen
korkea verrattuna Tampereen keskimaérdiseen
tyottomyysasteeseen (13,8 %) (Tampereen
kaupunki 2013, 168). Hervannassa asuu myos
huomattava méadra vieraskielisid asukkaita.
Heidén osuutensa kaupunginosan viestdstd on
(17,9 %), kun vieraskielisten keskiméérdinen
osuus koko Tampereella on (6,3 %) (Tampe-
reen kaupunki 2014).

Paikallisjulkisuudessa Hervanta kategori-
soitui etenkin rakentamiskautenaan pikemmin
tytdrkaupungiksi kuin 18hidksi. Se edusti pio-
neerihanketta ja koekenttdd, jossa toteutettiin
erilaisia innovaatioita rakennustekniikasta
hyvinvointipalveluihin. Ajan henkeen kuului
suunnitella ja rakentaa asukkaille: paattijat ja
viranomaiset tiesivét parhaiten hervantalaisten
tarpeet. Asukkaiden arkiset huolet ja kysymyk-
set, pyrittiin neutraloimaan haitallisina imago-
pulmina ja poisselitettiin 1dhién luonnollisen
evolutiivisen mallin kautta. (Roivainen 2000)

Hervantaa koskevissa tutkimuksissa on
noussut esiin alueen asukkaiden hyvinvoinnin
epdtasainen jakaantuminen. Samalla kun ty6s-
sd kiyva véestd on kyennyt sédilyttiméén tyy-
dyttdvan hyvinvoinnin tason, on tydttdmien

ja erityisesti pitkdaikaistyottomien eldmanti-
lanne vaikea. Hervannan sisdisti erilaistunei-
suutta korostaa myds se, ettd sosiaaliset on-
gelmat, kuten koyhyys ja ty6ttomyys, samoin
kuin pakolais- ja maahanmuuttajaviesto ovat
keskittyneet tietyille alueille. (Hékli et al.
2003, 11.)

Toisaalta tutkimuksissa on noussut esiin
my0s asukkaiden mydnteinen suhtautuminen
alueeseensa. Vanhoista ty6ldiskaupunginosis-
ta muuttaneille asuminen Hervannassa on
merkinnyt kunnollisia asuntoja, hyvid palve-
luja ja luonnonlédheisyyttd (Roivainen 1993).
Kaupunginosassa on myds suhteellisen aktii-
vinen kansalaisyhteiskunta (Hakli et al. 2003,
85-86.). Alueella toimii useita erilaisia jarjes-
t6jd, yhdistyksié seka harrastusryhmia. Lisdk-
si Hervannassa vallitsee vahva paikallisiden-
titeetti, joka nékyy siind, ettd paikalliset asuk-
kaat mieltavit itsensd mielellddn hervantalai-
seksi.

3.2. Hervannan kansalaisraati

Edelld esitetyt Hervannan erityispiirteet py-
rittiin huomioimaan kansalaisraatia jérjestet-
tdessd. Esimerkiksi kansalaisraadin osallistu-
jat pyrittiin kokoamaan Hervannassa siten,
ettd kansalaisraati edusti tilastollisesti mah-
dollisimman hyvin Hervannan asukkaita idn,
sukupuolen, didinkielen, koulutus- ja tydlli-
syystilanteen mukaan. Suunnitteluvaiheessa
huomiota kiinnitettiin erityisesti siihen, ettd
osallistumismahdollisuus tarjottaisiin mahdol-
lisimman monenlaisille hervantalaisille. Kan-
salaisraati toteutettiin neljéné arki-iltana mar-
raskuussa 2012 ja siihen osallistui yhteensi
14 raatilaista.

Kansalaisraadin teemaksi maéariteltiin
”Hyva tulevaisuus Hervannassa niin nuorille
kuin vanhoillekin”. Pyrkimyksena keskuste-
luissa oli kasitelld annettua teemakysymysta
asiantuntijapaneelin kuulustelujen pohjalta.
Viimeisend iltana keskityttiin laatimaan julki-
lausumaa. Raatilaiset itse valitsivat, mitkd
aiheet ja ehdotukset kirjattiin julkilausumaan.
Raadin yksitoistakohtaisessa julkilausumassa
perddnkuulutettiin muun muassa parempia
terveyspalveluja Hervantaan ja sosiaalitoimis-
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ton palauttamista alueelle sekd Kansalaistaloa.
Julkilausuma esiteltiin tiedotustilaisuudessa
21.11.2012 Hervannan kirjaston lukusalissa.

Kansalaisraati myos luovutti julkilausu-
mansa Tampereen kaupunginvaltuuston pu-
heenjohtajalle ja apulaispormestareille joulu-
kuussa 2012. Hervannan kansalaisraadin jul-
kilausuman osalta apulaispormestarit antoivat
vastineensa julkilausuman luovuttamisen
yhteydessd, minké jidlkeen julkilausumassa
esitetyt toimenpide-esitykset lahtivét virka-
miesvalmisteluun. Toiveena oli, ettd asiantun-
tijalautakunnat ottaisivat kantaa esitettyihin
kannanottoihin vield kevddn 2013 kuluessa.
Tatd toivetta pyrittiin edistdmidin vuoden
2013 alussa valtuustoaloitteella!, jossa kiin-
nitettiin huomiota jatkovalmisteluun ja esitet-
tiin kansalaisraatikokeilun jatkamista aluksi
Hervannassa ja mydhemmin mahdollisesti
muissakin kaupunginosissa.

3.3. Aineisto ja menetelmat

Tutkimuksen padaineiston muodostaa Mikko
Virton pro gradu —tutkielmaansa (2014) var-
ten kerddma tutkimusaineisto. Vértto kartoit-
ti kansalaisraatiprosessiin osallistuneiden
kokemuksia ryhmaé- ja yksil6haastattelujen
avulla. Ensimmadisessd vaiheessa toteutettiin
ryhméhaastattelu kuudelle Hervannan kansa-
laisraatiin osallistuneelle asukkaalle. Ryhma-
haastattelussa keskityttiin erityisesti kysy-
mykseen, mill tavoin raatilaiset olivat koke-
neet raatiin osallistumisen. Toisessa vaiheessa
haastateltiin neljdd ryhmahaastatteluun osal-
listunutta raatilaista henkilokohtaisesti. Néis-
sé haastatteluissa oli mahdollisuus syventéa
ryhméhaastattelujen teemoja. Koska kaikki
haastatellut olivat osallistuneet raadin jalkeen
syntyneisiin toimintaryhmiin, haastateltiin
heitd myos tdssd roolissa. Aineiston analyysi
toteutettiin laadullisella siséllonanalyysilla
luokittelemalla osallistujien kokemuksia osal-
listumisesta ja vaikuttamisesta. Téssé tutki-
muksessa hyddynnetéddn myos projektipaéllik-

I TIrene Roivainen teki valtuustoaloitteen kaupun-

ginvaltuuston puheenjohtajana vastaanottamansa
Kansalaisraadin julkilausuman vauhdittamiseksi.
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ko Salome Tuomaalan laatimaa Hervannan
kansalaisraadin loppuraporttia (Tuomaala
2013) sekd Raision ja Lindellin (2013) teke-
maén Uusi paikallisuus —hankkeen kansalais-
raatien arviointia.

4. Tulokset

Raatitydskentelyn vaikuttavuutta arvioidaan
seuraavaksi tarkastelemalla, kuinka delibera-
titvisen demokratian kaksi arvoa toteutuvat
kansalaisraatiprosessissa. Instrumentaaliset
arvot kiinnittdvat huomion kansalaisraatipro-
sessin lopputulokseen, kun taas ekspressiivis-
ten arvojen kiinnostuksen kohteena on varsi-
nainen deliberaatioprosessi (Raisio & Vartiai-
nen 2011). Empiirisen analyysin tarkastelussa
huomio kohdistetaan néihin kahteen paitee-
maan haastattelukuvauksissa. Erilliseksi tar-
kastelukohteeksi on nostettu asukkaiden itse-
organisoituminen kansalaisraadin jédlkeen.

4.1. Kansalaisraatitydskentelyn
ekspressiiviset arvot ("juurtumista”)

Haastatteluaineiston perusteella kansalaisraa-
tityoskentely koettiin palkitsevana. Kansalais-
raati oli onnistunut hyvin tavoitteessaan ta-
voittaa mahdollisimman erilaisia hervantalai-
sia. Kansalaisraati tarjosi myds kanavan,
jonka kautta eri taustoista tulevat, entuudes-
taan toisilleen tuntemattomat asukkaat péési-
vit tutustumaan toisiinsa. Erityisen arvokkaa-
na pidettiin sité, ettd kansalaisraatiprosessi oli
onnistunut tavoittamaan sekd kantavéeston
edustajia sekd maahanmuuttajataustaisia her-
vantalaisia.

Haastatteluissa monet kansalaisraadin
osallistujista kertoivat olleensa ylldttyneité
siitd, kuinka samanlaisia huolenaiheita muilla
kansalaisraadin jdsenilld oli. Tatd kokemusta
voi kuvata “yhteisen didnen” loytamiseksi.
Kansalaisraatiprosessilla koettiin olleen myos
vahvistava vaikutus paikallisidentiteetin kan-
nalta, silld se tarjosi, kuten yksi haastateltava
totesi: “mahdollisuuden tuntee ittensd hervan-
talaiseksi”. Tdma nidkyi erityisesti dskettdin
Hervantaan muuttaneen raatilaisen kohdalla,



jolle kansalaisraati oli tarjonnut kanavan tu-
tustua paremmin uuteen ldhiympéristdon ja
sen asukkaisiin. Toisaalta kansalaisraadilla oli
ollut merkitystd my6s Hervannassa pidempéan
asuneiden asukkaiden paikallisen kuulumisen
tunteen vahvistumiselle. Yksi haastatelluista
kuvasi kokemustaan ”juurtumiseksi”.

Kansalaisraadin aikana kokemukset yh-
teisen ddnen 10ytdmisestd, juurtumisesta seki
paikallisidentiteetistd vahvistivat osallistujien
luottamusta kansalaisraadin muita osallistujia
sekd my06s laajemmin paikallisyhteison jése-
nid kohtaan. T4lld voi olla mydnteisid vaiku-
tuksia yhteiso6llisyyden, viihtyvyyden seka
turvallisuudentunteen kannalta. Vahva paikal-
lisidentiteetti on myds yhteydessd siihen,
kuinka aktiivisesti ihmiset ottavat osaa asuin-
ympdristonsa kehittdmiseen (Strandell 2002,
12-13).

Tamin lisdksi kansalaisraadin arvioitiin
tarjonneen uudenlaisia osallistumis- ja vaikut-
tamiskanavia, vahvistaneen kansalaistaitoja ja
rohkaisseen vaikuttamaan omassa elinympa-
ristdssd ja laajemminkin. Monelle osallistu-
jalla kansalaisraati oli tarjonnut vaihtoehtoi-
sen viyldn tuoda esiin omia huolia ja toiveita
asuinympadristod koskien. Kansalaisraadissa
osallistujat olivat my0s saaneet tietoa siitd,
milld tavoin eri asioihin voidaan vaikuttaa,
silld raadin kokoontumisten aikana julkilau-
suman parannusehdotukset pyrittiin muokkaa-
maan sellaisiksi, ettd niilld oli realistisia mah-
dollisuuksia tulla toteutetuiksi. Liséksi raatiin
osallistuneet Alue-Alvarin edustajat olivat
vilittdneet raatilaisilla tietoa Alvarien toimin-
nasta ja Tampereen kaupungin sekéd Alvarien
vilisestd vuorovaikutuksesta.

4.2. Kansalaisraatitydskentelyn
instrumentaaliset arvot
("pettymysta”)

Eniten negatiivisia kokemuksia raatilaisille oli
aiheuttanut kaupunginhallinnon suhtautumi-
nen kansalaisraadin julkilausumaan. Kansa-
laisraatiprosessin ja kunnallisen padtoksente-
on kohtaamattomuuteen oltiin pettyneiti,
silld raatilaisten mielestd kaupunki ei ollut
huomioinut kansalaisraadin julkilausumaa

heiddn toivomallaan tavalla. Esimerkiksi kan-
salaisraadin julkilausuman luovutukseen va-
rattu viidentoista minuutin luovutustilaisuus
ennen kaupunginvaltuuston kokousta oli koet-
tu liian lyhyeksi ja se oli néhty osoituksena
siitd, ettei kaupungin edustajilla ollut aikaa
ladhempadin keskusteluun. Paétoksenteko koet-
tiin my0s epédluotettavana, ja péadtdksenteki-
jOitd kuvattiin muun muassa “lupailijoiksi” ja
”poliitikoiksi, joiden sanomisilla “ei ole mi-
tddn arvoa” tai joilla ei ole ’energiaa puuttua”
kansalaisraadin esiin nostamiin paikallisiin
kysymyksiin. Kaupungin koettiin pettineen
hervantalaiset karsiessaan alueen palveluita
raadin pdinvastaisista toiveista huolimatta.
Raatilaisten tietoisuus palvelujérjestelmastd ja
paatoksentekoaikataulusta osoittautui kuiten-
kin heikoksi: uskottiin esimerkiksi, ettd TE-
keskus kuuluu kunnallisten palveluiden pii-
riin. Samoin tietoisuus padtdksentekoaikatau-
luista oli puutteellinen, silld esimerkiksi sosi-
aalitoimistojen palveluverkkoa koskevat
paétokset oli tehty jo pari vuotta aikaisemmin,
joten kansalaisraadin reagointi muutoksiin oli
auttamatta myGhéssa.

Suurimmat ongelmat Hervannan kansa-
laisraatiprosessin aikana ilmenivét raadin ja
kaupunginhallinnon vuorovaikutuksessa.
Nami ongelmat johtivat siihen, ettei aitoa
vuoropuhelua hankkeen ja kaupungin vililla
paddssyt syntymddn. Epéluottamus ndkyi
haastatteluissa turhautumisena ja drtymykse-
nd kaupunkia kohtaan. Haastatellut myds
loivat vastakkainasettelua Hervannan ja Tam-
pereen kaupungin vilille. Téssd asettelussa
Tampereen kaupunki koettiin uhkana, joka
pyrki alistamaan Hervannan omille tavoitteil-
leen.

Kaiken kaikkiaan haastatteluissa kaupun-
gin paitoksenteko nayttaytyi etdisend, elitis-
tisend ja institutionaalisena “mustana aukko-
na”. Siitd huolimatta, ettd kansalaisraadin
julkilausuma luovutettiin virallisesti kaupun-
gin johdolle, ja sitd vauhdittamaan tehtiin
valtuustoaloite, julkilausuma ei kuitenkaan
edennyt kaupungin paidtoksenteossa esimer-
kiksi lautakuntakasittelyyn. Viranomaisilla ei
vaikuttanut olevan my06skéddn kisitysta siité,
milld tavoin ja kenen toimesta raadin julkilau-
sumaa vietdisiin kaupunkiorganisaatiossa
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eteenpdin. Tama kertoo siité, ettei kaupungil-
la ollut olemassa valmiita toimintamalleja
asukkaiden aloitteiden huomioimiseksi.

Hervannan kokemuksia vastaavia havain-
toja on tehty myds muissa kansalaisraateja
koskevissa tutkimuksissa. Kansalaisraadin ja
kaupunkiorganisaation véliset ongelmat voi-
vat edelleen korostua tapauksissa, joissa raa-
din jarjestdjand toimii jokin muu taho, kuin
julkinen viranomainen. Tilloin raadilla ei ole
selkedd institutionaalista asemaa kaupungin
paitoksentekojirjestelméssi, jolloin ei valtta-
mattd ole olemassa valmiita toimintamalleja
siitd, milld tavalla raadin julkilausuma huo-
mioidaan kunnallisessa pddtoksenteossa (ks.
Herne & Setéld 2005, 183).

Raision ja Vartiaisen (2011, 33) mukaan
joskus kunnan luottamushenkil6t, viranomai-
set seka tyontekijét saattavat pelétd kansalais-
raatien kaventavan heidédn vaikutusvaltaansa.
Hervannan raatity0ssd néhtiin viitteitd joiden-
kin virkahenkil6iden kielteisestd suhtautumi-
sesta. Tdméa havainto tekee ndkyvéksi sen, ettd
raatity0 saatettiin kokea “villind” ja kesytta-
méttdménd kansalaistoimintana. Ilman selkei-
td ja vakiintuneita normeja ja toimintamalleja
raatiprosessin kehittdmisideat voivat olla liian
riippuvaisia yksittdisten henkildiden toimista
ja henkilokohtaisista suhteista.

Huhtikuussa 2014 Uusi paikallisuus -han-
ke jarjesti Hervannan kehittdmiskivelyn ja
keskustelupaneelin, johon oli kutsuttu Tam-
pereen pééttidjid ja asukkaita keskustelemaan
Hervannan ongelmista ja kehittimismahdol-
lisuuksista. Kehittdmiskdvelyn tarkoituksena
oli toimia jatkona kansalaisraatiprosessille ja
pitdd raadin julkilausumaa esilld. Tésté syys-
td monet kehittdmiskdvelyn aikana késitellyis-
td aiheista olivat samoja, jotka olivat nousseet
esille jo Hervannan kansalaisraadissa.

Ennen Hervannassa toteutettua kehittdmis-
kivelya Tampereen kaupunki antoi péivitetyn
tilannekatsauksen raadin julkilausuman toi-
menpide-chdotusten ja niiden huomioimisen
osalta. Kuitenkin samalla kun julkilausuman
siséltdmat toimenpide-ehdotukset etenivét hi-
taasti kaupungin hallintokoneistossa, olivat
Hervannan asukkaat itse aktiivisesti vieméssé
raadin julkilausuman parannusehdotuksia
eteenpdin.
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4.3. Osallistujien itseorgani-
soituminen ("tekemisen
demokratiaa”)

Kansalaisraadin vaikutuksia arvioitaessa va-
littdmien vaikutusten ohella huomiota on kiin-
nitettdvd myo0s kansalaisraatiprosessin jélkei-
seen aikaan, jolloin osallistumisen ja vaikut-
tamisen kanavana toimivat kansalaisraadin
jéilkeen syntyneet toimintaryhmét. Hervannan
Uusi paikallisuus -hanke pyrki kansalaisraa-
din jélkeen aktivoimaan raatilaisia sekd Her-
vannan asukkaita ottamaan vastuuta kansa-
laisraadin julkilausuman toimenpide-ehdotus-
ten eteenpdin viemiseksi. Hanke jérjesti ke-
vadn 2013 aikana useita erilaisia ideointi-il-
toja sekd osallisuustydpajoja, joissa asukkaat
padsivit suunnittelemaan, mité raadin toimen-
pide-ehdotuksista he voisivat itse alkaa edis-
tdmadn. Hanke on pyrkinyt tukemaan asuk-
kaiden omasta aloitteesta ldhtevéé toimintaa
kannustamalla asukkaita itse suunnittelemaan
toimintaa ja kantamaan vastuuta toiminnan
jarjestdmisestd. Hanke on tarjonnut tiloja
asukkaiden kokoontumisille sekéd korvannut
toiminnan jérjestdmisestd aiheutuvia kuluja.
Tamén seurauksena on alueelle syntynyt eri-
laisia omaehtoisesti toimivia toimintaryhmia,
kuten Viva Cinola! -elokuvakerho, Hervannan
kaupunkiviljelijit sekd Naisten taitovaihtoker-
ho, joissa asukkaat ovat itse padvastuussa toi-
minnan jarjestimisestd. Tamén kaltaista ak-
tiivista kansalaistoimintaa voidaan kutsua
”tekemisen demokratiaksi”, nykyajan talkoo-
toiminnaksi (Aitamurto & Siivonen 2012).
Haastatteluissa raatilaiset kertoivat ole-
vansa tyytyvéisid toimintaryhmiin. Ryhmien
syntymistd pidettiinkin ryhméhaastattelussa
yhtend raadin suurimpana saavutuksena. Ryh-
mien kautta raatilaiset olivat paédsseet edisti-
méadn itse raadin julkilausumaan kirjattuja
toiveita. Toisaalta ryhmien toiminnassa voi-
daan nihdd myds yhteisollisyyttd vahvistavia
piirteitd. Kun asukkaat olivat padvastuussa
toiminnan jirjestimisestd, joutuivat he sopi-
maan keskindisestd toimintojen koordinoin-
nista ja tydnjaosta, mikd puolestaan lisési
ryhmaén sisdisté riippuvuutta. Kaupunkivilje-
lyryhmadssd oltiin oltu etukéteen huolissaan
viljelyksiin kohdistuvasta ilkivallasta, mutta



pelot osoittautuivat turhiksi, silld viljelyryh-
man viljelykset sddstyivit tihutdiltd. Yhteiso
tuki tdlld tavoin asukkaiden toimintaa.

Toimintaryhmien koettiin myos edistdneen
erilaisia kansalaistaitoja. Esimerkiksi kaupun-
kiviljelyryhméssé oli opittu viljelytaitoja ja
elokuvakerhossa saatu kokemusta elokuva-
ndytdsten jirjestdmisesti. Moniin toiminta-
ryhmiin osallistui kantavéiestoon kuuluvien
hervantalaisten ohella myds monia maahan-
muuttajia, joille ryhmit ovat tarjonneet mah-
dollisuuden tutustua suomalaisiin ja oppia
suomen kieltd. Ryhmaét tarjosivat siten maa-
hanmuuttajataustaisille asukkaille vdylén in-
tegroitua suomalaiseen yhteiskuntaan, osallis-
tua ja vaikuttaa.

Vaikka toimintaryhmien toimintaa kuvat-
tiin yhteisollisend prosessina, kommenteissa
nousi esiin myds haastateltavien pettymys
osallistujien heikkoon sitoutumiseen ja vas-
tuunkantamiseen. Etenkin toiminnan alkuvai-
heessa vastuun koettiin kasaantuneen muuta-
mien aktiivien harteille. Esimerkiksi kaupun-
kiviljelyryhméssa osa jasenistd menetti kiin-
nostuksensa viljelyyn kesidn kuluessa ja jitti
viljelystensd huolehtimisen muiden ryhmén
jasenten vastuulle.

Suurimmaksi haasteeksi osoittautuivat
eliméntilanteeseen ja ajankdyttoon liittyvét
kysymykset ja intressien kohtaamattomuus.
Osalla sosiaaliset verkostot olivat liian pienet,
jotta olisi ollut mahdollisuus osallistua; osal-
la puolestaan niin laajat, ettei aikaa riittdnyt
tille vaikuttamiskanavalle. Toimintaryhmét
houkuttelivatkin mukaansa vain osan raatilai-
sista, osan jdddessd pois liian raskaaksi tai
pdamadriltddn vieraiksi kokemastaan toimin-
nasta. Toimintaryhmien teemojen ja toiminta-
tapojen koettiin esimerkiksi 1dhtokohtaisesti
rajaavan ulkopuolelleen miesvaestoa.

Toimintaryhmien lisdksi osa raatilaisista
on hyodyntanyt aktiivisesti myds muita kei-
noja kansalaisraadin julkilausuman toimenpi-
de-ehdotusten edistimiseksi. Monet raatilai-
sista kertoivat haastatteluissa hyddyntdvéansa
erilaisia suoran vaikuttamisen keinoja, kuten
suoria yhteydenottoja viranomaisiin. Liséksi
osa raatilaisista on toiminut aktiivisesti saa-
dakseen ajamilleen asioille muiden Hervan-
nan asukkaiden tukea. Tastéd syysté raatilaiset

pohtivat muun muassa erilaisten vaihtoehtois-
ten tiedotuskanavien seké julkisuuden hyo-
dyntdmistd. Raatilaisten voidaankin n&hda
hyddyntdneen toiminnassaan luovasti sekd
yksil6llisen ettéd kollektiivisen osallistumisen
malleja tavoitteidensa toteuttamiseksi.

5. Johtopaatokset

Hervannan kansalaisraadin vaikuttavuuden
analyysi muodosti mielenkiintoisen narratii-
vin, joka monilta osin sivusi deliberatiivisen
demokratian vaikuttavuuden teoreettista kes-
kustelua. Kansalaisraadin ekspressiivinen
arvo ndyttdytyi haastatteluissa raatilaisten
kokemuksina yhteisen dinen 16ytdmisestd ja
juurtumisesta omaan paikallisyhteisoonsa.
Vaikuttavuus suhteessa poliittiseen paatoksen-
tekoon johti kuitenkin pettymykseen. Raati-
laiset kokivat jddneensd julkilausumansa
kanssa yksin. Pettymys ei kuitenkaan johtanut
teoreettisten olettamusten mukaisesti raatilais-
ten periksi antamiseen vaan, pdinvastoin, hei-
din itseorganisoitumiseensa julkilausuman
esitysten toteuttamiseksi. Kansalaisraatipro-
sessin kautta [6ytynyt yhteinen dani sekd han-
kehenkilokunnan tuki mahdollistavat “teke-
misen demokratian”.

Tekemisen demokratia nayttdytyi vahva-
na jo kansalaisraadin julkilausumassa, jossa
monissa kohdin nostettiin esiin asukkaiden
roolia julkilausuman esitysten kanssatoteut-
tajina. Tdm& kuvastaa tdssd katsauksessa
esiin nostettua deliberatiivisen demokratian
(instrumentaalisen) vaikuttavuuden ideaalia,
jossa vaikuttavuuden edistiminen kuuluu
kaikille. Timai on erityisen selvdid Hervannan
kansalaisraadin kaltaisissa tapauksissa, jois-
sa fokus on oman asuinympériston kehitta-
misessd. Vastuun ulkoistaminen yksinomaan
kaupunkiorganisaatiolle johtaisi helposti yk-
sipuolisiin toivelistoihin. Kansalaisraadin
julkilausuman edistdminen yhdessa raatilais-
ten ja muiden aktiivisten asukkaiden kanssa
olisi kuitenkin edellyttdnyt kaupunkiorgani-
saatiolta ketteryyttd. Monet julkilausuman
ehdotuksista olivat sellaisia, joihin olisi voi-
nut tarttua hyvinkin nopeasti, vélttden pitka-
kestoista poliittista prosessia. Kuntaorgani-
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saatioilla olisikin paljon opittavaa kansa-
laisyhteiskunnan ketteryydestd; Hervannan
raatiprosessi osoitti, ettei padtoksentekojar-
jestelmd tunnistanut ja osannut hyodyntid
”villid” kansalaisyhteiskunnasta nousevaa
aloitteellisuutta.

Uusi kuntalaki tulee nostamaan uudet
osallisuus- ja vaikuttamismenetelméit — kuten
osallistuvan budjetoinnin ja kansalaisraadit
— osaksi suomalaista 1dhidemokratiaa. Ndiden
kayttoonotto edellyttdd kunnilta pohdintaa ja
punnintaa menetelmien roolista osana kun-
nallista pdédtdksentekoa, samoin kuin pitka-
janteistd suunnittelua ja kokeilua ennen nii-
den virallista kdyttoonottoa. Osallistujille ei
saisi muodostua ndkemystéd kuntaorganisaa-
tion péditdksenteosta “mustana aukkona”.
Esimerkiksi kansalaisraatien osalta keskeisia
kunnissa kisiteltavid kysymyksia tulevat ole-
maan, missé asioissa kansalaisraateja toteu-
tetaan, ketkd toimivat kansalaisraatien toteut-
tajina, kuinka heiddt koulutetaan kansalais-
raatien toteuttamiseen ja mitd reittid kansa-
laisraadin julkilausuma tulee etenemé&in
péatoksentekokoneistossa. Monin tavoin
kyseessd on oppimisprosessi niin kuntien
luottamushenkildille ja viranhaltijoille, kuin
myds itse kuntalaisille.
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Democratization of Organizational Change Process through Deliberation
Abstract

Purpose: This paper examines deliberation in the context of organizational change and introduces an

organizational jury as a change facilitator.

Design/methodology/approach: The research is based on an empirical study of four organizational
juries that were organized by a non-profit organization in Finland. The main data of the study consists
of a survey that the juries’ participants filled in. The data is triangulated with observations of jury
meetings and relevant documents including pre-jury information package, jury presentations and
juries’ proposals. In the analysis, the paper adopts deliberative democracy criteria to assess the

inclusiveness, authenticity and consequentiality of the deliberative process.

Findings: The research findings suggest that the juries increased the inclusiveness of decision-making
and the quality of deliberation about the changes among the employees. The results indicate that juries
facilitated the change process by providing a means for information-sharing and building a shared
understanding among the stakeholders. The main weakness of the juries was their low

consequentiality.

Originality/value: Deliberative jury method provides a participative way to build and preserve
socially shared meanings in an organizational change context. However, the studies on the use of
deliberative forums in the organizational context are still scarce. Thus, the study provides an

important addition to the existing research literature.

Keywords:

Case study, Democratic leadership, Deliberation, Organizational jury, Organizational change

Introduction

Organization is a form of life that emerges in the communicative activities that together construct
organizational identity (Taylor and Van Every 2000). Therefore, any proposed change may be seen
as a threat and a challenge to the existing perceptions that are built into an organization’s social

practices and norms (O’Neill & Jabri 2007). This increases the importance of communication as a



means of legitimizing perceptions of reality within an organizational setting. Communication plays a
central role in motivating and sharing future goals and visions for the employees. However, simply
“communicating” with employees does not easily alter perceptions (O’Neill & Jabri 2007). In
practice, in many change efforts to increase participation, the stress is placed upon achieving
consensus through utilizing rhetorics of persuasion (Jabri et al. 2008), or even manipulation (Raelin
2011a). Instead, change interventions should be aimed at creating shared meaning and understanding
through genuine dialogue, where the terms of change are articulated, explained, and questioned (Jabri
et al. 2008, 680).

This paper argues that the most genuine form of democratic dialogue is represented in deliberation.
It can be considered as the most representative communication mode of democratic leadership,
because it relies on the critical reflection as the means to involve the responsible parties in decision-
making without privileging particular stakeholders over the others, because of their status or authority
(Raelin, 2012b). Deliberation refers to a form of communication, where participants deliberate with
each other and try to reach a reasoned agreement (Gutmann and Thompson, 1996). It gives attention
to common interests and allows participants to transform their preferences through public and rational
discussion (Cohen, 1997). Compared to other forms of communications, such as dialog and debate,

deliberation is more oriented toward consensus and social co-construction (Bone et al., 2006).

There are different ways to promote democratic deliberation in the organizational change context.
One is to establish special sites, where the members of the organization have an equal opportunity to
take part in the deliberations and present solutions to problems (Gustavsen, 1992). In the change
context, deliberative sites provide the employees with a chance to get information about the
organizational change, deliberate about the change with each other and reach an agreement on
solutions that are based on common interests. Incorporating deliberative aspects in an organizational
change context can lead to more democratic change processes, where the employees have an influence

on shaping the outcome of the change process.

This paper focuses on one deliberative method called organizational jury that adopts some features
of the citizens’ jury method and applies them in an organizational context (Vartiainen et al., 2013;
Lindell, 2014). The paper studies four organizational juries that were organized by a Finnish non-
profit organisation (NPO). The paper adopts the criteria of deliberative democracy to study whether
the juries managed to fulfil three core factors of a deliberative process: inclusiveness, the authenticity
of deliberation and the consequentiality of the deliberative process. The results of the analysis will
show how inclusive and deliberative the juries were and how they impacted the change process. The



paper will focus both on direct and indirect influences of the jury process to the organizational change

process.

The structure of the paper is as follows: First, the paper presents contributions from the distributed
leadership framework and discusses the limits of the framework in relation to democratic leadership.
Secondly, the paper highlights literature sources from deliberative democracy theory and discusses
how these theoretical contemplations could be merged with the democratic leadership framework.
The paper presents an organization jury method as a deliberative site, where the change related issues
can be discussed and various interests counterbalanced. In the final section, the paper introduces its
research data and presents the main results of the data analysis. The paper concludes by discussing
the implications for research and practice and sets stepping stones for future research.

From leadership to leaderful practices

Leadership studies have traditionally been leader-centred, i.e., focused on the traits, abilities and
actions of the leaders (Wood, 2005). Individual leaders have been given a central place in enforcing
principles, motivating, and communicating future goals and visions for the employees (Crevani et al.
2010). Because of this, unsuccessful change processes are often attributed to the management. For
example, the management may fail to provide employees with compelling evidence of the benefits of
the change, which may lead employees to be uncommitted to the change. In addition, a lack of
communication or inconsistent messages can lead to misunderstandings of the aims and processes of

the change as well as to rumours that demoralize employees. (Gill, 2002.)

During recent years, there has been an emerging interest in the field of leadership studies on notions
of shared and distributed perspectives on leadership that emphasize leadership as a collective rather
than individual activity (Raelin, 2012b). The resulting literature contains several conceptualizations
of such arrangements, such as shared leadership (Bradford and Cohen, 1998; Pearce and Conger,
2003), distributed leadership (Gronn, 2002; Parry and Bryman, 2006) and relational leadership
(Cunliffe and Eriksen, 2011). What these notions have in common is that they move away from
manager-centred thinking and toward relationships in a social context. Leadership is understood as a
collaborative and collective responsibility, where the responsibilities of decision-making are

distributed to several individuals rather than one individual alone (Crevani et al., 2010).

However, prior studies show that the form of distributed leadership tends to be bound by aims and

values set by superior levels within the organization (e.g. Graetz, 2000; Woods 2004). While the form



of leadership is more interactive and open to social context, it still seems to be mainly centred in a
manager’s actions (Crevani et al., 2010; Raelin, 2012b; Lindell, 2014). Therefore, some scholars have
recently focused on leadership practices, which are constructed in interactions and embedded in a
social context of the workplace (Carroll et al., 2008; Crevani et al., 2010; Raelin, 2012b; 2016). In
this sense, leadership-as-practice is less about what one person thinks or does and more about what

people may accomplish together (Raelin, 2011b).

Raelin (2012b) argues that leadership-as-practice approach is distinctively democratic because it
involves the members of the community in its development. In leadership-as-practice, the leadership
arises from the social interaction among different parties. It is, therefore, a process of social
construction that focuses on the processes shared meaning-making and reflection. “Accordingly,
leadership is constituted through coordinated and random conversations and other communicative

acts that convey the collective consciousness of the community” (Raelin, 2011b, pp. 198).

According to Raelin (2011b, pp. 200), the *orchestration of the dialectical process of public
reflection” is a fundamental characteristic of leadership-as-practice approach. In a communicative
process, the members of the organization engage to analyse, design and make decisions (Lindell,
2014). The communication becomes a multiple-party reflective conversation, through which people
seek shared meaning and understanding (McArdle and Reason, 2008). O'Neill & Jabri (2007, pp.
573) have addressed that the social construction of change presents “a viable alternative for
understanding and addressing the challenges encountered in the management of change”. Involving
those who are affected by the change is detrimental in building and preserving socially shared
meanings in an organizational change context. The acceptance and adoption of new attitudes and
actions by organizational members improve the likelihood of the successful organizational change
process (O'Neill & Jabri, 2007).

Despite the continuing interest to leadership practices, there are only few examples of what these
practices would actually consist of. The answer could be found from deliberative democracy theory,
which has been the main development in democratic scholarship in recent decades (Goodin, 2008).
The next section demonstrates that deliberative democracy theory presents a valuable resource for

the democratization of the workplace practices.

Democratization of workplace through deliberation



The ideal form of deliberation is rooted in the Jirgen Habermas’ (1996) rational discourse. In this
view, deliberation implies a process where actors tell the truth, justify their positions extensively, and
are willing to yield to the force of the better argument (Béchtiger et al., 2010). The goal of deliberation
is to reach a shared understanding, or consensus. However, in response to “empirical turn” in
deliberative democracy theory, there has been a shift away from the ideal rational discourse toward a
conception of deliberation that incorporates alternative forms of communication. The “non-rational”
form of communication may include elements such as rhetoric, humour, emotion, testimony or
storytelling (Dryzek, 2009). Although these forms of communication do not correspond the ideal
criteria of deliberation as such, they may still serve the communicative process by paving the way for

more rational discourses.

In deliberative democracy theory, there are many definitions of what counts as deliberation. Most
scholars agree that a deliberative process should at least be inclusive, authentic and consequential
(Dryzek, 2009). The common approach to inclusivity is that participants should reflect the
demographic characteristics of the population (Mansbridge, 2000). In contrast to this approach, a
discursive approach focuses on ‘the range of interests and discourses present in a political setting’
(Dryzek and Niemeyer, 2008). This means that not everyone should participate in decision-making

as long as one’s interests are represented during deliberation.

Authentic deliberation presupposes that participants have an ability to reflect on the considerations
that are relevant to reaching collective decisions (Bohman, 1996). That is why participants should
have equal access to relevant information (Gastil, 2008). In addition, they should have an obligation
to provide “mutually accessible and acceptable reasons” to one another (Gutmann and Thompson,
2004). The deliberative process is supposed to be an open-ended dialogue, where participants
reconsider their own arguments against others’ arguments. This means that participants do not try to
hold on to their preliminary insights but are willing to be convinced by others and change their
opinion. Most importantly, deliberative communication should not be affected by coercion,

manipulation or other outcomes of unequal power structures (Dryzek, 2009).

Finally, a deliberative democratic process needs to be consequential. This implies that deliberation
should make a difference, when it comes to determining or having influence on collective outcomes
(Dryzek, 2010). The outcomes of deliberation can include explicit policy decisions, laws or other
direct outcomes. In that sense deliberation can serve an instrumental role in decision-making, where
it feeds important inputs to the decision-making process. On the other hand, sometimes the outcomes
of deliberation can be more indirect and informal. Deliberation can help clarify and inform public



debate and provide information, insights, and skills in the course of engaging in the process (Dryzek,
2010; Mansbridge, 2015). In that sense, groups participating in a deliberative process will be in a
better position to bring political pressure to decision-makers (Goodin and Dryzek, 2006).

The ideal procedure of deliberation can be best achieved in deliberative forums. These are specifically
designed forums, i.e. mini-publics, where citizens can deliberate about issues that concern them.
While the detailed processes of mini-publics are different from one another, they share some
characteristics that distinguish them from other democratic innovations (see Smith 2009). To put it
simply, mini-publics are designed to be small enough to be genuinely deliberative, and representative
enough to be genuinely democratic (Goodin and Dryzek, 2006). Examples of mini-publics consist of
deliberative polling, citizen juries, planning cells, consensus conferences and citizens’ assemblies
(Carson and Hartz-Karp, 2005; MacKenzie and Warren, 2012).

So far, mini-publics have mainly concentrated on public policy issues. However, the various positive
features of the mini-publics can make them useful in different contexts, such as workplaces. Although
the literature on deliberative forums in an organizational context is sparse, there are some important
contributions (Lindell, 2014; Raelin, 2012b; Asif and Klein, 2009). At workplace, deliberative forums
can be a source for democratization of the organizational change process, because they provide a
platform where the members of the organizations can work together and produce comprehensive
solutions to change related issues. Through the deliberative process, the challenges and possibilities
of the change can be analysed, and costs and benefits of different policy options assessed. Thus, the

deliberative process has the potential to lead to qualitatively better decisions.

At workplace, deliberation can work in two levels. First, it builds shared understanding about the
surrounding world. When people deliberate with each other, they will learn more about themselves,
their community, or about a particular issue (Raelin, 2012a). After that, people will be able to create
a solution based on the shared understanding on the imminent issues that need to be solved. Through
a deliberative process the motives for change can be made explicit for the members of the
organization. The arguments in favour or against certain actions can be voiced, discussed and
incorporated into the content and process of change (Lines, 2004). In that sense, deliberation advances
the social construction of change, where the members of the organization build and preserve socially
shared meanings of change (McArdle and Reason, 2008; O'Neill and Jabri, 2007). This improves the
likelihood of the successful change process and the participant’s commitment to the proposed

changes.



In the following section, the paper studies the outcomes of four deliberative forums, i.e.
organizational juries, in the context of organizational change. The paper adopts deliberative
democracy criteria to assess how deliberation in juries corresponds to the ideals of the deliberative
process. It is expected that when organizational members, who are affected by the change, consider
that they have been involved in the deliberative process about the change, they are more satisfied with

the outcome.

The case: Four organizational juries

The case organization is a nationwide NPO that focuses mainly on social work and civic education.
The central organization supports and promotes the activities of its 34 regional and local associations.
The central organization and the local associations employ more than 5000 professionals and
volunteers. In 2014, the Board of the Organizations made a decision to merge all of the local
associations that work in the field of child and youth work under four organizations. Previously, the
local associations had been responsible for organizing their activities quite independently from the
central organization. Now, the plan was that the local organizations would move under four mid stage
organizations working directly under the guidance of the central organization. The goal of the change
was that it would increase communication and co-operation between separate associations. Also, it
would ease the evaluation of the performance and outcomes of the local child and youth work, and
ensure that the work of the organizations would correspond to the strategic goals and values of the

NPO more generally.

In order to allow the members of the local associations to have their say in the change plan, the Board
decided to invite the members of the local associations to take part in four organization juries. The
juries were held in four different locations. These areas were named after their physical location as
the South, the East, the West and the North area. Each of the juries followed a fixed program, although
there were some minor procedural changes. First, the Development Manager introduced the topics of
the jury discussions. Then the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) presented participants background
information about the organization change. The presentation included information about the
organization, reasons for the organization change and possible consequences of the change process.
During the presentations participants also had a chance to ask questions of the Development Manager
and the CEO.

The jury adopted a sequential deliberative process, where the different deliberative sites fulfilled

different deliberative virtues (see Goodin 2005). First, the participants deliberated in small groups of



four to six people. The mini-group phase offered the participants a chance to discuss about their
personal experiences in a more informal manner. In the small groups, one of the organizers facilitated
the discussions, while another organizer worked as a clerk and wrote down the discussion so that they
could be later revised and processed. Later, in the final stage, all of the participants gathered together
again for final discussions. During the final discussions, the outcomes of the mini-groups were
presented and discussed. The goal was to integrate the outcomes of small groups into more canonical
forms of argument in order to incorporate particular perspectives to more generalizable interests (see
Bachtiger et al. 2010). Thus, the organizers urged the participants to come up with clear statements,

which would be then collected in the jury’s proposal.

In 2015, the Development Manager compiled the proposition draft that united all juries’ proposals.
The proposition included a list of statements covering the topic areas and grasping various aspects of
the organizational change. The final proposition was handed to the Board of the Organization, which
adopted it as a guideline for the organizational change. The new organization structure was
implemented in the beginning of 2016.

Data and methods

The methods of the research consist of the survey on juries’ participants, participant observation and
a review of relevant documents. The preliminary data that was collected during the year 2015, when
the survey was conducted (N=47). The survey included a list of questions about the participants’
backgrounds, 22 multiple-choice questions and seven open questions, where the respondents could
answer in more detail in their own words. The questions followed a survey instrument used in
previous studies and cover the core factors of deliberative democracy (see Lindell, 2014). The
participants had a chance to answer the survey right after the jury meeting or later through the online
survey. The response rate of the survey was 78% (47/60).

The secondary data consists of notes from the juries’ meetings and relevant documents of the
organization change. These documents include the pre-jury information package, jury presentations,
juries’ proposals, as well as the final proposition drafts that were processed by the employees and the
Development Manager. In addition, the Development Manager was interviewed after the jury process

had concluded.

The data is analysed using the deliberative criteria framework that estimates inclusivity, authenticity

and consequentiality of the deliberative process (Carson and Hartz-Karp, 2005). With regard to



inclusivity, the research adopts a modified approach that focuses on the quantity and the
characteristics of the juries’ participants. The main focus is on the occupational and demographical
characteristics of the participants. In relation to authenticity principles, the study adopts a descriptive
method to evaluate the deliberative process. The method includes a review of the information that
was delivered to the participants, an evaluation of the deliberations during the group meetings and an
overall assessment of participants’ opinions about the jury process. Finally, the consequentiality of
the juries was assessed through evaluating the changes in participants’ attitudes toward the change.
The research setting is summarized in Table 1, which represents the core factors of deliberative
democracy. The table lists the variables of each core factor and the main data used to examine the

variables.

Table 1: Analysis of the juries

The results

For the legitimacy of the organizational juries, it was important that the juries include participants
from all of the local associations that were situated in the area. A high variation of participants would
ensure that the jury’s participants had enough knowledge about the local circumstances. On the other
hand, it would restrain large associations, which had more members participating in the juries, to
dictate the group discussions. The Development Manager thought that this goal was achieved fairly
well and there were members from different local organizations taking part in the juries’ meetings
(see Table 2). However, the number of participants from different associations varied to some extent.
For example, in the South, there were relatively more participants from one of the local associations

than from others.

The number of jury participants varied significantly from jury to jury. One of the juries (West) only
included nine participants, which is insufficient compared to the usual requirements of the mini-
publics (Goodin and Dryzek, 2006; MacKenzie and Warren, 2012, 95). Nevertheless, the
demographical and occupational variation of the participants was fairly good despite the fact that the
organizers did not do any selections among participants to make the juries as representative as
possible. The estimation of juries’ representativeness relies on the Development Manager, since there
was no comprehensive statistics of the staff available when the research was executed.
Unsurprisingly, the jury that had the most difficulty in meeting the inclusivity criteria was the West,

which only had nine participants.



The authenticity of the jury process was highly dependent on the facilitators whose duty was to ensure
that the discussions remain many-sided and that different viewpoints are heard. According to the
survey answers, this goal was met quite successfully. On average, the respondents were satisfied with
how the small group-discussions were facilitated. In the survey, almost 80% of the participants
responded that they were completely or fairly satisfied with the facilitators and agreed or strongly
agreed that the facilitators were neutral. Over 70% of the participants more or less agreed that they
were treated equally and that the occupation of the participants did not have an effect on group
discussions. Most of them also felt that they had an opportunity to state their opinions and that they

were heard.

Table 2: Results of the survey

However, juries also proved to have some weaknesses with regard to the authentic deliberation
criterion. One major deficiency of the juries, which undermined the quality of the discussions during
the jury meetings, was a strict time schedule. In citizens’ juries, participants should have a sufficient
amount of time to familiarize themselves with the information they have learned, discuss with each
other and reach an agreement (Crosby and Nethercut, 2005). In comparison to citizens’ juries, the
organizational juries were much denser, since they only lasted for a day. The organizers settled for a
shorter period because they thought it might be difficult to get organization members to participate
for a longer period. Consequently, the participants had only three to four hours to deliberate with each
other. This caused time pressures, and therefore all discussion topics could not be deliberated
satisfactorily. It was observed that sometimes organizers hurried participants to move on to next

topics, even though the discussions were still on-going.

In order to save time and let the participant become familiar with change-related information before
the jury meetings, the organizers sent the participants an information package that included
information about the jury meeting and the organization change. The participants were also provided
with more information during the short presentations by the CEO and the Development Manager.
The organizers also discussed the possibility of inviting an outsider to provide information about
some aspects of the jury’s issues. However, it was decided that the best person to talk to the
participants was the CEO, since he held most knowledge on change related issues and was thus able
to answer to the participants’ questions. Further, the members of the local associations were
considered to be the best experts on the local change related issues.



Most of the respondents were satisfied with the information they were provided. On average, the
respondents agreed that they were given enough information before the group discussions. On the
other hand, 30% of the respondents disagreed with the statement. One reason for this may be that the
preliminary presentation was held by the CEO and the Development Manager. This may be seen as
natural since the management probably had the best knowledge about the state of the organization.
However, the management’s interpretations on certain issues may not be entirely objective. This is
problematic if the participants feel that they are persuaded to adopt certain opinions and not to form

their own opinions on the issues that are discussed.

The survey answers indicate that the participants’ perceptions of the outcomes were mostly positive.
Over 60% of the respondents were fairly or completely satisfied with the jury's proposal. On the other
hand, in comparison to other juries, the reviews of the jury process and its outcomes were more
negative in the North and the East. This discontent was reported in the survey, where one of the
respondents thought that it was too late to ask people about their opinions, since ‘all of the big
decisions were already made’ (East). Another respondent wrote that the jury’s proposal ‘should not
have too much meaning’ because it was ‘not quite consensual” and did not ‘genuinely represent’ the
common interests of the participants (North). One major reason for the participants’ discontent was
once again the strict timetable, which caused the discussions at the end of the day often to be hurried.
The participants did not have enough time to discuss all of the topic areas and arrive at conclusions
that would satisfy all of the participants. Consequently, some of the participants also thought that
some important issues were left outside: ‘Now it just feels that too many questions were left unsolved’
(North).

Although the results of the juries proved to be to some extent doubtful, the jury process had outcomes
that paved the way for a successful change. Through the jury process, the participants had a chance
to get information about various issues and exchange their thoughts with the CEO and the other
employees. In one survey response, the responder cited that the jury provided means for “clarification’
and ‘invention of new ideas’ (South). Another respondent reported that the jury 'set people on the
same map' (South). In that sense the juries provided a stage where the employees and the management
were able to form a common understanding of the change. Over half of the respondents (except in the
North) agreed that they changed their opinion about the organization change during the jury meeting.

Overall, the participants’ perceptions of the juries’ outcomes proved to be mostly positive. The
participants felt that the juries provided them a genuine chance to take part in the decision-making
process and affect the organizational change: ‘It (the jury) provided a chance to make your own voice



heard. A chance to make a difference’ (West). It felt that there was a real chance to have an influence
on things’ (West). ‘Every participant could influence decision-making’ (East). These statements
indicate that despite the difficulties during the deliberative process, the juries succeeded in providing

a deliberative stage, where the members of the organization felt that their voices were heard.

Conclusion

The results of the study confirm the assumption that a deliberative method, such as organizational
jury, can have a positive influence on an organizational change process. An organizational jury
provides a stage where the members of the organization can take part in decision-making in a
meaningful way. The deliberative process facilitates the change process and organizational
development more generally both directly and indirectly. During the deliberation, the participants can
express their views on various issues and problems and provide management with solutions and ideas
that may have a direct impact on the outcome of the change process. In addition, the deliberative
process can give the members of the organization a better understanding about change related issues
and build a shared understanding about organizational goals and values more generally. This has the
potential to increase the organizational members’ commitment to the proposed changes (see O'Neill
and Jabri, 2007).

The results demonstrate that the weaknesses of the jury process influence the participants’ perceptions
on the jury process and its outcomes. These limitations can undermine the outcomes of the jury
process and question the jury’s legitimacy altogether. Therefore, the practitioners need to take into
consideration the needs of the current situations to evaluate whether the jury method is suited for the
situations or not. The jury is a very demanding method requiring a lot of time and effort from both
employees and the organizers. Especially, reaching an agreement on practical issues may be
demanding and time-consuming, making the jury method a challenging method for solving these
issues. This indicates that the jury process may be best suited in situations where the members of the
organization are deciding on more abstract issues, such as setting goals and values of the organization.
In these cases, the jury method can provide a means for creating common value basis and culture to

the whole organization.

Since the data was collected in a single organization, there are some reservations to be made in
relation to generalization of the results. It is expected that deliberative methods are best suited to
environments that already share democratic and deliberative values (Felicetti, 2018). Such

deliberative sensitive environments include NPOs, cooperatives and social enterprises, which are



created to further social purposes in a financially sustainable way (Doherty et al., 2014). In addition,
there are innovative environments that acknowledge the benefits of shared leadership and utilize it in
order to pursue both ethical goals and business goals. In these environments, deliberative processes
would help organizations in furthering social well-being, while still creating profit for their

shareholders.

Finally, the study has some limitations that need to be stressed. First, the method of the study is mostly
descriptive. A more detailed evaluation of deliberative process would have given a better insight of
argumentative process through which the change occurred (see Bachtiger et al., 2010). Secondly, the
study did not include pre- and post-surveys to the participants. This means that the study relies on the
subjective accounts given by the respondents themselves and the changes in the participants’ attitudes
could not be studied thoroughly. Thus, the study did not take into consideration how the entry
positions of the participants affected the jury process (see Bobbio, 2010). Thirdly, since the study
focused on the jury process, the actual impact of the organizational juries was not grasped in the
study. Future studies should make a broader coverage of the outcomes by investigating how the jury
process relates to other decision-making forums, how the jury’s proposals are taken into account
during the change process and how much the jury’s proposals actually influence the upcoming

changes.
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Table 1: Analysis of the juries

Variables

Main data

Inclusivity Occupation of participants

Demographical characteristics

Interview

Survey, interview

Authencity Quality of information

Quality of deliberation

Survey, documents

Survey, observation

Consequentiality Change of opinion

Survey




Table 2: Results of the survey

South East West North All
Inclusivity
Total participants 17 16 9 19 60
Organizations represented 10 9 5 8 32
Senior staff/employees 10/7 9/7 3/6 7112 29/31
Survey responders 14 13 9 11 47
Male/female 9/5 7/6 1/8 5/6 22/25
Age under 29/over 30(empty) 1/13 8/4(1) 3/6 4f7 16/30(1)
Time in the organization less than 5 4/10 8/5 6/3 4f7 22/25
years/more than 5 years
Authencity (N=47)
| got enough information before group Agree Agree Agree Agree Agree
discussions
The occupation of the participants did not Strongly ~ Strongly  Strongly  Agree Agree
affect group discussions agree agree agree
All of the participants were equal Strongly  Agree Strongly ~ Agree Agree
agree agree
I had an opportunity to state my opinion Strongly  Strongly  Strongly  Strongly  Strongly
agree agree agree agree agree
| am satisfied with group facilitators Strongly  Strongly  Agree Agree Agree
agree agree
Group facilitators were neutral Strongly  Agree Agree Agree Agree
agree
| am satisfied with jury's proposal A%ree Agree Agree  Disagree  Agree
Influence (N=47)
My understanding about the organization Agree Agree Agree  Disagree  Agree

reform changed during the jury process
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“Public administrators’ perceptions of
public engagement in local government”

This article is an empirical study of the attitudes
of public administrators toward public engage-
ment. Currently there is a gap in the research
on the attitudes of senior public servants who
are important gate-keepers for the implementa-
tion of public engagement policies. This article
contributes to filling this gap in the research by
using interviews with senior public servants in
a Finnish municipality. The study reveals that
the administrators positively value citizens and
their participation. However, there are differing
views concerning the relationships between the
new models of civic participation and the tra-
ditional models of planning and decision-mak-
ing. The results indicate that there is an ongoing
cultural change within the administration. The
main factors that undermine the realization of
public engagement policy can be divided into
legislative, organizational, individual and cul-
tural capacities.
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JOHDANTO

Kuntalaisten osallistumismahdollisuuksien ke-
hittdminen on noussut ajankohtaiseksi teemaksi
monissa Suomen kunnissa. Kuntalaisten osal-
listumismahdollisuuksien edistamistd perustel-
laan tarpeella vastata julkisessa padtoksenteossa
vallitsevaan “demokratiavajeeseen”, joka nikyy
muun muassa poliittisiin instituutioihin koh-
distuvan luottamuksen heikentymisend, poliit-
tisen kiinnittyneisyyden vdhentymisend seka
adnestysaktiivisuuden laskemisena (Borg 2013,

Hallinnon Tutkimus 38 (2), 110-124, 2019

17; Sjoblom 2011, 251). Tarjoamalla kansalaisil-
le vaihtoehtoisia tapoja osallistua paitosten
valmisteluun sekéd péaatoksentekoon voidaan li-
satd kansalaisten osallistumisaktiivisuutta seka
vahvistaa poliittisen jarjestelmén legitimiteettia
(Michels & Graaf 2010; Bherer 2010).

Viime vuosien aikana monet kunnat ovat
koonneet ja kirjanneet osallistumisen toteutta-
mistavoitteet ja -tavat kunnan strategisiin asia-
kirjoihin ja ohjelmiin. Suurista kunnista esimer-
kiksi Helsinki, Oulu ja Rovaniemi ovat esitelleet
uuden osallisuusmallinsa. Osallisuusmalleilla
viitataan paikallishallinnon virallisiin osallistu-
mistavoitteisiin sekd niiden saavuttamiseen tih-
tadviin toimintatapoihin ja kdytanté6ihin, joilla
kuntalaisten osallistumista ja vaikuttamista vah-
vistetaan heitd koskevassa paatoksenteossa. Osal-
lisuusmallien laatimisessa ei ole kyse pelkéstdin
suomalaisesta ilmiostd, vaan kansainvalisestd
kehityksestd, jossa paikallishallinnot ympari
maailman pyrkivét kehittdmédan toimintatapo-
jaan ja kdytant6jddn vahvistaakseen kansalais-
ten osallistumismahdollisuuksia erilaisissa paa-
toksenteon kysymyksissé ja vaiheissa (Ravazzi
2016).

Osallisuusmallien kehittiminen voidaan nah-
dé osoituksena tietoisesta hallinnollisesta suun-
nittelusta, jossa paikallishallinto pyrkii vastaa-
maan koettuun demokratiavajeeseen tarjoamal-
la kansalaisille erilaisia tapoja osallistua ja vai-
kuttaa. Lisdksi kokoamalla erilaiset osallistumis-
ta sddtelevit tavoitteet, periaatteet ja menetelmat
osallisuusmalleihin ja -strategioihin hallinto voi
osoittaa, ettd se toimii lainsdddannostd tule-
vien vaatimuksien toteuttamiseksi (Lewanski
2013; Steiner 2012) sekd osallistumista saata-
vien normien ja kiytdntojen selkeyttimiseksi
“hyvéan hallinnon” periaatteiden tayttimiseksi
(Tahvilzadeh 2015).
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Toisaalta osallisuusmalleja voidaan kritisoida
siitd, ettd ne pohjautuvat ylhailta alaspdin suun-
tautuvalle hallintoldhtoiselle osallistamiselle
(Blaug 2002; 2010). Tésséd viitekehyksessd osal-
listuminen nahdddn hyviksyttavind, mikali se
tapahtuu hallinnon rajaamissa ja siitelemissé
puitteissa (Jantti ym. 2017). Viranhaltijoilla on
huomattavaa valtaa sdddelld osallistumista esi-
merkiksi padttimalld, missd vaiheessa kuntalai-
set voivat osallistua valmisteluun ja paatoksen-
tekoon, sekd kontrolloimalla, kuinka kuntalais-
ten toiveet, tarpeet ja mielipiteet huomioidaan
paiatoksenteossa (Leino 2006). Tastd syystd
onkin tdrkedd kartoittaa, miten osallistumisen
toteuttamisesta vastuussa olevat viranhaltijat
suhtautuvat kansalaisiin ja heidan osallistumis-
mahdollisuuksiinsa.

Tamadn tutkimuksen tavoitteena on lisdté tie-
toa johtavien viranhaltijoiden asenteista ja suh-
tautumisesta kansalaisosallistumista kohtaan
paikallishallinnon yhteydessa. Toistaiseksi tutki-
mukset kansalaisosallistumisesta ovat Suomessa
keskittyneet padasiassa kansalaisten kisityksiin
ja kokemuksiin osallistumisesta. Tutkimuksissa
on tarkasteltu muun muassa, miten osallistujat
itse arvioivat erilaisia osallistumismenetelmid
(Christensen 2015; Lundell ym. 2016), ja millai-
nen kasitys laajemmalla yleisolld on uusista
kansalaisosallistumisen muodoista (Jaske 2018).
Vihiisemmalle huomiolle ovat jadneet poliitik-
kojen seka viranhaltijoiden késitykset kansalais-
osallistumisesta. Erityisesti kuntien paattavissa
asemissa toimivien viranhaltijoiden asenteita ja
suhtautumista osallistumista kohtaan on tutkit-
tu toistaiseksi vain vahan.

Tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan: 1) Miten viran-
haltijat maddrittelevit kuntalaisosallistumisen
merkitystd kunnallisessa pédtoksenteossa? 2) Mitd
taustatekijoiti viranhaltijat pitivit merkittdvind
suhteessa osallistumiskanavien integroimiseen
osaksi kuntahallintoa? Tutkimuskysymyksiin et-
sitddn vastausta tarkastelemalla Turun kaupun-
gin johtavien viranhaltijoiden kasityksid osallis-
tumisen toteutumisesta sekd osallistumisen to-
teutumiseen liittyvisté tekijoistd. Turun kaupun-
ki tarjoaa mielenkiintoisen kohteen tutkimus-
aiheen kisittelyyn, silld kaupungilla on jo vuo-
sien kokemusta osallistumisen toteuttamiseen
liittyvista haasteista ja uuden osallisuusmallin
tarve on ilmeinen. Tutkimuksen tulokset lisda-
vat ymmdrrystd kuntalaisten osallistumistapo-

jen omaksumisen ja vakiinnuttamisen haasteis-
ta ja luovat pohjaa parempien toimintatapojen
ja kéytantojen kehittamiseksi.

Tutkimusartikkeli etenee seuraavasti: Aluksi
artikkeli esittelee lyhyesti tutkimuksen teoreettis-
ta nakokulmaa koskevaa tutkimuskirjallisuutta.
Tdssd tutkimuksessa osallisuusmallien ndhdadn
olevan yhteydessd demokratiateoriaa koskevas-
sa tutkimuksessa kdynnissd olevaan keskuste-
luun instituutioiden muotoilusta (“institutional
design”), joka tahtdd uudenlaisten osallistumis-
menetelmien integroimiseen osaksi hallinnol-
lista ja poliittista jarjestelmdd (Hendriks 2016;
Thompson 2008). Tutkimuksen empiirisessd
osiossa tarkastellaan viranhaltijoiden asenteita
kuntalaisosallistumista kohtaan seké kasityksia
erilaisista hallinnon ja kansalaisosallistumisen
muotojen integraatioon vaikuttavista institutio-
naalisista taustatekijoistd. Tutkimuksen tulosten
perusteella Turun kaupungissa osallistumisen
haasteet liittyvit erityisesti lainsdadddntoon, or-
ganisaation ja viranhaltijoiden valmiuksiin seka
kuntahallinnossa vallitsevaan poliittiseen kult-
tuuriin.

TUTKIMUSTEOREETTINEN KATSAUS
OSALLISTUMISEN INSTITUTIONAALISIIN
EDELLYTYKSIIN

Kuntalaisten osallistuminen paitoksentekoon
toteutuu perinteisesti edustuksellisen demokra-
tian toimintatapojen kautta, jolloin kuntalaiset
voivat vaikuttaa siihen, ketkd heitd edustavat
kunnan valtuustossa ja hallituksessa. Lisaksi
kuntalaisille on tarjolla suoria osallistumis-, vai-
kuttamis- ja palautteenantokanavia, joissa he
voivat esittdd nikemyksensd valmisteltaviin ja
pddtettaviin asioihin (Pekola-Sjéblom 2013)
sekd vaikuttaa heille tarjottaviin palveluihin
(Jappinen 2013). Viime vuosikymmenien aikana
ovat myos yleistyneet uudenlaiset osallistumis-
menetelmit, eli demokratiainnovaatiot, jotka
tarjoavat kuntalaisille vaihtoehtoisia tapoja vai-
kuttaa heitd koskeviin paitoksiin (Smith 2009).
Esimerkkind uusista osallistumismenetelmista
ovat muun muassa kuntalaisaloitteet- ja raadit,
osallistuva budjetointi sekd erilaiset digitaaliset
vuorovaikutuskanavat (Newton 2012). Niiden
kaytto on yleistynyt tasaisesti Suomen kunnissa
2000-luvun aikana (Christensen ym. 2016).
Kansalaisten suoralla osallistumisella on to-
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dettu olevan monia myonteisid vaikutuksia paa-
toksentekoon. Osallistumisen kautta saadaan
tietoa padtokseen liittyvistd kysymyksistd, jol-
loin péattijilla on parempi kisitys siitd, millaisia
seikkoja pditoksid tehtdessd on otettava huo-
mioon ja millaisia vaikutuksia erilaisilla p&a-
toksilla voi olla (Michels 2012). Lisdksi tutki-
muksessa on havaittu, ettd osallistuminen lisda
kansalaisten kokemusta paitoksenteon legitimi-
teetistd (Michels & de Graaf 2010), vahvistaa
kansalaisten demokratiataitoja ja ymmaérrystd
paitoksenteon vaativuudesta (Michels 2011),
edistdd luottamusta poliittista jarjestelmad
kohtaan (Adenskog 2018) sekd luo myonteis-
td kasitystd omista vaikutusmahdollisuuksista
(Nabatchi 2010).

Toisaalta kokemukset osallistumisesta eivt
ole yksinomaan myonteisié, vaan osallistumisen
toteutumiseen on liitetty myo6s ongelmia, jotka
voivat johtaa jopa demokratian heikentymiseen.
Esimerkiksi aikaisemmassa tutkimuksessa on
todettu, ettd osallistuminen koskee useimmiten
vain hyvin vaatimattomia kysymyksid (Michels
2011; 2012; Sintomer ym. 2008), osallistuminen
vahvistaa jo muutenkin aktiivisen poliittisen
valtaeliitin asemaa (Michels 2012; Blakeley
2010), ja osallistumista kdytetddn tiettyjen int-
ressien edistimiseen sekd jo tehtyjen pdatosten
legitimoimiseen (Tahvilzadeh 2015).

Osallistumismahdollisuuksien puutteiden
tunnistaminen on tdrkedd, silld kansalaisten
huonot kokemukset osallistumisesta voivat joh-
taa pettymyksiin sekd luottamuksen rapautumi-
seen poliittista jarjestelmad ja paittdjid kohtaan
(Christensen 2015). Tutkijat ovat esittidneet, ettd
merkittdvdnd syynd erilaisten osallistumismene-
telmien vaikeuksiin ovat niiden heikot kytkokset
vallitsevaan poliittiseen jarjestelmadn (Hendriks
2016). Koska uudet osallistumiskanavat eivit ole
yhteydessa edustuksellisen demokratian toimin-
tatapoihin ja -malleihin, kansalaisten esittdmat
ehdotukset eivit tule huomioiduksi poliittisis-
sa prosesseissa. Tdma lisdd tarvetta sellaisten
toimintamallien ja kaytintojen kehittamiseksi,
joilla uudenlaiset kansalaisosallistumisen tavat
ja mallit voidaan integroida paremmin osaksi
edustuksellista poliittista jarjestelmdd (Setdla
2017).

Viime vuosien aikana demokratiateorian tut-
kijoiden keskuudessa on herdnnyt keskustelu
instituutioiden muotoilusta, jolla viitataan pyr-

kimykseen kehittdd toimintatapoja ja kiytantoja,
joilla kansalaisten suoria osallistumiskanavia
voidaan hyodyntda erilaisissa julkisen paatok-
senteon prosesseissa (Hendriks 2016; Thompson
2008). Taman kasityksen mukaan erilaisilla kan-
salaisosallistumisen muodoilla voi olla erilai-
sia tehtdvid osana julkista pddtoksentekoa ja
poliittista jarjestelméda (Curato & Boker 2016;
Hendriks 2016). Yksittaisten toimintamallien
tutkimuksen sijaan tutkijat ovat kiinnostuneita
siitd, miten demokraattisen paitoksenteon pe-
riaatteet toteutuvat systeemitasolla. Systeemisen
ajattelun mukaan erilaisilla osallistumistavoilla
ja -malleilla voi olla toisiaan taydentdvid piirtei-
td, jotka voivat edistad demokraattisemman
padtoksenteon toteutumista (Mansbdrige ym.
2012). T4ll6in huomio kiinnittyy siihen, kuinka
poliittinen péaatoksenteko tulee jirjestdd ja orga-
nisoida niin, ettd erilaisten toimintamallien
kautta keritty tieto kansalaisten mielipiteista ja
toiveista voidaan integroida osaksi paatoksen-
tekoprosesseja tarkoituksenmukaisella tavalla.
Térkedd on, ettd uudet osallistumismenetelmat
eivat vaaranna jdrjestelmdn toiminnan arvioi-
misen kannalta tirkeitd periaatteita muun muas-
sa padtosten oikeudenmukaisuudesta sekd pdi-
toksentekijoiden tilivelvollisuudesta.

Toisaalta instituutioiden muotoilua on kriti-
soitu siitd, ettd se voi johtaa osallistumisen hal-
linnollistumiseen. Télld viitataan hallinnon pyr-
kimykseen hallita ja rajoittaa kansalaisosallistu-
mista tiettyjen ennalta asetettujen ja muodollis-
ten rajojen puitteissa (Dryzek & Tucker 2008).
Osa tutkijoista myds uskoo, ettd valtaapitavit
voivat kayttdd osallistumismenetelmid strategi-
sesti edistddkseen omia intressejddn. Paattajat
edistavit vain sellaisia kansalaisten aloitteita,
jotka edistavit tiettyjen poliittisten pyrkimysten
saavuttamista (Niinikoski & Setild 2015, 25) tai
ovat linjassa kunnan toimintaa ohjaavien lin-
jausten ja suunnitelmien kanssa (Haikié ym.
2016). Samalla luodaan perusteita vakiintunei-
den ja sovinnaisten osallistumiskanavien ulko-
puolelta tulevien mahdollisten kriittisten dédnen-
painojen sivuuttamiseksi sekd leimaamiseksi
ei-legitiimeiksi.

Huomionarvoista on, ettd instituutioiden
muotoilu kiinnittdd huomion institutionaali-
seen osallistumiseen, mikd viittaa virallisiin
hallintorakenteisiin ja niiden puitteissa tapahtu-
vaan hallintoldhtéiseen ja -pohjaiseen kansalai-
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sosallistumiseen (Jdntti ym.2017). Tdma rajaa
tarkastelun ulkopuolelle useita tirkeitd ja mer-
kityksellisid osallistumisen tapoja, kuten suora
kansalaisosallistuminen ja muut virallisen jér-
jestelmédn ulkopuolella toimivat asukkaiden ver-
kostot ja ryhmittymat (ks. Réttila & Rinne 2017).
Nédmad voivat tarjota kansalaisille vaihtoehtoisen
tavan vaikuttaa silloin, kun muodolliset kanavat
ovat syysta tai toisesta toimimattomia.

Institutionaaliset resurssit

Erilaisia julkisen hallinnon omaksumia kan-
salaisten osallistumismenetelmid on tutkittu
runsaasti viime vuosikymmenien aikana. Em-
piirisessd tutkimuksessa on todettu, ettd uusien
osallistumiskanavien omaksuminen osaksi hal-
linnon suunnittelu- ja pédiatoksentekojarjestel-
maéd ei tapahdu kitkattomasti vaan edellyttda
suotuisten taustatekijoiden olemassaoloa. Osal-
listumisen edellytyksend on muun muassa se,
ettd hallinnolla on kéytossddn riittavit talou-
delliset kannusteet seka resurssit (Bherer 2010),
osallistumista koskeva oikeudellinen sdantely
luo osallistumiselle tarpeeksi vahvat lainsdadan-
nolliset puitteet (Jaske 2019; Nabatchi & Amsler
2014), hallinnossa vallitsee osallistumista arvos-
tava poliittinen kulttuuri (Nabatchi & Amsler
2014) seka hallinnossa on osallistumiseen liitty-
vid perinteitd (Sintomer ym. 2008).

Aikaisemman tutkimuksen valossa on ilmeis-
td, ettd hallinnon sisdiset valmiudet ovat avain-
asemassa uusien kansalaisosallistumisen kana-
vien omaksumisessa ja vakiinnuttamisessa osak-
si julkishallintoa. Toisaalta toistaiseksi aikaisem-
massa tutkimuskirjallisuudessa on pédasiassa
keskitytty tarkastelemaan yksittdisten osallistu-
mistapojen edellytyksid tai osallisuusmallin
varhaista kayttoonottoa. Télloin tutkimuksen
tavoitteena on ollut vastata ennen kaikkea kysy-
mykseen, miksi tietty kansalaisosallistumisen
muoto tai malli on otettu kiytt66n, ja millaiset
tekijat ovat johtaneet mallin kayttoonottoon
(ks. Bherer 2010; Font ym. 2014; Ravazzi 2016).
Vihiisemmalle huomiolle on jadnyt vallitsevan
mallin toteutumiseen vaikuttavien tekijéiden
tarkastelu.

Téssd artikkelissa tarkastellaan empiirisen
tutkimuksen valossa kansalaisosallistumisen to-
teutumiseen liittyvia valmiuksia paikallishallin-
non yhteydessé erityisesti ylimman virkamies-

johdon nikemysten kautta. Tutkimuksen tulok-
set lisddvat ymmarrystd siitd, minkdlaisia on-
gelmia kansalaisosallistumisen toteuttamisessa
johtavat viranhaltijat nikevit olevan paikallis-
hallinnon piirissd. Haastateltavat viranhaltijat
muodostavat erityisen mielenkiintoisen tutki-
muskohteen, koska he ovat virka-asemansa puo-
lesta hyvin asemoituneita kansalaisosallistumi-
sen ja julkishallinnon kokonaiskuvan suhteen.
Johtavat viranhaltijat ovat myos keskeisid pait-
tjid, kun kaupunki pdittad, milla tavalla se osal-
listumista konkreettisesti jatkossa toteuttaa.

AINEISTO JA ANALYYSIMENETELMAT

Tutkimuksessa tarkastelun kohteena ovat Turun
kaupungin johtavien viranhaltijoiden kisityk-
set kuntalaisten osallistumisen toteutumisesta
kaupungissa. Turun kaupungin nykyinen osal-
lisuusmalli pohjautuu muun muassa kaupungin
hallintosddannoésséd (67 §) (Turun kaupungin hal-
lintosddnto) sekd kaupunkistrategiassa (Turku
2029 - pohjoisen Itimeren kiinnostavin kau-
punki) esitettyihin tavoitteisiin. Strategian mu-
kaan kaupungin tavoitteena on antaa kaupungin
asukkaille mahdollisuus vaikuttaa palveluiden
suunnitteluun sekd kaupungin kehittdimiseen
erityisesti kaupunkilaisten omassa lahiympa-
ristossd. Kaupunki tarjoaa asukkaille erilaisia
tapoja vaikuttaa asioiden valmisteluun, péa-
toksentekoon sekia pditosten toteuttamiseen.
Kaupungissa on kéytdssi muun muassa kau-
punkilaisten vaikuttajaryhmid, aluefoorumeita,
asiakasraateja, eri teemoihin keskittyneitd kun-
talaisraateja, palautteenantokanavia, kuulemis-
tilaisuuksia seka talkootoimintaa ja palveluiden
yhteistuotantoa yhdessd kaupunkilaisten seka
yhdistysten kanssa. Laajasta keinovalikoimasta
huolimatta kaupungin osallistamisen ei koeta
olevan riittdvdd eikd toimivaa. Téstd johtuen
pyrkimyksend on nyt luoda uusi osallisuusmalli,
jossa asukkaiden rooli paitoksenteossa merkit-
tavasti kasvaisi.

Tutkimusta varten haastateltiin 15 kaupungin
keskushallinnon seki toimialojen johdossa toi-
mivaa viranhaltijaa syys- ja lokakuussa vuonna
2018. Haastattelut tehtiin osana Strategisen
tutkimuksen neuvoston rahoittaman Osallistu-
minen pitkéjinteisessd paatoksenteossa (PALO)
-tutkimushankkeen yhteisty6td Turun kaupun-
gin kanssa. Haastattelujen kohteeksi valittiin
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kaupungin ylimmaéan virkamiesjohdon edusta-
jat, koska he ovat kansalaisosallistumisen ja
hallinnon integroimisen sekd koko kaupungin
kattavan osallisuusmallin ldpiviennin kannalta
avainhenkil6itd. Viranhaltijoiden haastattelujen
kautta on mahdollista saada edustava kisitys
kuntalaisosallistumisen nykytilasta Turun kau-
pungissa, silld toisin kuin poliitikoilla, monilla
viranhaltijoilla on pitkd ja laaja kokemus kun-
nallisesta paitoksenteosta sekd kuntalaisosal-
listumisen integroimisesta osaksi vakiintuneita
toimintatapoja. Viranhaltijoiden on my6s mah-
dollista puhua avoimemmin kuntalaisosallistu-
miseen liittyvdstd mahdollisesta “politisoinnis-
ta’, kuin vaaleilla valittavien poliitikkojen.

Haastatteluissa vastaajilta kysyttiin heidédn
kdsityksiddn muun muassa osallistumisen méia-
ritelmdsté, osallistumisen merkityksestd vastaa-
jan edustaman yksikon toiminnassa sekd osallis-
tumisen toteutumiseen vaikuttavista tekijoista.
Kysymyspatteristoon kuuluivat muun muassa
seuraavat kysymykset: Kartoitetaanko yksikis-
sdsi kuntalaisten mielipiteitd, ja milld tavoilla?
Mitdi olette havainneet toimiviksi kdytinnoiksi?
Mikd talld hetkelld on suurin ongelma osallistu-
misen suhteen yksikossdsi? Koetko, ettd kunta-
laisten osallistumisella ja heiddn ehdotuksillaan
on vaikutuksia pddtiosten valmisteluun omassa
yksikossdsi? Mitkd tekijdt estdvit kuntalaisten
mielipiteiden huomioimisen valmistelussa ja pdd-
toksenteossa? Minkdlaisena ndet konsernihallin-
non roolin osallistumisessa suhteessa toimialaan?
Miten osallistuminen huomioidaan tai pitdisi
huomioida kaupungin viranhaltijoiden toimen-
kuvissa?

Haastatteluiden kesto vaihteli 15 minuutista
tuntiin. Yhtéd vaille kaikki haastatteluihin kut-
sutuista viranhaltijoista osallistuivat haastatte-
luihin. Kaikki haastattelut toteutettiin yksilo-
haastatteluina lukuun ottamatta yhtd haastatte-
lua, johon osallistui kaksi haastateltavaa. Haas-
tatteluiden litterointi toteutettiin tilaustyona
Tutkimustie Oy:ssd. Artikkelissa kaytetyissa
lainauksissa vastaajien nimet ovat anonymisoi-
tu, jotta heidin henkil6llisyyttdan ei pystytd tun-
nistamaan. My0s tekstissd olevat sitaatit on
muotoiltu puhekielestd kirjakieleksi, jotta niitd
ei voida yhdistdd yksittdisiin viranhaltijoihin.

Haastattelujen analyysi perustuu temaattisel-
le sisdllonanalyysille, jossa haastattelujen sisalto
tiivistettiin tutkimustehtdvdn kannalta keskei-

siin sitaatteihin. Samaa asiaa kasittelevét haas-
tattelusitaatit koottiin niitd yhdistaviin luokkiin,
jotka lopuksi ryhmiteltiin jonkin laajemman
teeman alle, mikali sellainen oli tunnistettavissa.
Aineistosta abstrahoidut teemat liittyvdt muun
muassa kuntalaisosallistumisen mairittelyyn,
tavoitteisiin sekd toteutumiseen. Erityisesti ai-
neiston analyysin tarkoituksena on tunnistaa
erilaisia tekijoité, joiden haastatteluihin osallis-
tuneet viranhaltijat kokevat vaikeuttavan osallis-
tumisen toteutumista Turun kaupungissa.

TULOKSET

Osallistumisen toteutuminen Turun
kaupungissa

Haastatteluihin osallistuneet viranhaltijat kerto-
vat osallistumisen toteutuvan Turun kaupungis-
sa monin eri tavoin. Toiset vastaajista nakevat
osallistumisen pelkéstdan kuulemisena, kun taas
toisten mukaan osallistuminen voi olla myds
konkreettisten padtosten tekemiseen sekd paa-
tosten toteuttamiseen tdhtddvaa vaikuttamista.
Yksi viranhaltijoista nikee osallistumisen myos
konkreettisena tekemisend, joka tapahtuu erityi-
sesti yhteistyossd kaupungin ja kaupunkilaisten
kanssa esimerkiksi talkootyon kautta.

Haastattelut osoittavat, ettd kuntalaisten osal-
listumisella koetaan olevan erilaisia myonteisia
vaikutuksia kunnan péatoksenteolle. Osallistu-
minen edistdd kaupungin rajallisten taloudel-
listen resurssien hyodyntamistd antamalla p4at-
tdjille paremman kasityksen kuntalaisten todel-
lista tarpeista, jolloin investoinnit voidaan suun-
nata tehokkaammin juuri sellaisiin asioihin,
joita kuntalaiset pitavit kaikkein tarkeimpina.
Kuntalaisten kuulemisen myotd pdittéjilla on
mahdollisuus tehda paatoksid, jotka ottavat pa-
remmin huomioon péitosten vaikutukset asuin-
alueen asukkaisiin, palveluiden kayttdjiin sekd
muihin mahdollisiin asiaosaisiin. Tdméi vah-
vistaa tehtyjen péddtosten legitimiteettid ja lisdd
kuntalaisten valmiutta hyvéksyé tehdyt paatok-
set, vaikka ne eivit tdysin vastaisikaan heiddn
omia yksityisid intressejadn. Nidin kuntalaisten
kuuleminen voi vihentdd myds paatoksiin koh-
distuvaa kritiikkia.

Osa vastaajista on sitd mieltd, ettd osallistu-
minen voi myo6s lisdtd osallistujien sosiaalista
kiinnittyneisyyttd. Osallistumalla elinympiris-
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toonsd kehittdmiseen kuntalaiset voivat tuntea
kuuluvansa osaksi laajempaa yhteis6d. Niin
osallistuminen ruokkii osallisuutta, jonka on
néhty olevan yksi osallistumisen rinnakkaiska-
sitteistd. Perinteisen kidsityksen mukaan osalli-
suus kuvaa kuulumista osaksi laajempaa yhtei-
s64, kun taas osallistuminen viittaa todellisiin
mahdollisuuksiin tuoda esiin mielipiteitddn ja
vajkuttaa tehtdviin paitoksiin (Nivala & Ryyna-
nen 2013). Toisaalta osallistumisen sekd osal-
lisuuden voidaan katsoa olevan toisiinsa ldhei-
sesti yhteydessd. Erityisesti aktiivisen kansalai-
suuden kehyksessd kansalaisten osallistumisen
yhteiskunnan eri toimintoihin on katsottu
olevan sosiaalisen kiinnittyneisyyden edellytys
(Myllyniemi 2013).

Kahdeksan haastatteluihin osallistuneista vi-
ranhaltijoista edustivat kaupungin toimialojen
johtoa, joten monet vastaajista arvioivat osallis-
tumisen toteutumista erityisesti oman toimialan-
sa nakokulmasta. Haastatteluiden perusteella on
ilmeistd, ettd Turun kaupungissa osallistuminen
toteutuu vaihtelevasti eri toimialoilla. Vaikka
osallistumista toteutetaan kaikilla toimialoilla
jossain muodossa, toisilla toimialoilla sen toteut-
taminen on haastavampaa kuin toisilla. Erityi-
sesti vapaa-aikatoimessa sekd kaupunkiympa-
ristétoimialalla asukkaita kuullaan suhteellisen
paljon, kun taas hyvinvointitoimialalla osallistu-
misen toteuttaminen on vaikeampaa. Toisaalta
yksi vastaajista kertoo, ettd myos hyvinvointitoi-
mialalla on viime vuosien aikana otettu kaytt66n
toimintamalleja, jotka ovat edistdneet palvelui-
den kayttdjien osallistumismahdollisuuksia.

Yleisesti ottaen haastattelut osoittavat osallis-
tumisen vaikuttavuuden olevan yksi sen haas-
teista. TAma vastaa aikaisempia tutkimuksia, jot-
ka ovat tarkastelleet osallistumisen vaikutuksia
erilaisissa julkisen paatoksenteon kysymyksissa.
Vaikka kansalaisille on tarjolla laajasti erilaisia
mahdollisuuksia osallistua paitoksentekoon ja
valmisteluun, osallistumisen vaikutukset péa-
toksiin jadvat usein varsin véahdisiksi (Johnson
2015; Michels 2011). Yksi ympdristtoimialalla
toimivista vastaajista kuvailee osallistumista toi-
mialallaan seuraavasti:

"Kylld siind kaavassa koitetaan saada erilais-
ten viranomaisten, sekd myds yksityisten ih-
misten mielipiteet huomioiduksi. Ei kaikissa
kaavoissa tokikaan. Osa kaavoista on niitd,

>

jotka ikddn kuin menevit eteenpdin kuin jyrd.
(VH12)

Vaikuttavuuden ohella toisena toistuvana on-
gelmana osallistumisessa on vinoutumat osal-
listujien edustavuudessa. Kaupungin hyodyn-
tdmien osallistumiskanavien ongelmana on se,
ettd niitd kayttavat kuntalaiset eivat valttimatta
edusta koko kaupungin viestéd. Tami tukee
aikaisempia havaintoja osallistumisen kasaan-
tumisesta usein jo muutenkin aktiivisille ja
hyvin toimeentuleville kansalaisille ja ryhmille
(Pihlaja & Sandberg 2012). Suurena haasteena
kaupungilla onkin tavoittaa sellaisia kuntalaisia,
jotka olisivat eniten palveluiden tarpeessa.

“Sitten pitdd tietysti mainita sekin, ettd palau-
tetta antavat usein aktiiviset ihmiset, joilla on
vahva mielipide. Se ei kuitenkaan vilttamdttd
vastaa sen koko alueen enemmiston mielipi-
dettd johonkin asiaan. Pitdd pystyd tunnis-
tamaan, ettd onko kysymyksessi semmoinen
malli, missd kuunnellaan sitd, joka huutaa
kovimmin, vai semmoinen malli, missd selvi-
tetddn, mistd kokonaisuudessa on kyse. Ei ole
helppoa tehdd aidosti ja oikeasti osallistavaa
ja kaikki huomioivaa mallia” (VH9)

Erityisessd vaarassa jaddéd osallistumiskanavien
ulkopuolelle ovat nuoret sekd maahanmuutta-
jat. Nuorten tavoittamisen kannalta kynnysky-
symyksend on monien vakiintuneiden osallis-
tumiskanavien raskaus, mikd viitaa kanavien
vaatimaan sitoutumiseen. Vastaavia havaintoja
on tehty myds aikaisemmassa tutkimuksessa,
jossa suurimpina syind nuorten osallistumat-
tomuuteen on todettu olevan mielekkédiden
osallistumistapojen 16ytyméattomyys sekd ajan-
puute (Myllyniemi 2013, 23). Esimerkiksi nuor-
ten vaikuttajaryhmadt vaativat vastaajien mieles-
td jaseniltddn suuria ajallisia resursseja, joihin
suurimmalla osalla nuorista ei ole varaa. Maa-
hanmuuttajien osallistumista hankaloittavat eri-
tyisesti puutteelliset kielitaidot, jonka seurauk-
sena maahanmuuttajilla ei valttimitté ole edes
tietoa heiddn kaytettdvissddn olevista osallistu-
miskanavista.

Myoskéddn uudenlaisten vaihtoehtoisten osal-
listumiskanavien hyédyntdminen ei vélttimatta
korjaa osallistumisen keskittymiseen ja eriy-
tymiseen liittyvid epédkohtia. Osalla kuntalai-
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sista ei ole kdytossddn tarvittavaa tekniikkaa ja
osaamista kanavien kiyttdmiseen. Esimerkiksi
digitaalisten vuorovaikutus- ja palautteenanto-
kanavien kdytt6 voi vaatia kuntalaisilta erilaisia
tiedollisia, taidollisia seka taloudellisia resursse-
ja (ks. Matikainen 2008, 23). Téstd syystd digi-
taalisten tekniikoiden yleistyminen kuntalais-
osallistumisessa saattaa jopa vahvistaa osallistu-
misen eriytymista.

“Toinen haaste sitten on siind, ettd miten saa-
daan aktivoitua ne ihmiset, jotka eivit niin
helposti muutenkaan osallistu yhteiskuntaan,
ja ovat sitd vdestoryhmdd, joille erityisesti
pitdisi tarjota tukea ja erilaisia palveluita.
Puhutaan vaikka digitalisaatiosta, tai oikeas-
taan mistd tahansa kanavasta, niin kylld ne
kaikkein aktiivisimmat ja parhaiten voivat
ihmiset melkein eniten ovat sielld ddnessd. Se
on ehkd varmaan se osallisuuden yksi isoin
haaste” (VHI0)

Osallistumisen toteutumiseen vaikuttavia
institutionaalisia taustatekijoita

Tutkimusta varten haastateltujen viranhaltijoi-
den ndkokulmasta osallistumisen toteutumiseen
vaikuttaa lukuisia tekijoité, jotka liittyvit muun
muassa kuntalaisten osallistumista sddtelevain
lainsaddidnt6on sekd ohjaukseen, kaupungin
osallistumisstrategian kattavuuteen, eri tahojen
roolien selkeyteen sekid osallistumista edista-
vien viranhaltijoiden asenteisiin ja osaamiseen.
Seuraavassa on esitelty lyhyesti eri osallistumi-
seen vaikuttavat taustatekijat.

Lainsaadanto

Yhden osatekijin osallistumisen toteuttamisessa
muodostaa voimassa oleva lainsaadanto (Jaske
2019; Nabatchi & Amsler 2014). Haastatteluiden
perusteella lainsddddnnolld on vaihteleva rooli
eri toimialoilla. Erityisesti kaupunkiymparisto-
toimialalla maankiytt6- ja rakennuslaki takaa
viahimmadistason muun muassa suunnitelmien
julkisuutta seka asukkaiden kuulemista koskien.
Muilla toimialoilla lainsdddénto takaa huomat-
tavasti heikommat reunaehdot osallistumisen
toteuttamiseksi. Téstd johtuen toimialoilla ei ole
kaytossddan yhtd vakiintuneita menettelyitd ja
kaytdntdja kuntalaisten antaman palautteen ja

kannanottojen integroimiseen osaksi valmistelu-
ja padtoksentekoprosessia. Puutteellinen lain-
saddantod voi vaikeuttaa kansalaisten osallistu-
mismahdollisuuksia my6s esimerkiksi verkko-
pohjaisessa osallistumisessa (vrt. Matikainen
ym. 2008).

"Kaavallisissa kysymyksissd ja sellaisissa kysy-
myksissd, joissa osallisuus tulee maankdytto-
ja rakennuslain nojalla, niin sielld kaikki ne
lausunnot, joita virallisesti on kaavasuunni-
telmaan jitetty, on aina oltava oheismateriaa-
lina mukana. Mutta muissa asioissa tillaista
vaatimusta ei ole. Meille tulee hyvin paljon
sen tyyppisid kannanottoja, joita ei sitten sin-
ne pddtoksentekoon eteenpdin viedd. Mikddn
jdrjestelmd ei sellaista edellytd. Meilld ei myos-
kidn ole sellaista jirjestelmdd, jossa ihmiset
pystyisivit todentamaan, ettd heididn omat
nakemyksensd ovat mukana siind kyseisen
asian kdsittelyssd, niin ettd ne ainakin mini-
missddn olisivat huomioitu.” (VH2)

Toisaalta tiukka lainsddddnto voi asettaa ympa-
rist6toimialalla toimiville viranhaltijoille myds
kohtuuttomia vaatimuksia. Esimerkiksi yksi
vastaajista kertoo, ettd julkiseksi asetetut kaa-
vasuunnitelmat saavat usein niin runsaasti kir-
jallista palautetta, ettei viranhaltijoilla ole mah-
dollisuutta vastata kaikkiin annettuihin. Lisaksi
kommentteihin vastaaminen ja niiden huomioi-
minen vaativat viranhaltijoilta usein pitkallista
harkintaa, silld kirjallisia vastauksia voidaan
mahdollisesti kéyttda hallinto-oikeuteen tehta-
vien valitusten perusteluissa.

Organisatoriset valmiudet

Organisatoriset valmiudet viittaavat organisaa-
tion sisdisiin tekijoihin, jotka mahdollistavat ja
heikentavit osallistumisen toteutumista. Voimas-
sa olevan lainsddddnnon puitteissa kunnat voi-
vat mddritelld suhteellisen itsendisesti, kuinka
ne toteuttavat osallistumista alueellaan (Chris-
tensen ym. 2016). Kuntalaisten osallistumista
sadtelevdt muun muassa erilaiset kunnassa vai-
kuttavat toimintatavat ja kdytdnnot, jotka viittaa-
vat erilaisiin menettelyihin, joiden avulla kun-
talaislahtoiset suunnitteluprosessit yhdistetddn
hallintoldhtdiseen suunnittelu- ja paitoksenteko-
jarjestelmadn. Namai voivat perustua julkisiin lin-
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jauksiin, ohjeisiin ja sdantoihin, jotka ohjaavat eri
hallinnon alojen sekd viranhaltijoiden toimintaa
(Font ym. 2014; Ganuza & Baiocchi 2012).

Haastatteluiden perusteella Turun kaupun-
gin nykyinen strategia tukee nykyisellddn hyvin
osallistumista ja viime vuosien aikana kaupun-
gin strategiset tavoitteet ovat alkaneet “arkipdi-
vaistyd” ja ndkyd entistd enemmadn kidytdinnon
toiminnassa. Toisaalta osa vastaajista suhtautu-
vat kaupungin strategiaan kriittisemmin kuin
toiset. Vaikka tahtoa osallistumisen edistami-
seen 10ytyy, se ei kuitenkaan aina kanna kaytdn-
non toteutukseen asti.

”Sielld kaupunkistrategiassa on vahva painotus
sithen, ettd kaupunkia tehdddn yhdessd kump-
paneiden ja erityisesti kaupunkilaisten kanssa.
Mutta esimerkiksi johtoryhmdkeskustelussa
aika harvoin nousee ihan sana osallistaminen
esiin. Toki se asia on tiedostettu ja monella
on hyvd tahto edistdd sitd, mutta kdytinnon
toteutuksessa halu ja kiytinto ovat vield aika
kaukana toisistaan.” (VH3)

Yhtend osallistumisen edistimisen suurena on-
gelmana on nykyiselldan toiminnan lyhytjantei-
syys. Osallistumista toteutetaan usein ajallisesti
rajattujen projektien puitteissa. Téstd syystd
osallistuminen loppuu kulloisenkin projektin
péattyessd, eikd osallistumismenetelmien ja
suunnittelu- ja pdatoksentekojarjestelmén vilil-
le ehdi syntya pysyvéa yhteytta. Lyhytjanteisyys
ja projektimaisuus kuvaavat osallistumisen
ominaispiirrettd suomalaisessa kuntakentédssa
laajemminkin (Kuokkanen 2016). Vain harvas-
sa kunnassa demokratiakysymykset on otettu
systemaattisesti suunnittelun ja paitéksenteon
agendalle. T4std johtuen monet osallistumisen
edistaimiseen pyrkivdt prosessit ovat jddneet
irrallisiksi projekteiksi suhteessa edustukselli-
sen demokratian valmistelu- ja paitoksenteko-
kaytantoihin (Backlund & Kallio 2012; Haiki6
2005).

Osallistumisen toteutumista heikentdd myos
se, ettd osallistuminen hajaantuu eri toimialoille,
joiden valilld ei tapahdu yhteistyota eikd vuoro-
vaijkutusta. Tdma johtaa hallinnon “siiloutumi-
seen’, eli toimintojen hajaantumiseen eri toimi-
aloille. Siilojen muodostuminen heijastuu tie-
donkulun katkoksissa organisaation sisélld sekd
tyontekijoiden valilld. Haastatteluissa toistuvana

piirteend nousee esiin se, ettei kaikilla vastaajilla
ole selvilld, milld tavoin kuntalaisten osallistu-
mista kaupungissa edistetddn, mitka tahot osal-
listumisen edistdmisestd vastaavat ja millaisia
tukitoimintoja osallistamiseen on kaytettavissa.

Merkittdvand haasteena osallistumisessa
myos sen, ettei kaupungilla ole kiytossaan kay-
tantoja sekd tyokaluja osallistumisen vaikutusten
arvioimiseksi ja todentamiseksi. Osallistumisen
seurannan puuttuessa kuntalaisilla ei ole mah-
dollisuutta arvioida, kuinka heidén d4nend on
otettu huomioon pédatoksenteossa. Paattsjilld ja
kaupunkilaisilla ei mydskédidn ole mahdollisuut-
ta arvioida laajemmin osallistumisen vaikut-
tavuutta sekd kunnan osallistumistavoitteiden
toteutumista. Yksi vastaajista kuvaa tilannetta
seuraavasti:

”No se miki téssd on yksi iso haaste, niin on se,

miten me todennetaan se, ettd olemme osallis-
taneet, ihmiset ovat osallistuneet ja ihmisten
kokemukset osallistumisesta ovat parantu-
neet.” (VH4)

Yksilolliset valmiudet

Yksilolliset valmiudet viittaavat kuntalaisten
osallistumista toteuttavien viranhaltijoiden hen-
kilokohtaisiin asenteisiin, taitoihin ja kykyihin.
Vaikka osallistumisen toteuttaminen on pitkal-
le saddeltya olemassa olevan lainsdddannon
sekd kunnan sisdisten strategioiden ja linjaus-
ten kautta, yksittdisilld viranhaltijoilla on suh-
teellisen suuri rooli strategioiden ja linjausten
“jalkauttamisessa” Tdmé korostaa yksittdisten
viranhaltijoiden valmiuksien merkitystd osallis-
tumisen toteuttamisessa. Yhtend merkittavana
tekijand osallistumisen toteutumisessa muo-
dostaa viranhaltijoiden kaytossa oleva tydaika.
Erilaisten yleisotilaisuuksien sekd kuulemisten
valmisteleminen sekd toteuttaminen vaativat
viranhaltijoilta merkittivid ajallisia resursseja.
Lisdksi viranhaltijat joutuvat tyossddn vastaa-
maan erilaisten sédhkoisten palautteenantokana-
vien kautta annettuun palautteeseen usein péda-
tyonsd ohessa. Tdlloin heilld ei useinkaan ole
mahdollisuutta kiyttdd tyoaikaansa jokaisen
paatokseen annetun palautteen huomioimiseksi
sekd erilaisten toiveiden yhteensovittamiseksi
niin hyvin kuin he toivoisivat.
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“Jos pelkdstiin yhteen suunnitelmaan tulee
50 mielipidettd, niin yhdelld viranhaltijalla
menee kuukausi sithen, ettd hdn miettii, mi-
ten hdn niihin vastaa fiksusti. Ja sitten kun
yleensi se on vaan kielteistd palautetta, niin
miten ihmeessd ihmistd motivoidaan siihen?”
(VH13)

Suurena ongelmana osallistumisen toteuttami-
sessa on myds se, ettei kaikilla viranhaltijoilla
ole kéaytossadn tarvittavia taitoja ja kykyja osal-
listumisen suunnitteluun ja toteuttamiseen.
Erityisesti monet kaupunkiympéristétoimialalla
toimivista viranhaltijoista ovat tulleet alalle ai-
kana, jolloin suunnittelijoilla oli mahdollisuus
tehdéd kaupunkisuunnitteluun ja kaavoitukseen
liittyvid paatoksid suhteellisen itsendisesti (Puus-
tinen 2006). Téstd syystd suurelta osalta kau-
pungin suunnittelijoista puuttuu osallistumisen
edistimiseen tarvittava koulutus sekd osaami-
nen esimerkiksi julkisten kuulemisten jérjesta-
miseksi sekd suunnitelmiin annettuihin kom-
mentteihin vastaamiseksi (Leino 2006).

"Lainsddddnnon kautta on tullut koko ajan
enemmdn sitd, ettd kuntalaisia pitid saada
osallistumaan, mutta me ei ole koskaan saatu
mitddn resursseja, tai koulutusta sithen. Meilld
ei ole mitddn muuta keinoa siihen, kuin ettd
jokainen valitsee itse sen tavan, minkd hdn
kokee parhaimmaksi. Kun ei ndilld meiddn
suunnittelijoilla ole osaamista siihen.” (VHI13)

Suunnitteluty6té tekevien viranhaltijoiden puut-
teet osaamisessa heijastuvat myos suunnittelijoi-
den asenteissa sekd suhtautumisessa kuntalais-
osallistumista kohtaan. Osa suunnittelijoista ei
koe kuntalaisten kuulemista tarkednd, vaan na-
kevit sen ylhaalta péin asetettuna ylimaaraisena
vaatimuksena, jota he joutuvat toteuttamaan
varsinaisen suunnittelutyonsd ohessa (Leino
2006; Puustinen 2006). Suunnittelijoilla ei ole
todellista halua kuntalaisten nakemysten kuule-
miseksi, vaan kuntalaisosallistuminen saatetaan
ndhda jopa uhkana, joka vaarantaa laadukkaan
kaavoitus- ja suunnittelutyén toteutumisen.
Téstd syystd suunnittelijat nakevat, ettd kaavoi-
tus- ja suunnitteluty6 tulee jattad ennen kaikkea
kaavoitukseen ja kaupunkisuunnitteluun pereh-
tyneiden asiantuntijoiden tehtavéksi.

Toisaalta muuttuvat tydnkuvat koskevat myos
muilla toimialoilla kuin kaupunkiymparisto-
toimialalla toimivia viranhaltijoita. Kuntalais-
osallistumisen roolin kasvamisen my6td viran-
haltijoilta odotetaan entistd enemman valmiuk-
sia kuntalaisten kohtaamiseen. Tdmé haastaa
perinteisen kisityksen siitd, ettd viranhaltijoi-
den ndkemyksilld olisi aina automaattisesti
enemmadn painoarvoa kuin kuntalaisten mieli-
piteilld. Osa viranomaisista ovat tottuneet muut-
tuneeseen tyokuvaan paremmin kuin muut ja
nikevit kuntalaisosallistumisen arvon tydssdin.
Toisille viranhaltijoille kuntalaisten osallistumi-
nen puolestaan tarkoittaa uhkaa omalle asian-
tuntijuudelle perustuvalla valta-asemalle.

“Hirvedn usein viranhaltijoissa nikee sellaista
asennetta, ettd me tiedetddn parhaiten, millai-
sia palveluita kuntalaisilla tulee tarjota. Ettd
tavallaan, kun ihmisilld on se oma asiantun-
temus ja koulutus sekd halu tehdd tietynlaisia
juttuja, niin se on se suurin este, ettei kunta-
laisia kuunnella. Kylli se varmaan pikkuhil-
jaa muuttuu, mutta sen eteen tdytyy tehdd
toitd.”(VH5)

Osittain viranhaltijoiden asenteisiin ja suhtautu-
miseen osallistumista kohtaan vaikuttavat kiel-
teiset kokemukset osallistumisen toteuttami-
sesta. Esimerkiksi julkiset esittely- ja kuulemis-
tilaisuudet, joissa suunnittelijat esittelevit kun-
talaisille ajankohtaisia kaavasuunnitelmia, néyt-
taytyvit osalle viranhaltijoista vaikeina ja raskai-
na tilanteina. Usein esiteltdviin suunnitelmiin
liittyy hyvin rankkoja kiistoja ja eturistiriitoja,
jolloin viranhaltijat joutuvat perustelemaan
suunnitelmia kriittisen yleisén edessd. Tdll6in
tilaisuudet saattavat johtaa vastakkainasetteluun
eri osapuolten kesken, jolloin osa kuntalaisten
kritiikistd saattaa kohdistua myds suunnitelmi-
en esittelystd vastaaviin viranhaltijoihin. Joskus
kielteinen huomio voi menni henkil6kohtai-
suuksiin ja heijastua jopa viranhaltijoiden ja
kuntalaisten kohtaamisiin vapaa-ajalla.

Osittain julkisten esittelytilaisuuksien haas-
teet johtuvat niiden toimintalogiikasta, jossa
suunnittelijat ja asukkaat asetetaan epditasa-
arvoiseen asemaan suhteessa toisiinsa. Tama
johtaa usein siihen, ettd keskustelut karjistyvat
ja kritiikki kohdistuu nimenomaan tilaisuuden
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vetdmisestd vastuussa olevaan viranhaltijaan.
Erdédn vastaajan mukaan joskus yksikin kriitti-

nen asukas pystyy toiminnallaan "torpedoimaan”

koko tilaisuuden. Lisdksi esittely- ja kuulemis-
tilaisuudet usein jérjestetdan vasta silloin, kun
merkittiva osa kisiteltdvistd padtoksistd on jo
tehty eikd kuntalaisilla endd ole tosiasiallista
mahdollisuutta vaikuttaa kaavoitus- ja suunnit-
telupdatoksiin. Télloin tilaisuuden vetdmisestd
vastaavan viranhaltijan tehtévéksi jad pelkdstadn
perustella ja puolustella jo tehtyja padtoksid.

Kulttuuriset valmiudet

Kulttuuriset valmiudet viittaavat kuntalaisten
osallistumista ja vaikuttamista médrittelevéan ja
ohjaavaan “jirkeen”. Tilld tarkoitetaan erilaisia
hallinnon sisdlld vallitsevia kasityksid oikeista
padtoksenteon tavoista ja kaytdnnoista. Mikali
yhteiskunnassa vallitsevat normit tukevat suo-
raa kansalaisosallistumista, uudenlaisten demo-
kratiainnovaatioiden sekd osallistumismenetel-
mien omaksuminen ja vakiinnuttaminen osaksi
olemassa olevaa hallinnollista ja poliittista jarjes-
telmédi kdy helpommin (Curato & Boker 2016).
Osittain osallistumista ohjaavien periaatteiden
omaksumiseen vaikuttavat hallinnon toimintaa
ohjaavien erilaisten periaatteiden moninaisuus
ja padllekkaisyys. Julkiseen hallintoon kohdis-
tuu hyvin erilaisia vaatimuksia, joiden yhteen-
sovittaminen saattaa osoittautua haasteelliseksi
julkisessa hallinnossa toimiville viranhaltijoille
(Moynihan 2003).

Haastattelut osoittavat, ettd julkiseen hallin-
toon kohdistuvat paineet nikyvit myos Turun
kaupungissa. Erityisesti osallistumisen toteutu-
miseen vaikuttavat viime vuosikymmenien aika-
na levinneet julkisen-yksityisen kumppanuuden
periaatteet, joiden johdosta monet aikaisemmin
yksinomaan julkisen hallinnon tehtéviksi asete-
tuista tehtavistd pyritddn nykyisin tuottamaan
yhteistyGssa yritysten, yhteisojen ja kansalaisten
kanssa (Haveri & Pehk 2008). Kumppanuuksille
ja verkostoyhteisty6lle perustuva hallinta asettaa
rajoja kuntalaisten osallistumismahdollisuuk-
sille erityisesti tilanteissa, joihin liittyy vahvoja
yksityisid intressejd. Talloin elinkeinoeldmén
edustajien mielipiteet otetaan yleensd parem-
min huomioon, kuin kaupunkilaisten toiveet ja
tarpeet.

"Se nyt tuntuu olevan tdmdn pdivin mant-
ra, ettei me voida tehdd yhtddn mitddn itse,
vaan me tarvitaan tietty mddrd kumppanei-
ta. Sitten kun me on valittu se kumppani, se
kumppani voi sanella mitd tehdddn, jolloin
kuntalaisille ei jdd paljon sanottavaa siihen
endd. Se on sen varjopuoli, ettd kun halutaan
niin sanotusti ulkoistaa siti tekemistd, niin
vahemmdn kuntalaisilla on mahdollisuus oi-
keasti vaikuttaa.” (VHI13)

Kansalaisosallistumisen periaatteiden omaksu-
mista saattavat hidastaa my6s hallinnon sisdiset
perinteet ja vakiintuneet piitoksenteon tavat.
Ne madrittavit, vallitseeko hallinnossa osallistu-
misen kulttuuri vai tehdiddnko pdatokset mie-
luummin perinteisten tapojen mukaan, jolloin
lopullinen vastuu péitoksenteosta siilytetddn
vaaleilla valittujen poliitikoiden seké viranhal-
tijoiden harteilla (Jaske 2019; Jantti ym. 2017).
Uusien kuntalaisosallistumisen muotojen seki
edustuksellisen demokratian periaatteiden osit-
tainen yhteentérmdys heijastuu siind, kuinka
vastaajat kuvailevat suorien osallistumismene-
telmien sekd perinteisten edustuksellisuudelle
perustuvien toimintatapojen vilistd suhdetta.
Osa vastaajista nidkevit demokratiainnovaatioi-
den sekd muiden kansalaisosallistumisen muo-
tojen roolin pddtoksenteossa suhteellisen véahai-
send. Erityisesti rahankéytdssd kuntalaisten suo-
ra osallistuminen ei takaa rahojen tehokkainta
mahdollista kdyttod, vaan paitosvalta tulee séi-
lyttda vaaleilla valittujen poliitikkojen seké hei-
dén ohjauksessaan olevien hallinnon viranhalti-
joiden vastuulla.

Valtaosa haastatteluihin osallistuneista viran-
haltijoista eivit kuitenkaan nde kuntalaisten
osallistumista suorana vaihtoehtona edustuk-
selliselle demokratialle, vaan pitda niita toisiaan
vahvistavina tekijoitd. Osallistuvan demokra-
tian toimintamallit tdydentédvit edustuksellista
demokratiaa tuomalla esiin sellaisia asioita, jot-
ka eivat valttimattd edustuksellisen demokra-
tian kanavien kautta paise esiin. Néin suoraa
osallistumista voidaan pitdd vastavoimana pe-
rinteisen edustuksellisen demokratian toimin-
tamallien ja -tapojen heikkouksille. Se tarjoaa
kuntalaisille aidomman kanavan paéitoksente-
koon, kuin puoluepolitiikan sekd “poliittisten
valtapyrkimysten” virittdma edustuksellinen
demokratia.
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Haastattelut osoittavat, ettd hallinnossa val-
litsee hyvin erilaisia kasityksid oikeaoppisista
paatoksenteon tavoista sekd kaytdnnoista. Tama
ndkyy muun muassa siind, ettd hallinnossa tyos-
kentelevilld toimijoilla on erilaisia kdsityksid siit4,
missd jdrjestyksessd padtettavistd asioista tulee
tiedottaa kuntalaisille ja paattgjille. Poliitikkojen
mielestd heidin tulisi saada tietoa asioista ennen
kuntalaisia, jolloin poliitikoilla on mahdollisuus
tutustua valmisteltaviin paatoksiin ennen kuin
niistd tulee julkisia. Tdstd johtuen kuntalaiset
saattavat saada tiedon péatettivistd asioista vas-
ta kun ne ovat kédyneet ldpi poliittisen prosessin,
jolloin kuntalaisten tosiasiallinen mahdollisuus
vajkuttaa pédtettaviin kysymyksiin on jo saatta-
nut kaventua huomattavasti.

Osallistumisen toteutumista rajoittavat myds
kulloisetkin voimassa olevat poliittiset valtasuh-
teet seka “lehmankaupat”. Tdma kertoo siitd, et-
ta osallistumisen vaikutukset voivat olla riippu-
vaisia péaatoksenteon tilanteessa osallisina ole-
vien tahojen ja intressien taustalla vaikuttavista
laajemmista poliittisista kytkoksistd. Erityisesti
mikali paatettdviin asioihin liittyy vahvoja po-
liittisia intressejd, joita tukevat vallassa olevien
puolueiden edustajat kunnanvaltuustossa ja hal-
lituksessa, ne saattavat edetd hallinnossa ripeés-
ti. Toisaalta hallinnolla on my6s mahdollisuus
hidastaa tai muulla tavoin heikentdi sellaisten
aloitteiden toteuttamista, jotka saattavat vaaran-
taa puolueiden ja niitd tukevien vahvojen taho-
jen intresseja. (vrt. Smith 2009, 93.)

“Varmaan kuntalaisten heikot vaikuttamis-
mahdollisuudet johtuvat osittain siitd, ettd on
jo pdditetty, ettd mitd halutaan. Talloin se on
sitten vihdn kiusallista, jos osoittautuu, ettd
pddtokset eivit olekaan sitd, mitd aluksi ha-
luttiin. Osittain poliittinen valtakin voi sithen
liittyd. Joskus pddtoksiin liittyy poliittisia leh-
mdnkauppoja, jolloin kuntalaisten mielipiteil-
ld ei oikeasti ole kauheasti vaikutusta.” (VHS)

JOHTOPAATOKSET

Yhteenveto tutkimustuloksista

Tutkimuksessa tarkasteltiin kuntalaisten osallis-
tumisen merkitystd seké osallistumisen toteutu-
mista ylimman virkamiesjohdon nakokulmasta.
Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, ettd kunta-

laisosallistumisen merkitys tiedostetaan hyvin
johtavien viranhaltijoiden piirissd. Toisaalta
osallistumisen kaytinnon toteutuksessa on
heikkouksia, jotka nidkyvdt muun muassa siind,
kuinka vaihtelevasti osallistuminen toteutuu eri
toimialojen sisélld. Kuntalaisten osallistumisella
ei useinkaan ole merkittavaa suoraa vaikutusta
tehtdviin péddtoksiin, vaan ensisijaisesti kunta-
laisten osallistumista kéytetddn tiedon kerdami-
seksi padtoksiin liittyvistd kysymyksistd, jolloin
lopullinen valta paitosten tekemisestd sdilyy
vastuussa olevilla poliitikoilla sekd viranhalti-
joilla. Lisdksi osallistumisen ndahdddn kasautu-
van jo ennestadn aktiivisille kansalaisille.

Monet tutkimuksen tuloksista tukevat aikai-
sempien tutkimuksien johtopdétoksid. Tutkimus
osoittaa, ettd kansalaisosallistumiseen liittyy eri-
laisia institutionaalisia taustatekijoité, jotka voi-
vat edistdd tai heikentda osallistumisen toteutu-
mista. Osallistumisen toteutumista heikentavét
muun muassa puutteet osallistumista saitelevis-
sd lainsddddnnossd, organisaation ja viranhalti-
joiden valmiuksissa seké hallinnon sisalld vallit-
sevassa osallistumisen kulttuurissa. Tiivistelma
erilaisista osallistumisen toteutumiseen vaikut-
tavista valmiuksista ja niihin liittyvista tekijoistd
on koottu alla olevaan taulukkoon (Taulukko 1).

Tutkimus osoittaa, ettd vaikka johtavat viran-
haltijat suhtautuvat padsaantoisesti myonteisesti
kuntalaisten osallistumiseen, viranhaltijoiden
kesken on suuria eroja siind, millaiseksi he méa-
rittelevdt osallistumisen ihanteellisen vaikut-
tavuuden. Tamédn kysymyksen voidaan katsoa
olevan yhteydessd laajempaan kysymykseen
osallistumismenetelmien sekd edustukselliseen
demokratiaan kuuluvien vaikuttamistapojen
vilisestd suhteesta (Jantti ym. 2017). Osalle vi-
ranhaltijoista kuntalaisosallistumisen muodot
edustavat puhtaampaa vaikuttamisen tapaa,
kuin edustuksellisen jirjestelméin lépi “suodat-
tuvat” vaikuttamistavat. Toiset ovat puolestaan
sitd mieltd, ettd uusien osallistumismenetelmien
tehtdvand on ainoastaan tiydentad edustukselli-
selle demokratialle pohjautuvaa paitoksentekoa.
Esimerkiksi suuria rahallisia investointeja kos-
kevissa pddtoksissd vastaajat pitdvat vakiintu-
neita, edustuksellisuudelle perustuvia toiminta-
tapoja ensisijaisina paatoksentekotapoina.

Tutkimuksen tulokset kertovat kdynnissa ole-
vasta ja keskenerdisestd kulttuurisesta muutok-
sesta, jossa hallinnon sisélld vaikuttaa saman-
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Taulukko 1.

Hallinnon valmiudet kansalaisosallistumisen kehittamiseen

Hallinnon valmiudet

Lainsaadanto

Osallistumista koskeva lainsaadanto eri toimialoilla

Organisatoriset

Osallistumisen toteuttamiseen kdytettavissa olevat taloudelliset resurssit

valmiudet

Tiedonkulku hallinnon sisalla

Toimintojen koordinaatio ja tydnjako

Osallistumisen arviointiin kaytettdvissa olevat tyokalut ja kdytannét

Osallistumisen pitkajanteisyys

Yksilolliset valmiudet

Viranhaltijoiden kaytettavissa oleva tydaika

Viranhaltijoiden osaaminen

kohtaan

Viranhaltijoiden asenteet kuntalaisten mielipiteitd ja kuntalaisten osallistumista

Kulttuuriset valmiudet

Hallinnon sisdiset paatdksenteon tavat

Paatoksentekoa ohjaavat periaatteet

aikaisesti erilaisia ndkemyksid kuntalaisosallis-
tumisen tavoitteista ja tehtdvistd. Huomattavaa
on, ettd vaikka viranhaltijoiden kesken tuntuu
vallitsevan yleinen kasitys kuntalaisosallistumi-
sen hyodyllisyydestd, viranhaltijoiden kasityk-
set muiden hallinnon edustajien asenteista ovat
kielteisempid. Vastaajat nikevit, ettd erityisesti
hallinnon alemmalla tasolla viranhaltijoiden
asenteet kuntalaisten osallistumista kohtaan
ovat osittain vahittelevid. T4atd voidaan pitda
osoituksena siitd, etteivit kuntalaisosallistumis-
ta sddtelevit strategiat ja mallit ole vield saaneet
jalansijaa kaikilla hallinnon tasoilla. Toisaalta vi-
ranhaltijat voivat pyrkid vierittiméan hallinnon
ongelmia alemmalla hallinnon tasolla toimivien
viranhaltijoiden vastuulle. Tdmén on katsottu
olevan aikaisemmassa tutkimuksessa ominais-
piirteend erityisesti sellaisissa organisaatioissa,
joissa vallitsee samanaikaisesti hyvin erilaisia ja
keskendin ristiriitaisia tavoitteita muun muassa
paatoksenteon demokraattisuutta sekéd tehok-
kuutta kohtaan (vrt. Pellinen ym. 2018).

Askelmerkkeja tulosten hyédyntamiseen
seka jatkotutkimukselle

Tutkimuksessa tunnistetut osallistumisen toteu-
tumisen kannalta oleelliset taustatekijit luovat
pohjaa hallinnon kehittdmiseksi siten, ettd eri-
laiset osallistumiskanavat voidaan integroida

paremmin osaksi kunnan hallinnollista jarjes-
telmad. Osa taustatekijoistd koskee osallistumis-
ta sadtelevdd lainsdddintod, joka sditelee kan-
salaisosallistumisen edellytyksia valtakunnalli-
sesti. Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, ettd vi-
ranhaltijat kokevat lainsdddanndsté tulevien vel-
voitteiden ohjaavan osallistumista vaihtelevasti
eri toimialoilla. Mikali osallistumisty6td koske-
van oikeudellisen sddntelyn merkitystd halutaan
korostaa, vaatii se konkreettisten velvoitteiden
lisddmistd kuntalaisten osallistumista ja vaikut-
tamista koskevaan lainsddddntoon. Toisaalta
lainsdddannostd tulevien velvoitteiden tulee
myos olla realistisia suhteessa paikallishallinnon
resursseihin.

Lisdksi kuntalaisten osallistumista voidaan
tukea kuntaorganisaation sisdisid sekd viran-
haltijoiden henkilokohtaisia valmiuksia kehitta-
malld. Organisatorisia valmiuksia voidaan edis-
tdd muun muassa kaupungin osallistumisstrate-
giaa selkeyttamalld sekd osallistumistavoitteita
sekd -tapoja mddrittelemalld. Osallistumisen
tavoitteiden ja tapojen tulee olla lipileikkaavasti
julkituotuna hallinnon ohjaavissa asiakirjoissa
ja my0s osallistumisen vaikuttavuuden arvioi-
miseksi tulee olla kiytossd toimintatapoja. Osal-
listumista toteuttavien viranhaltijoiden henki-
lokohtaisia valmiuksia voidaan puolestaan vah-
vistaa ohjeistuksella, koulutuksella sekd hen-
kilostoresursseja lisddmalld. Osallistumisen
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toteutumisen kannalta on tirkedi, ettd viranhal-
tijoilla on riittdvid taitoja sekd ajallisia resursseja
osallistumisprosessien suunnitteluun ja toteu-
tukseen.

Viimeiseksi, osallistumismahdollisuuksien
edistdminen vaatii my6s muutoksia hallinnossa
vallitsevaan poliittiseen kulttuuriin. Yksilolli-
selld tasolla osallistumisen kulttuuria voidaan
edistdd yksittdisten viranhaltijoiden asenteisiin
ja suhtautumiseen vaikuttamalla. Viranhalti-
joiden ymmirrystd osallistumisen hyodyista
sekd roolista omassa tyossd voidaan vahvistaa
tarjoamalla viranhaltijoille ohjeistusta sekd kou-
lutusta. Kollektiivisella tasolla osallistumisen
kulttuurin omaksuminen voi vaatia aikaa, jotta
osallistumisen periaatteet vakiintuvat osaksi hal-
linnon toimintaa. Ihanteellisesti osallistuminen
on pitkdjdnteistd ja tavoitteellista toimintaa, jo-
ka ei lakkaa projektirahoituksen loppuessa, vaan
tarjoaa kuntalaisille jatkuvan tavan olla mukana
kaupungin palveluiden sekd asuinymparistonsa
kehittamisessd. Lisdksi osallistumisen edistami-
nen vaatii tietoista toimintaa erilaisten kunta-
laisten osallistumista edistdvien normien ja
kaytantojen edistdmiseksi ja vakiinnuttamiseksi.
Tama voi edellyttdd myos organisaation sisdista
keskustelua hallinnolle asetettujen vaatimusten
yhteensovittamisesta sekd eri osallistumistapo-
jen priorisoinnista erilaisissa paiatoksenteon
kysymyksissd ja vaiheissa (Landwehr 2015;
Thompson 2008).

Koska tutkimuksen aineisto on kertty vain
yhdesséd kuntaorganisaatiossa, on syyta pohtia,
kuinka hyvin tutkimuksen tulokset ovat hyo-
dynnettivissd muissa suomalaisissa kaupungeis-
sa. Viime kéddessd kysymys tiivistyy siihen, kuin-
ka tyypillistd suurkaupunkia Turku edustaa
ajatellen johdon asenteita ja yleista ajattelumaa-
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Niin se oli tavallaan kaksisuuntainen katu silta osin,
et me saatiin tietoa, mut me pystyttiin myds sitd antamaan.

Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneeliin osallistunut kaupunginvaltuutettu

MIKKO VARTTO
MAIJA JASKE
KAISA HERNE

KIMMO GRONLUND

TIVISTELMA Demokratiatutkijat pohtivat parhaillaan, miten puntaroivat kansalaiskeskustelut
voitaisiin kytked perinteiseen edustukselliseen péitoksentekoon. Tutkimuskir-
jallisuudessa on esitetty, ettd poliitikkojen osallistuminen puntaroiviin kansa-
laiskeskusteluihin voisi vahvistaa puntaroivien kansalaiskeskustelujen kytkosta
demokraattiseen padtoksentekoon. Tutkimme Turussa jarjestetyn puntaroivan
kansalaispaneelin avulla, miten poliitikkojen ja kansalaisten yhteinen keskus-
telu onnistuu ja miten poliitikot sen kokevat. Poliitikkojen osallistumisen on
viitetty muun muassa vahvistavan poliitikkojen sitoutumista kansalaiskeskuste-
lujen pohjalta tuotettuihin suosituksiin seka lisddvan heidan intressiddn edistad
suosituksia padtoksenteossa. Toistaiseksi politiikkojen osallistumista puntaroi-
viin kansalaiskeskusteluihin on kuitenkin tutkittu hyvin vdhén.

Lisataksemme tietoa keinoista vahvistaa kytkoksid puntaroivien kansalais-
keskustelujen ja vaalidemokratian instituutioiden vililli tutkimme, kuinka
kaupunginvaltuutettujen osallistuminen vaikutti Turku keskustelee -kansalais-
paneelin tyoskentelyyn. Lisdksi tutkimme, kuinka valtuutetut kokivat osallis-
tumisensa paneeliin sekd miten he suhtautuvat kuntalaisten suoraan poliitti-
seen osallistumiseen. Kansalaispaneeli jarjestettiin toukokuussa 2020 ja sithen
osallistui 171 kuntalaista sekd 21 valtuutettua. Paneelin aiheena oli kaupungin
keskustan liikennejérjestelyt, ja paneelin jilkeen osallistujat ddnestivét kol-
men erilaisen skenaarion vililla.

Tutkimusta varten haastattelimme 11 paneeliin osallistunutta valtuutettua
sekd teimme kyselyn, johon vastasi 17 valtuutettua ja 171 kuntalaista. Tutki-
muksemme osoittaa, ettd valtuutettujen osallistuminen ei vaikuttanut kieltei-
sesti puntaroivaan keskusteluun kansalaispaneelissa. Keskustelun aijkana val-
tuutetut saivat lisdd tietoa kuntalaisten toiveista ja tarpeista. Lisdksi keskustelu
vahvisti valtuutettujen késitystd kuntalaisten asiantuntijuudesta seka kyvysta
osallistua paatoksentekoon ja muodostaa valistuneita mielipiteitd. Valtuutetut
myo6s suhtautuivat myonteisesti ajatukseen puntaroivien kansalaispaneelien
kaytosté valtuustotyon tukena jatkossakin.
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JOHDANTO

Viime vuosina on tutkittu laajasti niin kutsuttujen demokraattisten innovaatioiden mahdolli-
suutta tdydentdd poliittista jarjestelmdi ja tuoda siihen yhtdaltd osallistuvan demokratian ja
toisaalta deliberatiivisen eli puntaroivan demokratian elementtejia (Warren 2009; 2017). De-
mokraattisilla innovaatioilla tarkoitetaan menettelyjd, joiden tavoitteena on lisdtd ja syventdd
kansalaisten osallistumista poliittiseen péaatoksentekoon (Smith 2009). Viime vuosina empii-
risesti tutkituimmaksi innovaatioksi on noussut satunnaisotokseen perustuva puntaroiva kan-
salaiskeskustelu, josta kédytetddn usein nimitystd mini-demos (mini-public). Satunnaisotoksen
perusteella muodostettu mini-demos on pieni otos kansasta, mutta edustaa sen moninaisuutta
(Grénlund ym. 2014).

Aikaisemmat tutkimukset ovat osoittaneet, ettd puntaroivat kansalaiskeskustelut jaavit usein
irralliseksi muista poliittisista areenoista (Curato ja Boker 2016; Svensson 2008). Tutkijoita as-
karruttaakin, miten kansalaiskeskusteluja voitaisiin linkittdd vaalidemokratiaan perustuvaan
jarjestelmédan. Yksi ehdotetuista keinoista on poliittisten paittdjien osallistuminen kansalais-
keskusteluihin (Farrell ym. 2020). Esimerkiksi Irlannissa, Isossa-Britanniassa ja Belgiassa on
kokeiltu tdman tyyppistd "hybridimallia” (Aarninsalo ym. 2020). Tutkimukset ovat osoittaneet,
etta poliitikoiden mukaan ottamisella voi olla mydnteisid vaikutuksia keskusteluiden laadulle
ja tuloksille (Farrell 2014, 114). Toisaalta poliitikkojen ja tavallisten kansalaisten vilinen kes-
kustelu ei ole valttamatta tasa-arvoista puntaroivan demokratian ideaalin edellyttamalla tavalla
(Mansbridge ym. 2010).

Me kysymme, miten poliitikkojen osallistuminen vaikuttaa puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskuste-
luihin ja miten poliitikot kokevat oman osallistumisensa keskusteluihin. Tutkimustamme varten
jarjestimme puntaroivan demokratian mallin mukaisen Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin
toukokuussa 2020 yhteistyossa Turun kaupungin kanssa. Kansalaispaneelissa 171 kuntalaista ja
21 kaupunginvaltuuston jasentd keskustelivat Turun kaupungin keskustan liikennejérjestelyista,
minka jalkeen paneeliin osallistuneet kuntalaiset danestivat kolmen erilaisen skenaarion valill4.
Kansalaispaneelin dinestystulos vietiin osaksi yleiskaavan valmistelua kaupungin paitoksen-
tekoelimissa.

Haastattelimme tutkimusta varten yhtéitoista kaupunginvaltuutettua, jotka osallistuivat Tur-
ku keskustelee -kansalaispaneeliin. Tavoitteemme oli kartoittaa keskusteluihin osallistuneiden
valtuutettujen motivaatiota osallistua, kokemuksia osallistumisesta sekd nakemyksid vastaavien
osallistumismuotojen kdytostd laajemmin. Pyrimme haastattelujen avulla selvittimaan mitd
poliitikot ajattelevat osallistumisesta puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskusteluihin yhdessd kansalaisten
kanssa sekd niiden roolista pddtoksenteossa. Taydensimme haastatteluaineistoa osallistuneille
valtuutetuille ja kuntalaisille tehdyilld kyselyilld. Kuntalaiskyselylld selvitimme kuntalaisten ko-
kemusta keskusteluista sekd valtuutettujen roolista niissa.

On huomioitavaa, ettd tarkastelemme puntaroivan demokratian toteutumista pelkastdan
puntaroivissa kansalaiskeskusteluissa, emme laajemmassa merkityksesséd, jossa puntaroivan
demokratian ndhdaén toteutuvan julkisessa keskustelussa erilaisilla keskusteluareenoilla (esim.
Habermas 2006). Emme my0oskaén viittaa puntaroivilla kansalaiskeskusteluilla keskusteluihin
parlamentaarisissa paitoksentekoelimissd, vaikka ne ovat merkittdvid poliittisen argumen-
toinnin areenoita (Steiner ym. 2004). Sen sijaan tdssd artikkelissa tarkoitamme puntaroivilla
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kansalaiskeskusteluilla sellaisia puntaroivan demokratian periaatteille perustuvia suoran kansa-
laisosallistumisen muotoja, joihin kansalaiset osallistuvat paatoksentekoon suoraan ilman, ettd
osallistuminen kanavoituisi puolueiden, poliitikkojen tai jarjest6jen kautta. Lisdksi tarkastelemme
nimenomaan hallintoldhtéistd osallistumista, joka on yhteydessd kdynnissd olevaan suunnittelu-
ja padtoksentekoprosessiin. Tdma voidaan médritelld institutionaaliseksi osallistumiseksi, jossa
kansalaisosallistuminen tapahtuu hallinnon méérittdmissd puitteissa, eikd esimerkiksi vapaaeh-
toistyon, kansalaisaktivismin tai muun kansalaislahtoisen osallistumisen kautta (Jantti ym. 2016).

Seuraavaksi esittelemme puntaroivan demokratian teoriaa sekd pohdimme tutkimuskir-
jallisuuden pohjalta, millaisia mahdollisia haasteita poliitikkojen osallistuminen kansalais-
keskusteluihin asettaa puntaroivan demokratian periaatteiden toteutumiselle. Taman jilkeen
esittelemme Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin taustaa ja toteutusta. Tutkimusaineisto, ana-
lyysimenetelmat ja tutkimustulokset esitellddn seuraavaksi. Johtopaitokset tiivistavat tirkeim-
mit tuloksemme. Tutkimuksen lopussa pohdimme vield puntaroivien kansalaiskeskustelujen
edellytyksid toimia osana kuntahallintoa.

PUNTAROIVA DEMOKRATIA

Puntaroiva demokratia viittaa poliittiseen paatoksenteon ihanteelliseen malliin, jossa paatok-
set tehdddn tietoperusteisen argumentoinnin varassa. Puntaroivan keskustelun kriteereind ovat
tasavertaisuus ja toisten kunnioitus (Gutmann ja Thompson 1996). Puntaroivassa keskustelus-
sa osallistujat ovat valmiita muuttamaan mielipidettddn, mikali toiset keskustelijat saavat hei-
dat vakuutettua argumenteillaan (Habermas 1975, 108), tai keskustelu antaa heille tietoa, joka
kumoaa heidin aikaisemmat kdsityksensd (Mansbridge ym. 2010). Puntaroivan demokratian
ihanteen mukaan mielipiteitd arvioidaan vain silld perusteella, miten hyvin ne on perusteltu,
eikd esittdjan taustan tai aseman mukaan (Dryzek 2000, 2). Tavoitteena on, etté osallistujat pys-
tyvit irtautumaan yksityisiin intresseihinsd perustuvista vaatimuksista ja 16ytamaén ratkaisuja,
jotka kaikki osallistujat voivat hyvaksya (Dryzek 2001, 651).

Kiinnostus puntaroivaa demokratiaa kohtaan on vahvistunut viime vuosikymmenien aikana,
silld sen on nahty vastaavan joihinkin demokraattisten jarjestelmien ongelmiin, kuten dénestys-
aktiivisuuden laskuun, heikkenevain poliittiseen luottamukseen ja vahvistuvaan polarisaatioon
(Gronlund ym. 2010; 2015). Puntaroivan demokratian kannattajien mukaan se vastaa demo-
kraattisen paitoksenteon ihannetta tuoden esiin todellisen “kansan tahdon” (Bohman 1998,
401). Puntaroivan demokratian keskeinen sanansaattaja James Fishkin (2009) puhuu harkitusta
kansalaismielipiteestd, joka poikkeaa mielipidetiedusteluissa selvitetyistd nopeista reaktioista.
Puntaroivassa demokratiassa pyrkimyksend on kuulla erilaisia nakemyksid, sovittaa niitd yh-
teen sekd saavuttaa yhteisymmarrys. Juuri pyrkimys erilaisten ndkékulmien yhteensovittami-
sesta sekd yhteisymmarryksen saavuttamisesta erottaa puntaroivan demokratian sellaisista mal-
leista, joissa demokraattiset padtokset tehdaédn erilaisten vaihtoehtojen vililld ddnestimalld tai
neuvottelemalla (Fung 2006). Puntaroivan keskustelun avulla voidaan péasti irti populismista,
joka voi perustua tiedon vadristelyyn, lyhytjdnteisyyteen tai vaadittujen ratkaisujen kustannus-
ten ohittamiseen.
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Puntaroivaa demokratiaa ja sen kdytdnnon sovelluksia on myos kritisoitu (esim. Sanders
1997; Young 2000). Ehké painavin kritiikki liittyy sithen, miksi niiden kansalaisten, jotka eivit
osallistu keskusteluun, pitéisi hyviksyé keskustelun perusteella muodostettu harkittu kansalais-
mielipide (Chambers 2009; Lafont 2017; Parkinson 2006). Vastineeksi on esitetty, ettd kansalais-
paneelit eivat valttiméttd sovikaan tuottamaan suoraan poliittisia paitoksid, vaan pikemmin-
kin tietoa, jota kansalaiset voivat arvioida ja kéyttdd oman mielipiteenmuodostuksensa tukena
(Bachtiger ja Goldberg 2020).

Puntaroiva demokratia ldhti liikkeelle teoreettisesta keskustelusta, mutta mychemmin herési
kiinnostus testata empiirisesti, miten ideaali voitaisiin kdytdnnosséd tavoittaa. Maailmalla on-
kin kehitetty useita erilaisia puntaroivan demokratian mallin mukaisia menetelmia (Aarninsalo
ym. 2020; Elstub 2014; Setéld ja Smith 2018).! Puntaroiva kansalaiskokous (Citizens’ Assembly)
kokoaa yhteen suuren joukon kansalaisia keskustelemaan jostain teemasta, mutta varsinaista
padtosvaltaa kansalaiskokouksella ei ole, vaan se tarjoaa tukea vaalidemokratian kautta tapah-
tuvalle paitoksenteolle (Elstub 2014). Puntaroivassa mielipidemittauksessa (Deliberative Poll)
satunnaisotoksella valitut kansalaiset saavat puolueetonta tietoa ja keskustelevat pienryhmissa.
Tutkimuksellisen mielenkiinnon kohteena on harkittu kansalaismielipide, eli tiedon lisdantymi-
nen ja pienryhmakeskusteluissa muodostunut mielipide (Elstub 2014; Fishkin 1991).

Merkittava osa puntaroivan demokratian kiytannon toteutuksista perustuu siihen, ettd osal-
listujat valitaan satunnaisotannalla, jossa kullakin kansalaisella on yhtaldinen mahdollisuus
tulla kutsutuksi kansalaiskeskusteluun. Satunnaisotantaan perustuva osallistuminen erottaa
kansalaispaneelit ja muut vastaavat mallit vaaleilla valituista instituutioista. Osallistujat eivat
voi ammattimaistua eikd heiddn ympérilleen voi muodostua puolueiden kaltaisia ryhmittymia.
Vaalidemokratiassa edustaminen perustuu kansalaisten vaaleissa antamaan valtuutukseen tehda
muita koskevia paatoksid. My6s kansalaispaneeli voi tehdd paétoksid tai antaa tukea muiden
kuin osallistujien mielipiteenmuodostukseen, jolloin on myds kyse edustamisesta siind mielessd,
ettd poliittista toimivaltaa kdytetddn muiden puolesta. Tutkijat ovat kutsuneet suoran kansalais-
osallistumisen mallien edustuksellisuutta kansalaisedustamiseksi (Warren 2008) tai demokraat-
tiseksi edustamiseksi (Landemore 2020, 55-56, 86-87). Kansalaisedustamisen oleellisin piirre
on se, ettd padsy edustajan asemaan on avoinna kaikille tavallisille kansalaisille yhtaldisesti, eikd
riipu esimerkiksi yksilon asiantuntemuksesta tai kampanjaan kaytettdvissa olevista resursseista.

Tutkimukset osoittavat, ettd puntaroiva kansalaiskeskustelu voi vahvistaa kansalaisten osallis-
tumista julkiseen paitoksentekoon. Kansalaiskeskustelut voivat johtaa osallistujien mielipiteiden
muutoksiin, vahvistaa luottamusta demokraattisiin instituutioihin seké kehittdd kansalaistaitoja
(Gronlund ym. 2010; Gronlund ym. 2015). Kansalaiskeskustelut auttavat kansalaisia muodosta-
maan preferenssejadn (Gastil ym. 2018; List ym. 2013), lisddvét heidin tietotasoaan (Gastil ym.
2018) seka ehkiisevit mielipiteiden polarisaatiota (Gronlund ym. 2015). Toisaalta empiiriset tut-
kimukset kansalaiskeskustelujen vaikutuksista pdatoksiin ovat tuottaneet ristiriitaisempia tuloksia.
Irlannissa kansalaiskokouksen suositukset koskien muun muassa aborttilainsddadannon, avioliitto-
lainsdddannon ja vaalijarjestelman uudistamista hyviksyttiin kansandénestyksissi ja siten voidaan
ajatella, ettd kansalaiskokouksella oli laajempaakin vaikutusta (Farrell ym. 2020; Suiter 2018). Esi-
merkiksi Irlannin aborttilainsddddnndn tapauksessa 66 prosenttia danestsjistd oli tietoisia kansa-
laiskokouksen suosituksista (Suiter 2018). Toisaalta Alankomaissa ja Kanadassa kansalaiskokous-
ten tulokset eivit juurikaan vaikuttaneet tehtyihin péaatoksiin (Fournier ym. 2011).
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Viime aikoina demokratiatutkijoiden keskuudessa on virinnyt keskustelu siitd, kuinka kansa-
laiskeskustelujen vaikutuksia kollektiivisiin padtoksiin voitaisiin vahvistaa. Skaalaaminen, (sca-
ling up), viittaa puntaroivien kansalaiskeskustelujen vaikutuksen lisddmiseen laajemman ylei-
son keskuudessa (Niemeyer 2014). Ajattelu pohjautuu niin sanottuun systeemiseen kasitykseen
puntaroivasta demokratiasta, jossa erilaiset kansalaiskokoukset ja -raadit sekd muut keskustelun
tilat ja paikat nahdédin osana laajempaa jirjestelmédd (Mansbridge 1999). Kansalaiskeskustelujen
skaalaamisen tavoitteena on rikastuttaa julkista keskustelua tuomalla puntaroituja kansalais-
mielipiteitd asiantuntijoiden ja poliittisten paittdjien esittimien kantojen rinnalle.

Puntaroivan demokratian institutionalisoinnilla tarkoitetaan puntaroivien kansalaiskeskuste-
lujen integroimista osaksi olemassa olevia paatoksentekoprosesseja. Institutionalisointia edustaa
esimerkiksi ajatus kansalaisraatien perustamista osaksi valiokuntien toimintaa (Hendriks 2016;
Hendriks ja Kay 2019). Raadit voivat tarjota valiokunnille puntaroituja kansalaismielipiteité erilai-
sista kasiteltavistd asioista. Kirjallisuudessa on esitetty my6s muita tapoja, joiden avulla kytkosta
politiikan eri areenoiden vililla voidaan vahvistaa. Puntaroivat kansalaiskeskustelut voidaan insti-
tutionalisoida vahvemmin osaksi poliittista jarjestelmaéd kutsumalla poliitikot mukaan kansalais-
keskusteluihin yhdessé kansalaisten kanssa tai velvoittamalla heitd ottamaan julkisesti kantaa kan-
salaiskeskusteluun osallistuneiden kansalaisten esittdmiin toimenpidesuosituksiin (Setald 2017).
On myos esitetty, ettd puntaroivien kansalaiskeskustelujen ja muun demokraattisen jirjestelmén
vilinen kytkds voisi vaihdella riippuen siitd, miten hyvin vaalidemokratia toimii. Kansalaiskeskus-
teluja tarvittaisiin erityisesti silloin, kun vaalidemokratiaan perustuva jarjestelma ei ota kattavasti
huomioon kaikkia kansalaisryhmia ja heiddn nakemyksidan (Kuyper ja Wolkenstein 2018).

Vaikka teoriakirjallisuudessa on esitetty erilaisia tapoja kytked puntaroivan kansalaiskeskus-
telun ja vaalidemokratian areenoja (Boswell ym. 2016; Setdld 2017), empiiristd tutkimusta tasta
kytkoksestd on toistaiseksi vahan (Farrell 2014; Farrell ym. 2020; Flinders ym. 2016; Hendriks
2016; Hendriks ja Kay 2019). Tavoitteemme onkin tdydentdd olemassa olevaa tietoa tutkimalla
erityisesti poliitikkojen osallistumista puntaroivaan kansalaiskeskusteluun. Tarkastelemme seu-
raavaksi, millaisia mahdollisuuksia ja haasteita poliitikkojen osallistumisella on puntaroivien
kansalaiskeskustelujen onnistumiselle.

POLIITIKOT MUKANA KANSALAISPANEELISSA

Tutkimus viittaa siihen, ettd puntaroivan kansalaiskeskustelun muodolla on suuri merkitys kes-
kustelujen onnistumiselle (Pearse 2008). Yksi merkittéva tekija ndyttéisi olevan se, osallistuuko
keskusteluihin pelkdstdan kansalaisia vai myos asiantuntijoita, politiikkoja tai eri intressiryh-
mien edustajia (White 2017). Padsdantoisesti erilaisten intressiryhmien edustajat ovat voineet
osallistua puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskusteluihin pelkéstddn asiantuntijaroolissa, jolloin he ovat
voineet vaikuttaa muun muassa sithen, millaisella tiedolla kansalaiskeskustelua pohjustetaan.
Intressiryhmit ovat myds voineet julkistaa kansalaiskeskustelujen tuottamia suosituksia tai
osallistua niiden toteuttamiseen (Hendriks 2006). Maailmalla on kuitenkin esimerkkeji myos
hybridimalleista, joissa itse puntarointiin on osallistunut muitakin kuin kansalaisia. Esimerkiksi
Irlannin perustuslain uudistusta késittelevéssd kansalaiskokouksessa kolmasosa osallistujista oli
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poliitikkoja (Farrell 2014), ja Brysselin alueparlamentin hiljattain perustamissa puntaroivissa
komiteoissa kolme neljasosaa 60 jiasenestd on tavallisia kansalaisia ja yksi neljasosa parlamen-
taarikkoja (Niessen ja Reuchamps 2019).

Voiko asiantuntijoiden tai poliitikkojen kansalaispaneeliin osallistumiseen liittyd jotain on-
gelmia? Osallistujien tasavertaisuutta on yleensd pidetty puntaroivan demokratian edellytykse-
nd (Mansbridge ym. 2010). Yhtend argumenttina eri valta-asemassa olevien ihmisten saman-
aikaista osallistumista vastaan voidaan pitda sit, ettd hallitsevassa asemassa olevilla ihmisilla
voi olla paremmat kyvyt ja taidot omien kantojensa esittdimiseen sekd niiden perustelemiseen.
Poliitikot saattavat olla kansalaisia taitavampia keskustelijoita ja heilld voi my6s olla poliittiseen
prosessiin ja kisiteltdvadn teemaan liittyvaa tietoa kansalaisia enemmaén. Poliitikoille kannanot-
tojen esittiminen ja perusteleminen julkisuudessa ja padt6ksenteon areenoilla on oleellinen osa
heidén jokapdivaistd ty6taan. Poliitikoilla on siten paremmat valmiudet tuoda esiin omia kan-
tojaan keskusteluissa sekd hankkia niille tukea muilta keskustelijoilta. Tima voi johtaa poliitik-
kojen 7ilylliseen dominointiin” (intellectual domination) keskusteluissa (Vandamme ym. 2018).

Poliitikkojen osallistumista puntaroivan demokratian malleihin voidaan pitdd ongelmalli-
sena myos siksi, ettd poliitikkojen tehtaviani on edistdd erilaisia intresseja kéyttden hyodyksi
kaikkia tarjolla olevia tyckaluja (Bengtsson ja Wass 2011; Esaiasson 2000). Tama tarkoittaa, ettd
poliitikot saattavat hyodyntdd my6s puntaroivia kansalaiskeskusteluja edustaakseen keskuste-
luissa tietynlaisia intressejd. Martin Karlssonin (2012) mukaan poliitikot voivat ymmartda edus-
tajuuden kolmella eri tavalla. Poliitikko voi toimia ennen kaikkea oman puolueensa edustajana,
jolloin hén saattaa nostaa esiin edustamansa puolueen nikemyksia vahvistaakseen puolueensa
profiilia keskusteluissa kasitellyissd kysymyksissad. Poliitikot voivat myos toimia edistddkseen
omien ddnestdjiensd preferensseji ja tuoda heidin toiveitaan esiin, vaikka ne eivit vastaisikaan
poliitikon edustaman puolueen linjaa. Poliitikoilla voi olla my6s oman puolueensa poliittisista
linjauksista tai ddnestdjien preferensseistd eroavia henkilokohtaisia poliittisia intressejd, joten
he saattavat osallistua kansalaiskeskusteluihin myos edistddakseen henkilokohtaisia poliittisia ta-
voitteitaan ja nostaakseen poliittista profiiliaan keskusteluissa kisitellyissé kysymyksissa. Néin
poliitikot saattavat kdyttda kansalaiskeskusteluun osallistumista tai siihen liittyvaa julkisuutta
edistadkseen urallaan etenemistd tai muita henkilokohtaisia tavoitteitaan (Hendriks 2016). Po-
lijtikot saattavat siis hyddyntaa puntaroivia kansalaiskeskusteluja tavoilla, joita voidaan pitdd
osittain vastakkaisina puntaroivan keskustelun periaatteille.

Poliitikkojen osallistumisella puntaroivan demokratian keskusteluihin voi kuitenkin olla
paatoksenteon kannalta myds mydnteisid vaikutuksia. Keskusteluihin osallistuessaan poliitikot
voivat saada kansalaisilta arvokasta tietoa siitd, mitka seikat kansalaiset kokevat tarkeiksi, millai-
sia ratkaisuja he pitavit oikeudenmukaisina ja millaiset ratkaisut todennakoéisesti myos toimivat
kansalaisten arjessa. Poliitikkojen osallistuminen my6s vahvistaa keskusteluiden annin kulkeu-
tumista vaalidemokratian suunnittelu- ja paatoksentekojérjestelmiin (Flinders ym. 2016). Kun
poliittiset paatoksentekijit osallistuvat puntaroivan kansalaiskeskustelun julkilausumien muo-
toiluun, heilld on suurempi intressi edistad kansalaiskeskustelun huomioimista vaalidemokra-
tiaan perustuvassa padtoksenteossa (Setdld 2017; Vandamme ym. 2018). Poliitikot voivat myos
tuoda keskusteluihin lisd4 tietoa keskustelluista asiakysymyksista. Poliitikkojen tieto poliittisista
prosesseista taas voi auttaa keskustelun julkilausuman muotoilemista siten, ettd silld on parempi
mahdollisuus tulla huomioiduksi tehtédvissa paatoksissa.
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Nékemykset poliitikkojen osallistumisen myonteisistd vaikutuksista ovat saaneet osittaista
tukea eri puolilla maailmaa jarjestetyistd puntaroivan demokratian sovelluksista. Poliitikko-
jen osallistuminen esimerkiksi tukee keskusteluiden tulosten huomioimista paatoksenteossa
antamalla niille enemmaén poliittista painoarvoa ja edistimélld ndin keskusteluiden tulosten
etenemistd paitoksentekoprosesseissa (Farrell 2014, 114). Systemaattisimmin poliitikkojen
osallistumista on tutkittu Isossa-Britanniassa vuonna 2015 toteutetussa kansalaiskeskustelussa,
jossa verrattiin pelkastdan kansalaisista koostuvia keskusteluryhmié kansalaisista ja poliitikoista
koostuviin ryhmiin (Farrell ym. 2020). Vertailu osoitti, ettd vaikka jalkimmadisiin osallistuneet
kansalaiset olivat taipuvaisempia tuntemaan, ettd jotkut keskustelijat hallitsivat keskusteluja, ko-
kemuksen todettiin vihentyneen seuraavilla tapaamiskerroilla (Flinders ym. 2016). Varsinkin
pitkalla aikavililld poliitikkojen osallistumisen mahdolliset haitalliset vaikutukset keskustelui-
hin jaivat vastaajien mukaan vahaisiksi.

Aikaisempi tutkimus poliitikkojen osallistumisesta on keskittynyt kansalaisten kokemuksiin,
kun taas puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskusteluihin osallistuneiden poliitikkojen kokemuksia ei ole
juurikaan tutkittu. Tosin Irlannin kansalaiskokousta koskeva tutkimus osoitti, ettd keskustelui-
hin osallistuneet poliitikot olivat asenteiltaan vasemmistolaisempia ja liberaalimpia kuin kolle-
gansa, jotka eivit osallistuneet keskusteluihin (Farrell ym. 2020, 14). Tutkimuksessa on myos
aikaisemmin todettu, ettd puoluekentilld vasemmistopuolueet ovat oikeistopuolueita myontei-
sempid kansalaisten osallistumista kohtaan (Nufiez ym. 2016; Sintomer ym. 2008). Saattaakin
olla, ettd keskusteluihin osallistuvat poliitikot suhtautuvat jo lahtokohtaisesti muita mydntei-
semmin suoraan kansalaisosallistumiseen. Kielteisemmin kansalaisosallistumiseen suhtautuvat
poliitikot tuskin ilmoittautuvat yhta todennakéisesti vapaaehtoisiksi osallistujiksi.

Edelld esitetyt tutkimustulokset osoittavat, ettd poliitikkojen osallistumisella voi olla useita
myonteisid vaikutuksia. Toisaalta osallistuminen puntaroivan kansalaiskeskustelun eri sovel-
luksiin asettaa poliitikot uudenlaisen tehtdvan eteen. Kansalaiskeskustelut eroavat siitd, mil-
laiseksi vaalidemokratiaan pohjautuvan poliittisen vaikuttamisen keinot ja tavoitteet perintei-
sesti kisitetadn. Kansalaiskeskusteluihin osallistuvilta poliitikoilta timé voi vaatia uudenlaisen
asenteen omaksumista, jossa tavoitteena ei ole saada muita keskustelijoita poliitikon esitté-
mien kantojen taakse, vaan kuulla erilaisia nakemyksié ja 16yt4d yhteisid ja jaettuja ndkékulmia
sekd tavoitteita.

TURKU KESKUSTELEE -KANSALAISPANEELI

Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneeli toteutettiin toukokuussa 2020. Kansalaispaneelissa 171
kuntalaista ja 21 valtuutettua keskustelivat siitd, miten Turun keskustan liikenne pitdisi tu-
levaisuudessa jérjestad. Toteutimme kansalaispaneelin yhteistydssd Turun kaupungin kanssa.
Kaupungin osallistuminen lisési paneelin merkittavyyttd, mutta asetti myos madrattyja rajoit-
teita esimerkiksi aikatauluihin. Kaupungin tavoitteena oli kokeilla uudenlaista kuntalaisten
osallistamisen mallia ja selvittdd kuntalaisten puntaroivaan keskusteluun perustuva harkittu
kanta keskustan liikennejérjestelyihin. Keskustelussa osallistujat ottivat kantaa kolmeen liiken-
nesuunnittelun skenaarioon: Hidas muutos, Riped muutos ja Suuri muutos. Turun kaupunki
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tilasi skenaariot ulkopuoliselta konsulttitoimistolta, ja niitd kdytetddn pohjana kaupungin uu-
den yleiskaavan valmistelussa. Skenaarioiden keskeisia tavoitteita olivat ilmastonmuutoksen
torjunta, turvallisuus, liikenteen sujuvuus, sekd keskustan viihtyvyys. Skenaariot tarjosivat
vaihtoehtoja sen suhteen, miten kunnianhimoisesti kaupungin keskustaa uudistetaan ilmas-
tonmuutoksen torjumiseksi, ja ne erosivat toisistaan erityisesti sen suhteen, millaiseen kayt-
toon katutilaa keskustassa varataan. Kunnianhimoisin suuren muutoksen skenaario oli myos
selkedsti kallein.

Keskustelut kaytiin pienryhmissi verkossa, ja kukin pienryhma keskusteli noin kolme tuntia.
Yhteensd pientyhmakeskusteluja jérjestettiin 21. Pienryhmikeskustelut kaytiin joko suomeksi
(n=19) tai ruotsiksi (n=2). Jokaista ryhmékeskustelua fasilitoi puolueeton moderaattori. Jokai-
sessa ryhmissé oli keskustelumoderaattorin liséksi tekninen moderaattori, joka auttoi tarvit-
taessa kayttdjid. Tyonjako moderaattorien vililld toimi hyvin, ja jérjestelyn ansiosta keskuste-
lut eivit hairiintyneet teknisten ongelmien vuoksi. Keskustelut oli tarkoitus alun perin kiyda
kasvokkain sitd varten varatuissa koulutiloissa Turun keskustassa, mutta covid-19-epidemian
vuoksi siirryttiin verkkokeskusteluun. Keskustelut kéytiin ilmaiseksi ladattavissa olevan Zoom-
ohjelman vilitykselld ja osallistuminen oli mahdollista tietokoneella tai mobiililaitteella. Osallis-
tujille lahetettiin etukédteen Zoomin kayttoohje, heille jarjestettiin ohjelman testausmahdollisuus
sekd heitd ohjeistettiin tarpeen mukaan my6s henkilokohtaisesti. Talld pyrittiin siihen, ettei ku-
kaan jéttaisi osallistumatta puutteelliseksi kokemiensa digitaitojen vuoksi. Verkkokeskustelussa
kaytettiin aaniyhteyden lisaksi videokuvaa, jotta osallistujat nakivit toisensa ja moderaattorit.
Verkon vilitykselld kéayty keskustelu oli sujuvaa ja muistutti kasvokkain kaytévaa keskustelua.
Samankaltaisen havainnon on aiemmin tehnyt Kim Strandberg kollegoineen (2019) vertaillessa
kasvokkain pienryhmissa kaytyja puntaroivia keskusteluja verkossa kameran vilityksella kéy-
tyihin vastaaviin keskusteluihin.

Kansalaispaneeliin osallistuvat kuntalaiset valittiin 15-79-vuotiaiden turkulaisten satunnais-
otoksesta (n=12 000). Satunnaisotosta kéytetddn tyypillisesti puntaroivan demokratian kaytan-
non toteutuksissa. Pyrkimyksend on muodostaa mahdollisimman edustava ja siten monidéni-
nen otos kansalaisista. Kutsu paneeliin lahetettiin postitse kaikille satunnaisotannalla valituille
kuntalaisille. Kutsun yhteydessd kuntalaiset saivat myos kyselyn, jossa kartoitettiin heidan lii-
kennejérjestelyja koskevia mielipiteitddn, poliittisia asenteitaan sekéd taustamuuttujia. Kyselyn
saaneista kuntalaisista 2 463 palautti sen postitse tai vastasi sithen verkossa. Niin ollen kyselyn
vastausprosentiksi muodostui 20,5 %.

Kyselyyn vastanneista kuntalaisista 370 ilmoitti olevansa kiinnostunut osallistumaan kansa-
laispaneeliin ja heistd 171 osallistui. Alkuperdinen tavoitteemme oli valita edustava otos osal-
listumishalukkuutensa ilmaisseista, mutta verkkoon siirtyminen ja pandemian puhkeaminen
todennakoisesti verottivat halukkuutta siind méaérin, ettd otimme lopulta mukaan kaikki ha-
lukkaat. My6s yleiskaavan valmisteluprosessin aikataulu esti rekrytointiprosessin pidentdmisen.
Osallistujat edustivat suhteellisen hyvin erilaisia demografisia ryhmia, vaikkakin paremmin toi-
meentulevien kaupunginosien asukkaat olivat hieman yliedustettuja. Lisdksi osallistujat olivat
koulutetumpia kuin turkulaiset keskiméaérin. T4t4 voidaan pitdd melko yleisend ilmioné pun-
taroivan kansalaiskeskusteluissa, silld usein ne houkuttelevat korkeasti koulutettuja viestono-
sia (Karjalainen ja Rapeli 2015). Kuntalaisia kannustettiin osallistumaan paneeliin maksamalla
jokaiselle osallistujalle 50 euron korvaus.
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Ennen paneelia kaikille ilmoittautuneille lahetettiin etukiteen postitse keskustelun sdin-
not sekd tietopaketti, jossa kuvattiin keskustan liikennejérjestelyja koskevat vaihtoehtoiset
skenaariot ja annettiin lifkennesuunnittelua koskevaa taustatietoa. Tietopaketti laadittiin yh-
teisty0ssd tutkimusryhmién ja Turun kaupungin kanssa. Paketin tavoitteena oli esitelld ske-
naariot tasapuolisesti ja tarjota mahdollisimman tasapuolista taustatietoa liikennesuunnitte-
lun keskeisista teemoista. Osallistujia pyydettiin tutustumaan tietopakettiin ennen varsinaisia
keskusteluja.?

Kansalaispaneelia koskevan tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli verrata keskusteluja ja niiden vaiku-
tuksia kahdenlaisissa ryhmissd. Jaoimme osallistujat satunnaisesti pienryhmiin: noin puolessa
ryhmistd (n=11) oli mukana kaksi kaupunginvaltuutettua, toisessa puolessa valtuutettuja ei ol-
lut (n=10). Keskusteluihin osallistuvia kaupunginvaltuutettuja otettiin mukaan puolueryhmit-
tain siten, ettd heiddn madransa vastaisi valtuuston voimasuhteita. Kussakin pienryhmaéssa oli
kaksi kaupunginvaltuutettua ja 7-11 kuntalaista lukuun ottamatta yhtd ryhmad, johon osallistui
vain yksi valtuutettu. Kaupunginvaltuutetut arvottiin pienryhmiin valtuutettujen puoluetaustan
mukaan, ja samassa pienryhmaissa olevat valtuutetut edustivat aina eri puolueita. Keskusteluihin
osallistui yhteensd 21 valtuutettua kuudesta puolueesta (kokoomus, perussuomalaiset, ruotsa-
lainen kansanpuolue, sosiaalidemokraatit, vasemmistoliitto, vihreit)’. Kukin puolue valitsi itse
omat edustajansa.

Keskusteluihin osallistuneet valtuutetut muodostivat suhteellisen heterogeenisen ryhmén,
silld joukossa oli ensimmaisen kauden valtuutettuja ja yksi varavaltuutettu sekd useamman kau-
den valtuustossa istuneita poliitikkoja. Myds idltadn ja sukupuoleltaan valtuutettujen joukko
oli suhteellisen monipuolinen. Paneeliin osallistuneista valtuutetuista 11 oli naisia ja 10 miehia.
Tama vastaa hyvin valtuuston kokoonpanoa, jossa 67 valtuutetusta 33 on naisia ja 34 miehia.

Kussakin pienryhmissa noudatettiin samaa menettelyd. Aluksi paneeliin osallistuvat kunta-
laiset tayttivat lyhyen kyselyn, jossa mitattiin heidédn yleistd politiikkatietimystdén ja liikenne-
jarjestelyjd koskevaa tietotasoaan. Tamain jéilkeen heille esitettiin paneelia varten tehty esittely-
video, jossa kaupunginjohtaja Minna Arve toivotti osallistujat tervetulleiksi ja Turun kaupungin
kehittamispaallikko Juha Jokela esitteli keskustan liikennesuunnittelun vaihtoehtoiset skenaa-
riot ja kertoi liikenteen haasteista Turun keskustassa. Esittelyvideo pyrki samanlaiseen tasapuo-
lisuuteen kuin osallistujille ennakolta lahetetty tietopaketti. Kussakin pienryhmasséd keskuste-
lua ohjasi moderaattori, jonka tehtavind oli pitdd huolta siitd, ettd keskustelu oli tasapuolista
ja asiallista. Moderaattorin rooli oli pddsaantoisesti pysyd taustalla ja antaa keskustelun sujua
vapaasti. Moderaattori puuttui keskusteluun vain, jos siind esiintyi epdasiallista puhetta, vain
osa keskustelijoista osallistui tai keskustelu tyrehtyi. Osallistujien tukena oli my6s tekninen mo-
deraattori, jonka tehtdvini oli auttaa osallistujia henkilokohtaisesti Zoom-sovellukseen liitty-
vien ongelmien ratkaisemisessa.

Pienryhmakeskustelut alkoivat aina siten, ettéd osallistujat (mukaan lukien kaupunginvaltuu-
tetut) esittdytyivit ja kertoivat jonkin omasta mielestddn tdrkedn liikennejarjestelyihin liittyvan
teeman. Tamaén jilkeen osallistujat aloittivat keskustelun jostain esittdytymiskierroksen aikana
esiin nostetusta teemasta. Mikali osallistujat eivit aloittaneet keskustelua itse, moderaattori nos-
ti keskustelun ajheeksi ensimmaisen osallistujan mainitseman teeman. Keskustelujen lopuksi
osallistujat kavivit yhteenvetokierroksen, jossa jokainen osallistuja sai vapaasti kertoa omista
tuntemuksistaan keskusteluihin liittyen.
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Pienryhmakeskustelujen jilkeen paneeliin osallistuneet kuntalaiset vastasivat kyselyyn, jossa
he paisivit danestamain kolmen skenaarion valilta. Lisaksi kyselyssa kartoitettiin uudestaan lii-
kennejdrjestelyjd koskevia mielipiteitd, vastaajien tietotasoa, heiddn omaa késitystdan tietojensa
lisddntymisestd sekd kokemusta keskusteluista. Tarkastelemme téssé artikkelissa kahta viimeista.
Skenaarioita koskeva ddnestystulos esiteltiin verkossa jarjestetyssd julkisessa tiedotustilaisuu-
dessa toukokuun lopulla 2020. Tilaisuudessa osallistujat saivat lisdtietoa kansalaispaneelista ja
heillé oli my6s mahdollisuus esittda kysymyksié jarjestgjille. Paneelin jalkeen tehty kysely osoitti,
ettd osallistujien mielipiteet muuttuivat keskustelujen johdosta entistd enemmén kevytta litken-
nettd suosivaksi. Skenaariosta eniten kannatusta sai ripedn muutoksen skenaario, jota dénesti
yli puolet keskusteluihin osallistuneista’. Laadimme paneelin keskeisistd tuloksista lausunnon,
joka liitettiin osaksi yleiskaavaa koskevan valtuustokdsittelyn lausuntomateriaalia. Turun kau-
punginvaltuusto tekee paitoksen kaupungin keskustan liikennejérjestelyiden jatkokehittdmises-
td osana uutta yleiskaavaa. Kaavaehdotus tuodaan kaupunginhallituksen hyvéksyttéviksi vuo-
den 2021 aikana.

AINEISTO JA TUTKIMUSMENETELMAT

Kansalaispaneeliin osallistuneet valtuutetut eivat tayttdneet kuntalaisille tarkoitettuja kysely-
lomakkeita, mutta kutsuimme kaikki osallistuneet valtuutetut tutkimushaastatteluun ja he téyt-
tivat lyhyen kyselyn paneelin jélkeen. Osallistuneista 21 valtuutetusta 17 vastasi paneelin jalkeen
tehtyyn kyselyyn, ja 11 valtuutettua osallistui 19.6.-27.6.2020 toteutettuihin haastatteluihin. Ky-
selyssé kartoitettiin erityisesti valtuutettujen syité osallistua kansalaispaneeliin seka selvitettiin,
kuinka valtuutetut kokivat paneelin pienryhmékeskustelut. Osallistumiskokemuksia koskevat
kysymykset pohjautuvat vastaavissa tutkimuksissa aiemmin kéytettyihin tutkimuspatteristoihin
(Flinders ym. 2016). Kysymykset olivat pddosin samoja kuin kuntalaisille tehdyssd kyselyssa,
mutta valtuutettuja ei pyydetty d44nestimadn kolmesta skenaariosta’. Valtuutettujen kyselya ana-
lysoitaessa havaintoja heijastetaan edelld esiteltyyn kuntalaisille tehtyyn kyselyyn.

Haastatteluissa kartoitettiin valtuutettujen kasityksid suorasta kansalaisosallistumisesta sekd
heiddn kokemuksiaan osallistumisesta Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneeliin. Haastattelut to-
teutettiin etdyhteyden vilitykselld videoneuvottelusovellusta kéyttien ja ne nauhoitettiin. Haas-
tattelujen jalkeen nauhoitukset litteroitiin, jonka yhteydessa aineisto anonymisoitiin. Analyysi
seurasi temaattista sisdllonanalyysid, jossa eri haastattelusitaatit koodattiin ja yhdistettiin eri-
laisten sitaattien sisdlt6d kuvaavien luokkien alle (Bryman 2012, 297). Yleisimmat teemat koski-
vat perusteita osallistumiselle, kokemuksia pienryhmakeskusteluista sekd nikemyksid keskuste-
luaiheen valinnasta ja yleisemmin hallinnon jérjestimista osallistumisen tavoista. Aineisto kévi
lapi kaksi analyysikierrosta, jonka aikana kiaytettyd luokittelua tarkennettiin. Haastatteluihin
viitataan tdssa artikkelissa koodeilla V1-V11.
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TURKULAISTEN VALTUUTETTUJEN KOKEMUKSET
PUNTAROIVASTA KANSALAISPANEELISTA

Valtuutetut ottivat kyselyssd kantaa osallistumisensa motivaatioon valitsemalla kyselyssé tarjo-
tuista valmiista vastausvaihtoehdoista niin monta kuin halusivat. Valtuutetut esittivit tarkeimpi-
né syind osallistumiselleen kiinnostuksen keskustan liikennejérjestelyihin sekd halun osallistua
kaupungin paitoksentekoon, kuulla asukkaiden mielipiteitd ja olla mukana kehittdmaéssa uusia
suoran kansalaisosallistumisen muotoja (ks. Taulukko 1). Avoimissa vastauksissa valtuutetut
mainitsivat muun muassa luottamustoimen seki halun osallistua "ikddn kuin pieneen ’toriko-
koukseen”. Haastatteluissa valtuutetut kertoivat ilmoittautuneensa kansalaispaneeliin, koska se
tarjosi heille mahdollisuuden kuulla, mitd mieltd asukkaat ovat erilaisista kehitysvaihtoehdoista
ja mitéd skenaariota he pitavit kaikkein mielekkaimpana (V3, V6, V8, V11). Lisdksi osa valtuute-
tuista kertoi osallistumisensa syyksi kiinnostuksen kansalaispaneelissa hyddynnettya menetel-
mad kohtaan (V1, V2, V4, V5, V10). Monet haastatelluista suhtautuivat myonteisesti erilaisiin
suoran kansalaisosallistumisen menetelmiin ja arvostivat sitd, ettd kansalaispaneeliin osallistu-
malla he pédsivit itse olemaan osallistujana tavallisten asukkaiden joukossa.

Taulukko 1. Valtuutettujen syyt osallistua kansalaispaneeliin, yhteensd 17 vastausta

Olin kiinnostunut keskustan litkennejérjestelyista. 16
Halusin kuulla kaupunkilaisten mielipiteita. 15
Halusin osallistua Turun kaupungin poliittiseen padtoksentekoon. 13
Halusin olla mukana kehittdmassd uusia suoran kansalaisosallistumisen muotoja. 13
Halusin edistad puolueeni tavoitteita. 8
Halusin osallistua tieteelliseen tutkimukseen. 7
Halusin tuoda esiin dénestdjieni toiveita. 5
Kaipasin tekemisté arkipdiviksi. 0
Muu, miki? 2

Haastatteluissa kévi ilmi, ettd ldhes kaikissa valtuustoryhmissa osallistujat valittiin kiinnostuk-
sen mukaan. Vain yhdessi puolueessa oli merkkeja siité, ettd valtuustoryhman johto oli tarjon-
nut osallistumismahdollisuutta paneeliin ensisijaisesti sellaiselle valtuutetulle, jonka tiedettiin
olevan ennestddn perehtynyt kisiteltavaan aiheeseen (V2). Vapaaehtoisten saaminen ei osoit-
tautunut missdan puolueessa erityisen vaikeaksi, vaikka osa haastatelluista valtuutetuista kertoi
aikataulujen sovittamisen erityisesti paivdsaikaan jdrjestettyihin pienryhmikeskusteluihin ol-
leen haastavaa.
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Vaikka valtuutettujen edustamilla puolueilla oli hyvin erilaisia painotuksia muun muassa
joukkoliikennettd seki yksityisautoilua kohtaan, haastatellut kertoivat, etteivit he saaneet val-
tuustoryhmaltdan ohjausta siitd, mitd teemoja heiddn tulisi keskusteluissa edistda. Vain yhden
valtuustoryhmin edustaja kertoi, ettd heiddn ryhmaéssdin oli keskustelu etukiteen paneelissa
kasiteltavista teemoista sekd puolueen linjasta (V7). Haastatelluilla valtuutetuilla ei my6skdan
ollut vahvoja henkilokohtaisia agendoja, joita he olisivat halunneet keskusteluissa edistaa.

Haastattelut kuitenkin osoittivat, ettd valtuutetut osallistuivat keskusteluihin hyvin erilaisissa
rooleissa. Osa valtuutetuista pyrki hillitsemédidn omia puheenvuorojaan, antamaan muille tilaa ja
olemaan korostetun neutraali (V3, V6, V9, V10). Yksi haastateltu puolestaan kertoi joutuneensa
jopa osin tahtomattaan asiantuntijaksi, jolle muut osallistujat esittivit kysymyksia ja jonka mie-
lipiteitd haluttiin kuulla (V3). Yksi haastatelluista totesi my0s joutuneensa korjaamaan muita
osallistujia osin virheellisille tiedoille perustuvien viitteiden takia (V5). Tiedonantajan rooliin
joutuminen oli haastateltujen mukaan osin luonnollista, koska valtuutetuilla oli muita osallistu-
jia enemman tietoa keskusteltavista kysymyksistd. He saattoivat esimerkiksi kertoa muille osal-
listujille, milla tavoin kysymyksista oli jo aikaisemmin keskusteltu valtuustossa.

No sindnsé hyvi asia, et kansalaiset pdasee ilmaisemaan mielipiteensa ja ajatuksensa ja nako-
kantansa suoraan niille, jotka niitd padtoksid tekee. Ja mun mielesti se oli sen takia hienoo,
et —— sieltd tuli sit taas paluuviestini ensikédden tietoo siitd, et miten niitd pa4toksii tehddan
ja missd mennddn tiettyjen paatoksien osalta, mistd kaupunkilaiset halus saada enemmén
tietoa. Niin se oli tavallaan kaksisuuntainen katu siltd osin, et me saatiin tietoa mut me pys-
tyttiin myds sitd antamaan. (V2)

Haastatteluissa valtuutetut kertoivat suhtautuneensa kuntalaisten kanssa paneelin aikana kay-
miinsa keskusteluihin pddosin myonteisesti. Yhtd valtuutettua lukuun ottamatta (V7) kaikki
kertoivat pitdneensi keskusteluja hyvahenkisind ja myonteistd keskusteluilmapiiria rakentavana.
He kokivat, ettéd kaikki saivat mahdollisuuden esittdd oman mielipiteensé keskusteluissa, vaikka
osa osallistujista oli luonnollisesti enemmén ddnessd kuin muut. Myos kyselyssa ldhes kaikki
valtuutetut kertoivat olevansa samaa mieltd siitd, ettd osallistuminen oli miellyttiva kokemus
(ks. Taulukko 2).
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Taulukko 2. Valtuutettujen ja kuntalaisten kdsitykset kansalaispaneelista, tdysin tai jokseen-
kin samaa mielti olevien %-osuus vastaajista; tilastollisesti merkitsevit erot (p<0.05) lihavoitu
(keskiarvojen vertailu riippumattomien otosten t-testilld)

Valtuutetut  Kuntalais-  Seka-
ryhmat ryhmat
(n=17) (n=87) (n=84)

Mielipiteen Turun keskustan liikennejdrjestelyja koskeva kantani muuttui kansalais- 0 32 38
muutos paneelin aikana.
Liikennejdrjestelyja koskeva mielipiteeni on nyt varmempi kuin ennen 7 86 86
keskustelua.
Tiedon Turun keskustan liikennejarjestelyja koskevat tietoni lisaantyivat 65 91 95
lisadntyminen kansalaispaneelin aikana.
Keskustelu auttoi minua ymmartdmaan erilaista eldmad elavien turkulais- 88 95 92
ten arkea.
Kokemus Osallistuminen pienryhmakeskusteluun oli miellyttéva kokemus. 88 100 29
keskusteluista Keskustelu osoitti, ettd myds omistani poikkeavat mielipiteet voivat olla 76 93 95
perusteltuja.
Pienryhmakeskustelussa kunnioitettiin ja kuunneltiin toisten mielipiteitd. 100 100 100
Jotkut osallistujat hallitsivat liikaa keskustelua. 18 9 13
Ketdan ei jatetty keskustelun ulkopuolelle. 100 98 %
Vaikuttaminen Osallistuin aktiivisesti keskusteluun pienryhmassani. 100 95 92
eskusteluihin Sain tuotua omat ajatukseni hyvin esille pienryhmassani. 100 98 9%
Muut osallistujat ottivat mielipiteeni huomioon keskustelun aikana. 100 92 9%
Moderoinnin ja Pienryhmékeskustelun moderaattori oli tasapuolinen. 88 929 929
taustatle'tOJen Keskustelun tueksi saamani tietopaketti oli tasapuolinen. 7 79 89
tasapuolisuus
Pienryhmékeskustelussa katsomamme video oli tasapuolinen. 7 82 86
Arvio tekniikasta  Netin vélitykselld pystyi keskustelemaan mielesténi hyvin. 100 % %
Arvio Kaupunginvaltuutettujen l&snéolo pienryhméssa auttoi muita osallistujia - - 77
poliitikkojen ymmdrtdmdan aihetta.
osallistumisesta Keskustelu ol liian puoluepoliittista kaupunginvaltuutettujen Iasnaolon - - 7
takia.
Olisi ollut parempi, ettd keskusteluun ei olisi osallistunut poliitikkoja. - - 6
Yleisarvio Osallistuisin mielellani uudelleen samantyyppiseen kansalaispaneeliin. 88 95 99
paneelista Poliittisessa paatoksenteossa tulisi kdyttad kansalaispaneelin tyyppisid 88 95 29

kansalaisosallistumisen muotoja.




Kaksisuuntainen katu

Taulukossa 2 esitimme valtuutettujen ja kuntalaisten vastaukset pienryhmaikeskustelujen jal-
keen toteutettuun kyselyyn. Taulukossa sarakkeina ovat valtuutetut, pelkdstdan kuntalaisista
koostuneiden ryhmien osallistujat (kuntalaisryhmat) ja kuntalaisista sekd valtuutetuista koos-
tuneiden ryhmien kuntalaisosallistujat (sekaryhmit). Taulukossa esitetdan viitteen kanssa sa-
maa mieltd olleiden suhteelliset osuudet. Lisaksi taulukossa vertaillaan kuntalaisten vastausten
keskiarvoja pelkistd kuntalaisista koostuvissa ryhmissé ja poliitikkoja siséltédvissd ryhmissa riip-
pumattomien otosten t-testilld.

Yksikiaan valtuutetuista ei ollut sita mieltd, ettd hinen kantansa olisi muuttunut keskuste-
luiden aikana. Lhes kolme neljdsosaa heisté oli sitd mieltd, ettd paneelin jalkeen he olivat var-
mempia omasta kannastaan liikennejarjestelyitd koskien. Kuntalaisten keskuudesta puolestaan
kolmasosa raportoi kantansa muuttuneen. Yli kaksi kolmasosaa valtuutetuista koki liikenne-
jarjestelyja koskevien tietojensa lisddntyneen paneelin aikana. Vastaavasti kuntalaisista yli 90
prosenttia koki tietojensa lisddntyneen.

Kuntalaisten kokemukset osallistumisesta olivat hyvin samansuuntaisia sekd niin sanotuissa
kuntalaisryhmissa ettd sekaryhmissa. Kyselyn tulokset kertovat siité, ettd valtuutettujen ja kun-
talaisten yhteiset keskustelut sujuivat hyvin, eikd valtuutettujen osallistumisella ollut kielteisid
vaikutuksia keskustelun tasapuolisuuteen. Ainoat tilastollisesti merkitsevit erot ryhmien valilla
liittyvat kokemukseen tiedon lisdantymisesti ja tietopaketin tasapuolisuudesta. Sekaryhmissi
keskustelleet kuntalaiset kokivat tietojensa lisddntyneen hieman kuntalaisryhmaldisid enem-
mén, mikd voi kertoa siitd, ettd valtuutetut selvensivit ja kertoivat kuntalaisille joitakin lijken-
nejarjestelyihin liittyvid seikkoja. Saattaa olla, ettd valtuutetut olivat selventineet myos tieto-
pakettia, koska sekaryhmissd keskustelleet kokivat sen hieman useammin tasapuoliseksi kuin
kuntalaisryhmissa keskustelleet.

Kyselyyn vastanneista valtuutetuista suurin osa oli tdysin samaa mieltd siitd, ettd paneeli
antoi heille paremman kisityksen tavallisten kuntalaisten arjesta. Haastatteluissa osa valtuute-
tuista kertoi, ettd paneelikeskustelu vilitti heille lisda tietoa siitd, millaiset teemat ovat tarkeitd
kuntalaisille ja mitké paatokset saavat eniten tukea kuntalaisten keskuudessa (V2, V5, V8, V10,
V11). Tamai on linjassa aiempien puntaroivia kansalaiskeskusteluja koskevien tutkimusten kans-
sa, joissa poliitikkojen on havaittu pitavin puntaroivaa kansalaiskeskustelua erityisesti tiedon-
keruun menetelméana (evidence-taking) eika niinkdan paatoksentekoon vaikuttamisen menetel-
ména (Davidson ja Stark 2011; Hendriks 2016).

Se ei varsinaisesti ehka viel vaikuttanu siithen nakemykseen, et miten se liikenne pitéis jér-
jestdd. Mut kyl se sitd ymmarryst lisds ihmisten mielipiteist. Ja se on kuitenki se merkitsevin,
koska heil ihmisil tita tehdaan. (V5)

Yksi valtuutetuista kertoi olleensa yllattynyt siitd, kuinka valveutuneita keskusteluihin osallis-
tuneet kuntalaiset olivat monista keskustelujen aikana kisitellyistd kysymyksistd (V3). Osa oli
myos yllattyneita siitd, kuinka samanmielisid keskustelijat olivat monista kysymyksistd (V3, V4,
V9). Vaikka osallistujien mielipiteissé oli eroja, he pystyivit kiymain keskusteluja toisiaan kun-
nioittaen ja kuunnellen.
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Ma olen yllattynyt sen keskustelun onnistumisesta. Siel oli selkeesti perussuomalaista ajatte-
lua ja vihreetd ajattelua ja kuitenkin kaikki tuli toimeen aika hyvin yhdessa ilman, et siit olis
tullu mitdan kovin ilkead keskustelua. Kaikki oli hyvin maltillisia kuitenkin. (V3)

Keskustelujen henki erosi haastateltujen mukaan heiddn yleensd saamastaan kansalaispalaut-
teesta, kuten vaalitorien kohtaamisista ja sdhkopostilla tulevista yhteydenotoista. Valtuutettujen
mukaan kuntalaisilta saatu palaute on tavallisesti sangen yksipuolista, ja sitd antavat kaikkein
aktiivisimmat ja danekkdimmét kansalaisryhmit (V1, V6). Kansalaispaneelin parhaimpana an-
tina valtuutetut pitivatkin sitd, ettd se antoi heille perinteisid vuorovaikutuskanavia monipuoli-
semman kasityksen kuntalaisten mielipiteista.

Ja sen takia tad kansalaispaneeli oli must aika hyvé formaatti. Et siind naitten kansalaisten piti
aidosti perehtyd siithen aiheeseen mitd kasitelldan. Ja aidosti osallistuu keskusteluun. Ettei se
ollu vaan sellast ykspuolista valittamista tai kritiikkid. Vaan myos kuunnella sitd, et millasii
muita mielipiteit4 siitd aiheesta voi olla. (V1)

Toisaalta kaikki haastatelluista valtuutetuista eivét olleet valmiita pitimddn kansalaispaneelin
osallistujia tdysin varauksetta edustavana otoksena koko Turun kaupungin asukkaista (V5, V6).
Osa valtuutetuista piti osallistujajoukkoa osittain vinoutuneena, ja uskoi sen edustavan vain val-
veutunutta kansaosaa, joka oli jo ennestaan hyvin perehtynyt keskustelujen aiheisiin ja joilla oli
selkedt mielipiteet muun muassa joukkoliikenteesta (V8, V9). Tastd syystd osa valtuutetuista
epdili paneelin edustavuutta suhteessa turkulaisten mielipiteisiin yleisesti. Toisaalta kaikki val-
tuutetut pitivat paneelin aihetta hyvin valittuna ja kaikkia turkulaisia kiinnostavana. Valtuu-
tettujen mukaan lahes kaikilla asukkailla on jonkinlainen kosketuspinta keskustan litkennejir-
jestelyihin. Liikenne on myos aihe, joka herattdd asukkaissa voimakkaita mielipiteitd, minka
vuoksi valtuutetut pitivit asukkaiden kynnysté osallistua paneeliin suhteellisen matalana.

Valtuutetut my0s pitivét kansalaispaneelin pienryhmien toimintatapaa mielekkédana, koska se
sai osallistujat pohtimaan omia kantojaan ja mahdollisesti muuttamaan niitd rakentavampaan
suuntaan (V1). Yhti lailla ennen paneelia osallistujille jaettu tietopaketti valotti kaupungin lii-
kenneratkaisujen taustoja seka eri skenaarioiden vaikutuksia (V2, V4, V10, V11). Osallistujilla
oli siten parempi kasitys erilaisten paatosvaihtoehtojen taustoista ja seurauksista, ja he pystyivit
puntaroimaan omia mielipiteitdan saadun informaation ja keskustelujen pohjalta. Kyselyn mu-
kaan valtuutetut uskoivat, ettd paneelin osallistujille annettu taustamateriaali sekd ennen panee-
lia esitetty video kisittelivit eri skenaarioita suhteellisen neutraalisti ja tasapuolisesti. Kuntalai-
siin verrattuna valtuutetut suhtautuivat taustamateriaalin ja videon tasapuolisuuteen kuitenkin
hieman kriittisemmin.

Valtuutettujen mukaan kaikki osallistujat osallistuivat padsadntoisesti hyvin keskusteluihin,
vaikka osa keskustelijoista olikin toisia vdhemman &dnessd. Kyselyn mukaan valtuutetut eivét
kokeneet, ettd jotkut osallistujista olisivat hallinneet keskustelua. Valtuutetut raportoivat osal-
listuneensa aktiivisesti pienryhmissé kaytyihin keskusteluihin, eika heilld ollut vaikeuksia saada
omia ajatuksiaan esiin keskusteluiden aikana. Valtuutettujen arviot omasta kyvykkyydestdan
osallistua keskusteluihin ja saada puheenvuoroja keskustelujen aikana olivat hieman kuntalaisia
myonteisemmit.
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Haastateltujen mukaan valtuutettujen kuntalaisia aktiivisempi rooli johtui osittain siitd, ettd
valtuutetut olivat keskustelleet kasiteltévista asioista jo aikaisemmin kaupunginvaltuustossa ja
-hallituksessa ja heilld oli paljon ennen paneelia hankittua tietoa (V1, V3, V6, V8), minka vuok-
si heilld oli kuntalaisia paremmat valmiudet osallistua keskusteluun. Osa haastatelluista kertoi,
ettd he pyrkivit tietoisesti pitimédn roolinsa pienend, jotta eivdt "jyrdisi” muita osallistujia kes-
kustelussa (V9, V10).

Ma ehki luulen, ettd mini ja se toinen [valtuutettu] osallistuja molemmat suhtautu sithen
asiaan myos vdhin niin, ettd ei se oo meidin tehtdivimme mitenkéin erityisemmin domi-
noida keskustelua, eiké olla tuomas niit omii mielipiteitddn, vaan antaa sité tilaa niille muille
osallistujille. (V9)

Vaikka valtuutetut pitivit paneelin toimintatapaa ja keskusteluita onnistuneina, he olivat eri miel-
td siitd, kuinka paljon paneeli ja sen jalkeen suoritettu danestys lopulta vaikuttavat varsinaiseen
paatoksentekoon. Osa valtuutetuista uskoi, ettd kaupungin johto on sitoutunut huomioimaan
paneelin tuloksen osana keskustan liikennejarjestelyiden suunnittelua (V5, V10), kun taas osa
epdili, ettd paneelin vaikutukset jaavat heikoiksi (V6, V7, V9, V11). Erityisesti mikali danestys-
tulos osoittautuu paattdjien ndkokulmasta tiysin odotusten vastaiseksi, sen sivuuttaminen tai
mitdtoéiminen oli osasta valtuutettuja mahdollista.

Se ettd miten se sitten johtaa siihen kdytdnt66n, niin se on sit toinen juttu ja sitakin pitais
seurata, et miten se vaikutus todellisuudessa on. Et jos se sattuu olemaan esimerkiks meijan
enemmiston nakemyksen vastaista tai kaupunginjohdon enemmiston nikemyksen vastaista,
niin otetaanko se oikeasti vastaan, vai kierretdanko sité sitten jollain kauniilla sanoilla. Et
hauska nahda. (V3)

Valtuutetut olivat erimielisid myos siité, kuinka onnistunut paneelin ajoitus oli. Osa oli sitd miel-
té, ettd paneeliin osallistuneilla kuntalaisilla oli vield aito mahdollisuus vaikuttaa tuleviin paa-
toksiin. Osa taas piti paneelin ajankohtaa véistimattd lilan myo6héisend, silld monet paatoksen
reunaehdot oli jo lydty lukkoon, minka vuoksi paneelilla ei endé ollut mahdollisuutta vaikuttaa
moniin liikennejarjestelyiden kannalta tarkeisiin kysymyksiin. Yksi valtuutetuista uskoi, ettd
paneelin varsinaisena tarkoituksena ei ollutkaan antaa asukkaille todellista mahdollisuutta osal-
listua paatoksentekoon, vaan paneelilla pyrittiin legitimoimaan jo tehtyja paatoksia.

No joo siis mé olen vaan itse ollu vihin harmissani kun selvésti meilld timaé ripeé vaihtoehto
on tyon alla, elikka sitd on tyrkytetty jo etukéteen aika voimakkaasti ja se on selvisti yleiskaa-
van pohjana. Ja sitd on valmisteltu ennen kun on sanottu et kansalaispaneeli otetaan vahvasti
huomioon ja se antaa osviittaa. Ja siit huolimatta tydpohja on ollu selkeesti joku ndistd ja ma
en oo oikein itte tykdnny siitd. (V3)

Haastatteluissa valtuutetut pitivdt omaa rooliaan suhteessa paneelin vaikuttavuuteen melko
merkittdvana. Valtuutetuilla on mahdollisuus vaikuttaa paneelin tulosten eteenpiin viemiseen
esimerkiksi pitaimalld paneelin tuloksia esilld valtuustokasittelyssd ja siten estamalld niiden
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hautautumista muun taustamateriaalin alle. Erddn valtuutetun mukaan kuntalaisten kasityk-
siin vetoaminen voi antaa valtuutetuille "vipuvartta” keskusteluissa keskustan liikennejérjeste-
lyistd (V11). Monet valtuutetuista kertoivatkin jo keskustelleensa muiden valtuustoryhméansa
jasenten kanssa keskustelujen sisalloistd tuoreeltaan paneelin jilkeen (V2, V4, V10). Monet
myo6s kertoivat aikovansa nostaa keskusteluja esiin ryhmassédn, valtuuston kokouksissa ja tie-
dotusvilineissa esimerkiksi kirjoittamalla mielipidekirjoituksia paikallisiin sanomalehtiin (V1,
V3,V4,V5,V6,V7,V11).

Valtuutettujen mukaan heiddn valmiuteensa nostaa kansalaispaneelin tuloksia esiin valtuus-
toryhmin sisdlld ja valtuustossa vaikuttaa se, kuinka selked paneelin lopputulos on. Mité sel-
keampi danestystulos on, sitd helpompi valtuutettujen on vedota siihen ja sitd vaikeampi d4nes-
tystulosta on tdysin sivuuttaa.

Ehka siind tapauksessa vois vaikuttaa, jos sielti tulis joku tosi selkee kanta tuloksena, et kansa
on tatd mieltd. Jos miettii valtuustokeskustelun tasoo ja sitd argumentointii, mitd siel tehddan,
ehka jollain sellasella statementilla vois olla ihan merkittavakin vaikutus siihen, ettd pystyy pe-
rustelemaan, ettd no toi, mitéd sd nyt ehdotat, on téysin vastakkaista sen kans, miti kansalaispa-
neelin osallistuja on sanonut. Mut riippuu tosiaan ihan siitd, et miten tulokset esitelldan. (V10)

Paneelin vaikuttavuudessa keskeistd on valtuutettujen mukaan myds se, miten paneelin proses-
sista ja tuloksista raportoidaan paattdjille ja laajemmalle yleisolle. Mikali paattajat kokevat, ettd
paneelin ddnestystulos edustaa kuntalaisten harkittuja nikemyksid keskustan liikennejarjeste-
lyiden kehittdmisestd, he ovat myos valmiimpia antamaan tukensa ddnestyksessd voittaneelle
ehdotukselle. Tama luo vaatimuksia myos paneelin jirjestamisestd vastanneille tutkijoille, jotta
paattajilla olisi selked kasitys siitd, milld periaatteilla paneelin osallistujat on rekrytoitu ja miten
he ovat mielipiteensd muodostaneet.

Ja must tuntuu, et ehki se pitdd kans paattdjille selittdd aika selkeesti, ettd miké on tillanen
satunnaisotanta ja mitd on deliberatiivinen demokratia ja mitd on naa keinot. Miten niitd
kaytetdan, ettd ne on ihan edustavia ja kattavia. Ja nyt on tultu timmdseen tulokseen sitte
tata kautta. (V4)

Mainituista varauksista huolimatta suurin osa valtuutetuista suhtautui myonteisesti kansalais-
paneelin tyyppisen suoran kansalaisosallistumisen hyddyntdmiseen jatkossakin. Myds haastat-
teluissa valtuutetut suhtautuivat myonteisesti puntaroivan keskustelun menetelmien lisdami-
seen (V2, V6, V8, V11). Yksi haastateltavista piti paneelin erityisend antina sité, ettd se haastaa
kaupungin perinteisia paatoksentekoprosesseja, joissa paatoksenteko karkaa tavallisten kunta-
laisten ulottumattomiin.

Ennen kaikkea Turun kaupungille se on erittdin [naurahtaa] tirkedd. Mehdn ollaan surulli-
sen kuuluisia siitd, miten tavallaan kuppikuntaistunutta ja hyvavelijirjestelman pahoinpite-
leméd tdd Turun paiatoksenteko on ollu vuosikymmenid. Niin ennen kaikkea Turun kaltai-
sessa kaupungissa tillainen kansalaiskeskustelu on raikas tuulahdus sithen ummehtuneeseen
kabinetti-ilmapiiriin, mita taalld on harjoitettu. (V2)

44



Kaksisuuntainen katu

Valtuutetut ja kuntalaiset olivat myds valmiita osallistumaan uudelleen vastaavaan kansalais-
paneeliin. Haastatteluissa osa valtuutetuista suhtautui myonteisesti ajatukseen, etta poliitikot
osallistuisivat jatkossakin puntaroiviin kansalaispaneeleihin (V2, V6, V11). Yhden valtuutetun
mukaan osallistuminen puntaroiviin kansalaispaneeleihin tai -raateihin tulisi jopa tehdé pakol-
liseksi jokaiselle valtuutetulle siten, ettd kukin valtuutettu osallistuisi ainakin yhteen kansalais-
keskusteluun valtuustokauden aikana.

Ma tekisin sen pakolliseks kaikille valtuutetuille, koska ei oo yhtdan valtuutettua, joka ilman
turkulaisia istuis sielld. Mun mielestd timm&sié pitdis olla paljon enemmén ja jokaisella val-
tuutetulla pitéis olla minimimaéra, mihin on pakko osallistua. Ja kuitenkin me saadaan myos
palkkiota meijin tehtévistd, niin mun mielest4 se ei oo kauheen paljon vaadittu, etté jos sielld
valtuustossa istuu ja nauttii kokouspalkkioita ja muita, et myos kuuntelee niitd ihmisié, jotka
on sut sinne ddnestany. (V11)

Haastattelut osoittavat, ettd valtuutettujen joukosta 16ytyy tukea ajatukselle, ettd puntaroivat
kansalaiskeskustelut tuotaisiin tiiviimmin osaksi kaupungin péaatoksentekoprosesseja. My0s
valtuutetut olivat itse kiinnostuneita ottamaan osaa keskusteluihin, mikali niiti jarjestettdisiin
vastaisuudessa. Viimeisessd sitaatissa nostetaan esiin jopa ajatus, ettd osallistuminen kansa-
laiskeskusteluihin sisallytettdisiin valtuutettujen normaaliin toimenkuvaan perinteisen edus-
tuksellisuudelle perustuvan toiminnan rinnalle vahvistamaan valtuutettujen ja kuntalaisten
yhteytta.

JOHTOPAATOKSET

Tutkimme Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneeliin osallistuneiden kaupunginvaltuutettujen ko-
kemuksia puntaroivasta kansalaiskeskustelusta. Analyysi perustui kansalaispaneeliin osallis-
tuneiden valtuutettujen haastatteluihin ja heille tehtyyn kyselyyn sekéd kansalaispaneeliin osal-
listuneille kuntalaisille suunnattuun kyselyyn. Saadut tulokset lisddvat tietoa siitd, millaisena
vaikuttamisen valineend poliitikot kokevat puntaroivat kansalaiskeskustelut. Tutkimustulok-
sillamme on merkitystd kuntademokratian edistimisen kannalta. Ne auttavat ymmértamaén,
voiko poliitikkojen osallistuminen puntaroivaan kansalaiskeskusteluun vahvistaa vaikuttavuut-
ta paatoksentekoon vai johtaako se pelkistddn keskusteluiden muuttumiseen puoluepoliittisen
toiminnan jatkeeksi, jossa eri puolueiden edustajat pyrkivét tuomaan esiin ja edistdméin puo-
lueidensa tavoitteita.

Tutkimuksemme osoittaa, ettd valtuutetut eivit osallistuneet kansalaispaneeliin ensisijaises-
ti edistadkseen puolueensa tai ddnestdjiensé tavoitteita. Sen sijaan he osallistuivat kuullakseen
kuntalaisten mielipiteitd liikennejarjestelyistd sekd ollakseen mukana kehittiméissa uusia suo-
ran kansalaisosallistumisen malleja. My6s kiinnostus suoran kansalaisosallistumisen muotoja
kohtaan saattoi motivoida valtuutettuja osallistumaan puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskusteluihin.
Esimerkiksi Irlannin kansalaiskokoukseen osallistuneilla poliitikoilla kiinnostus suoraa kansa-
laisosallistumista kohtaan oli jo valmiiksi korkea (Farrell ym. 2020, 14).
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Haastattelujemme perusteella vaikutti silté, ettd valtuutetut saivat haluamaansa tietoa kunta-
laisten mielipiteistd: keskustelu antoi valtuutetuille tavallisia kansalaiskohtaamisia kokonaisval-
taisemman kuvan siitd, mitké asiat ovat kuntalaisten mielesta tirkeita ja millaisille paatoksille
he antavat tukensa. Néin kansalaispaneeli antoi valtuutetuille arvokasta ruohonjuuritason tietoa
siitd, millaisia liifkenneratkaisuja kuntalaiset kannattavat, millaisia litkkumismuotoja he olisivat
valmiita kdyttdméddn ja miten kuntalaiset arvottavat eri vaihtoehtoihin liittyvia kustannuksia.

Kyselymme kuitenkin osoitti, ettei osallistuminen paneeliin muuttanut valtuutettujen kantoja
keskustan litkennejarjestelyistd. Tama voi kielid siitd, ettd valtuutettujen nakemykset vastasivat
kuntalaisten keskusteluissa esittdmia kantoja, joten erimielisyyksid ei padssyt syntymain eikd
poliitikoilla ollut tarvetta muuttaa ennakkokasityksidin. Toisaalta aikaisemmissa tutkimuksissa
on esitetty, ettd kansalaisten mielipiteilld voi olla hyvin vihén vaikutusta poliitikkoihin sellaisis-
sa kysymyksissd, joihin poliitikot ovat jo muodostaneet kantansa (Karlsson 2012).

Vaikka kansalaispaneelilla ei ollutkaan suurta vaikutusta valtuutettujen kantoihin keskuste-
lujen sisaltokysymyksissd, paneeliin osallistumisella voi olla vaikutusta valtuutettujen puntaroi-
via kansalaispaneeleja koskeviin kisityksiin sekd laajemmin suoraan kansalaisosallistumiseen.
Saimme nayttod siitd, ettd keskustelut paransivat valtuutettujen kasitystd kuntalaisten keskus-
telutaidoista. Kansalaispaneelia ennen saatu informaatio lisdsi kuntalaisten kykya keskustella
tietoperusteisesti ja pohjata argumenttinsa saamansa tiedon varaan, mika saattoi osaltaan kuroa
umpeen kuntalaisten ja valtuutettujen vilistd eroa kyvyssé osallistua keskusteluun.

Valtuutetut pitivat padsaantoisesti kansalaispaneelin menettelyd onnistuneena ja suositti-
vat vastaavien osallistumismuotojen kaytt6d laajemminkin tdydentdméan kuntademokratiaa.
Yksi haastatelluista piti kokemusta niin avartavana, ettd suositteli kansalaispaneeliin osallistu-
misen tekemistd pakolliseksi kaikille valtuutetuille. Tastd ei kuitenkaan voida tehdé suoraan
johtopddtosta siité, ettd kokemus paneelista olisi vaikuttanut valtuutettujen nakemyksiin, silla
valtuutettujen nidkemyksid ei kartoitettu ennen paneelia. Koska valtuutetut osallistuivat vapaa-
ehtoisesti paneeliin, suhtautuivat he todennakoisesti kuntalaisten suoraan osallistumiseen lah-
tokohtaisesti mydnteisesti.

Toisaalta poliitikkojen suhtautuminen kansalaiskeskusteluihin voi kuitenkin olla hyvin kon-
tekstisidonnaista (Hendriks 2006). Poliitikot voivat suhtautua myonteisemmin sellaisiin kansa-
laiskeskusteluihin, jotka eivdt suoraan haasta heiddn paatosvaltaansa (Koskimaa ja Rapeli 2020).
Tuki kansalaiskeskusteluille voi olla vahvempaa sellaisten ryhmien keskuudessa, jotka eivit télla
hetkelld ole vallassa ja jotka nékevit, ettd osallistumalla kansalaiskeskusteluihin he voivat tuoda
esiin ja edistdd omia nakokantojaan. Tédssd tutkimuksessa emme kuitenkaan ole ottaneet la-
hempédn tarkasteluun paneelin jarjestimiseen johtaneita olosuhteita tai eri valtuustoryhmien
asennoitumista paneelissa kisiteltyihin teemoihin. Emme mydskdén tarkastele, kuinka panee-
liin tulokset otetaan huomioon varsinaisessa paitoksenteossa tai kuinka valtuustoryhmit tai
yksittdiset valtuutetut tuovat niité esiin valtuustossa tai muita kanavia pitkin.

Haastatteluissa valtuutetut myos esittivat kriittisid huomioita, joita kannattaisi pohtia, kun
kansalaispaneeleja jarjestetdan jatkossa. Yksi haastatelluista piti kansalaispaneelin ajoitusta
huonona, koska hianen mukaansa kasitellyn asian keskeisistd suuntaviivoista oli jo siind vai-
heessa paitetty. Onkin tdrkedd, ettd kansalaiset saavat osallistua paitoksentekoon siind vai-
heessa, kun asioihin voi aidosti vaikuttaa, jottei osallistumisesta tule jo tehtyjen pditosten le-
gitimointikanavaa. Jotkut haastatellut my6s epdilivdt kansalaispaneelin vaikutusta kaupungin
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paatoksentekoon, etenkin jos paneelin lopputulos ei ole selked. Olisikin tirkeds, ettd kansalais-
ten osallistamiseen ja osallistamismenettelyjen tulosten kisittelyyn liittyy selkedt ja vakiintu-
neet menettelyt, jotka ohjaavat demokraattisten innovaatioiden lopputulosten kayttod poliitti-
sessa prosessissa.

Osa haastatelluista valtuutetuista myds kantoi huolta paneeliin osallistuneiden kuntalaisten
edustavuudesta suhteessa koko vdestoon. Onkin totta, ettd Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin
osallistujat olivat keskimaérin korkeammin koulutettuja kuin vaesto keskimaarin. Osallistujia
oli kuitenkin useista vdestoryhmistd, ja paneeli oli aidosti monidaninen. Kansalaispaneelien jdr-
jestdjien tulisi silti varata riittavasti aikaa ja resursseja osallistujien rekrytointiin, jotta eri vdesto-
ryhmien edustus voidaan taata. Kaikki valtuutettujen esiin nostamat kriittiset huomiot antavat
tarkeitd eviitd puntaroivien kansalaispaneelien suunnitteluun ja toteutukseen tulevaisuudessa
ja viittaavat siihen, ettd puntaroivien kansalaispaneelien systemaattinen kdyttd maaratyissa po-
litiikkaprosesseissa vakiintuneiden kéytidntojen mukaisesti tuo parhaat lopputulokset.

Tutkimuksemme osoittaa, ettd puntaroivilla kansalaispaneeleilla ja muilla puntaroivan kan-
salaiskeskustelun muodoilla voi olla vaalidemokratiaa tdydentavé vaikutus. Ne voivat rikastaa
paatoksenteon tietopohjaa sekéd vahvistaa poliitikkojen uskoa kansalaisten kykyihin osallistua
paatoksentekoon ja muodostaa valistuneita mielipiteita.

Demokratiainnovaatioiden tutkimuksessa huomio kohdistuu usein siihen, miten perinteisid
demokraattisia instituutioita pitdisi muokata, jotta ne pystyisivit ottamaan paremmin vastaan
kansalaisten suoran palautteen. Poliitikkojen osallistuminen puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskustelui-
hin ei edellytd suuria muutoksia vaalidemokratiaan perustuviin paitoksentekoprosesseihin. Pi-
kemminkin tulostemme pohjalta voidaan esittdd, ettd osallistuminen tasavertaiseen puntaroin-
tiin kansalaisten kanssa tarjoaa hyodyllisid evaita perinteisten luottamustoimien hoitamiselle ja
voi ndin ollen osaltaan vahvistaa vaalidemokratiaa.

Lisdksi poliitikkojen osallistuminen puntaroiviin kansalaiskeskusteluihin voi vahvistaa pun-
taroivan demokratian mallien sekd vaalidemokratian periaatteille perustuvien péitoksenteko-
prosessien kytkostd. Poliitikot voivat toimia tdrkeina viestinviejind, jotka vievit kansalaispanee-
lin tuloksia osaksi paatoksentekoa nostamalla niitd osaksi paatoksista kaytavad keskustelua, tai
omaksumalla joitain asioista osaksi omaa tai edustamansa puolueen poliittista agendaa. Toisaal-
ta poliitikkojen aktiivinen rooli viestinviejiné ei rajoitu pelkéstadn yksisuuntaiselle tiedonvali-
tykselle, vaan mahdollistaa my6s tiedon vilittdmisen poliitikoilta kansalaisille. Osallistumal-
la puntaroivaan kansalaiskeskusteluun, poliitikot voivat vilittdd kansalaisille tietoa valtuuston

“vallan kabineteista” ja tuoda paatoksentekoa ndin ldhemmaksi tavallisia kansalaisia. Ndin pun-
taroivat kansalaispaneelit voivat myos kuroa umpeen kuilua kansalaisten ja poliitikkojen valilla.

Pohdimme vieléd lopuksi, millaisia kansalaispaneelien jarjestimistd koskevia politiikkasuo-
situksia voisimme antaa Turku keskustelee -kokemuksemme pohjalta. Aluksi toteamme, etté
laaja tutkimusnaytto puoltaa poliittisen jarjestelmén tdydentdmistd puntaroivilla kansalaiskes-
kusteluilla. On kuitenkin tirkead, ettd kansalaisia kuullaan aidosti, eikd heitd osallisteta legi-
timoimaan jo tehtyjd paitoksi tai oteta mukaan muuten poliittisten pdattdjien kannalta otolli-
sessa vaiheessa padtoksentekoprosessia. Jotta tassd tavoitteessa onnistuttaisiin, voisi olla hyvi,
ettd kuntademokratiaa tiydennettéisiin koko valtuustokauden mittaisella pysyvilld kansalais-
paneelilla, joka muodostetaan satunnaisotannan perusteella. Paneelin tehtédvit ja rooli suhtees-
sa valtuustoon pitéisi olla selkedsti méaritelty. Timéan tyyppinen pysyva kansalaispaneeli olisi
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institutionaalinen osa kunnanvaltuuston tydskentelyd, mutta paatosvalta sdilyisi silti kunnan-
valtuustolla. Kunnanvaltuusto ja -hallitus seka lautakunnat voisivat konsultoida kansalaispa-
neelia silloin, kun on tarpeen saada selville kuntalaisten harkittu mielipide jostain asiakysymyk-
sestd tai -kokonaisuudesta. Kansalaispaneelia voidaan kiyttdd myos arvioimaan ja tuottamaan
puolueetonta tietoa tai suosituksia muille kuntalaisille. Kansalaispaneelin suositukset voivat
toimia oman ddnestyspdatoksen ja mielipiteen muodostamisen tukena muille kuntalaisille esi-
merkiksi kunnallisen kansandanestyksen edelld (ks. Warren ja Gastil 2015; Leino ym. 2019).

Tosin olisi hyvi sopia etukiteen myos siitd, missd vaiheessa paatoksentekoprosessia kansa-
laispaneelia kuullaan. Jotta kansalaispaneelia kéytettdisiin kuntalaisia laajasti koskettavista ja
merkittavistd aiheista kuntalaisille voitaisiin myéntdd aloiteoikeus kansalaispaneelin jdrjestdmi-
seksi. Tietty enemmist6 kansalaispaneelin jdsenistd tai kuntalaisaloitelainsddddnt6d vastaava
prosenttiosuus kuntalaisista voisi esimerkiksi vaatia kansalaispaneelin tydskentelyn kdynnista-
mistd jostakin kunnan toimivaltaan kuuluvasta aiheesta.

Toinen seikka, johon haluamme kiinnittdd huomiota, on kansalaispaneelin osallistujien rek-
rytointiprosessi. Paneelin onnistumisen kannalta on tarked4, ettd sen kokoonpano on riittavin
edustava. Paneelin jasenet tulisi valita kiintiéidylla satunnaisotoksella niin, ettd he edustavat
kuntalaisia monipuolisesti. Kiinti6ité voisivat olla esimerkiksi sukupuoli, ikd, koulutus ja asuin-
paikka. Moniéddnisyysvaatimuksen mukaisesti paneelin tulisi olla kooltaan tarpeeksi iso, esimer-
kiksi kolme kertaa kunnanvaltuuston kokoinen. Rekrytointiprosessiin pitda varata riittavasti
resursseja, koska monidanisen paneelin kokoaminen saattaa olla haastavaa. Kansalaispaneelei-
hin valikoituu herkésti yliedustus kansalaisista, jotka ovat muutenkin aktiivisia passiivisempien
kansanryhmien jaddessd pois. Satunnaisotanta kuitenkin takaa sen, ettd kullakin kuntalaisella
on yhtd suuri todennakoisyys tulla valituksi eikd kampanjoinnilla tai resurssoinnilla voi vaikut-
taa valituksi tulemiseen.

Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin kokemukset poliitikkojen mukanaolosta olivat padosin
myonteisid. Suunnilleen samaa menettelyé kéyttden kansalaispaneeleita voisi jarjestdd myos jat-
kossa. Kansalaispaneelille voisi laatia tyojdrjestyksen, jonka mukaan paneelin osallistujat sai-
sivat aluksi tietoa, keskustelisivat sen jalkeen satunnaisesti jaetuissa pienryhmissé, pohtisivat
kysymysten esittdmisti asiantuntijoille ja poliitikoille, kokoontuisivat tdysistuntoon kuulemaan
edelld mainittuja tahoja ja kokoontuisivat uudestaan pienryhmiin. Jalkimmaisessd pienryhma-
vaiheessa poliitikot voisivat osallistua keskusteluun “kaksisuuntaisen kadun” luomiseksi. Nain
vaalidemokratian yhteys kuntalaisiin vahvistuisi uudella tavalla ja demokraattinen paitoksente-
ko voisi olla responsiivisempaa suhteessa harkittuun kansalaismielipiteeseen.

TUTKIMUKSEN RAHOITUS

Tutkimusta rahoittivat Abo Akademin huippututkimusyksikké FutuDem, Turun kaupunkitut-
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dessé (paatosnumerot 312671/326662).

48



Kaksisuuntainen katu

KIITOKSET

Kiitimme Turun kaupungin edustajia, erityisesti Minna Arvea, Riitta Birkstedtid, Juha Jokelaa
ja Anri Niskalaa hyvasta yhteistyosta Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin suunnittelussa ja to-
teutuksessa, Sampo Ruoppilaa hankkeen tukemisesta sekd Maija Setilad alkuperiisestd ideasta
tutkia poliitikkojen osallistumista.

VIITTEET

1. KoskaSuomessa ei ole vakiintuneita kisitteita erilaisille puntaroivan demokratian malleille, kdytdmme
nimitystd puntaroiva kansalaiskeskustelu yleistermind puntaroivan demokratian ihanteiden mukai-
sesti jarjestetyille, keskusteluun pohjautuville osallistumismuodoille (ks. Aarninsalo ym. 2020). Ni-
mesimme Turku keskustelee -kansalaispaneelin paneeliksi sen suhteellisen suuren osallistujamédirin
vuoksi. Nimikettd kansalaisraati on kaytetty lahinnéd prosesseissa, joissa osallistujajoukko on ollut
huomattavasti pienempi (Leino ym. 2019).

Kansalaispaneelin tietopaketti on saatavilla artikkelin kirjoittajilta pyynnosta.

Keskustan valtuustoryhmasti ei ilmoittautunut yhtaan valtuutettua paneeliin.

Katso tarkemmin: https://www.abo.fi/turkukeskustelee/.

S

Kansalaispaneelin kyselyt ovat saatavilla artikkelin kirjoittajilta pyynnosta.
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