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Abstract: It is a growing belief that transitioning towards sustainable cities requires a wide
citizen engagement, yet many local governments are not able to define how citizen engagement
should be done. This research was conducted to assess municipalities’ effort in engaging
citizens when working for sustainability. This study focuses on creating a strategic guide for
municipalities to use when engaging citizens to work with the UN Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). A systemic analysis approach was selected to examine the SDGs through the
Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development, followed by a Value Stream Analysis for
the SDGs. Then a mapping method used, where each SDG was linked to a level of citizen
engagement on Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement (1969). A group interview for
practitioners was held in Karlskrona Municipality in Sweden for an evaluation purpose. The
results revealed a risk of misalignment for some SDGs, a relational matrix map was created
where each SDG was related to a level of Arnstein’s ladder in a graphic visual, which can be
used by the municipality as guide to choose the level of engagement for each SDG. A set of
insights were revealed concerning the enablers and barriers for citizen engagement in municipal
context.
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Executive Summary
The aim of this study is to support municipalities in Sweden to engage their citizens when
strategically working for the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Our focus was to create
a guide to enable municipalities in Sweden to strategically plan for citizen engagement while
implementing the SDGs on the local level. The methods followed in this study consisted of
three phases, an analytical phase; where the SDGs was examined by the FSSD, and a mapping
phase where the SDGs were mapped to Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement (1969), the
mapping was done in a systemic based criteria that will be explained in sections 2.2 and 3.1.4
and the last phase is the evaluation phase, where our research findings were discussed and
evaluated by a group of practitioners in Karlskrona Municipality in Sweden.
Introduction: Sustainability challenges are the biggest issues of human society that are facing
today, the environmental, social and economic systems are being degraded as a result of the
systemic errors in societal design and operational process. The capacity of the socio-ecological
systems is being weakened to the extent that it will not be able to sustain life on Earth if not
urgently without having a systemic quick urgent shift towards sustainability, this shift is
required in order to stop the continuous violation that drains the Earth’s natural resources and
causes climate change.
Social, environmental and economic systems are nested systems, if degradation happens in one
of the systems it leads to violations to the other systems, when facing sustainability challenges,
it is essential to understand the complexity of the issue. A holistic system approach addresses
the social, economic and environmental interconnections in order to shift the Earth towards
sustainability. Sustainable development is defined as the “development that meets the needs of
the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”
(Brundtland 1987).
In order to have a global approach for sustainable development, the SDGs were created in 2016
by the UN after a wide global inclusive forming process. The SDG framework contains 17
individual SDG, 169 targets and 232 individual indicators which form an overarching goal for
global sustainable development. The SDG framework address five critical areas which are
Planet, People, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnership. All the country members of the United
Nations have adopted the SDG framework meant to be implemented on a local level, with some
emphasis on a global partnership between countries and regions. The 17 SDGs within the
framework require an inclusive decision-making and implementation process by nations,
communities, and organizations. Which creates the emphasis on engagement and participation
throughout the policymaking and execution procedures.
Sweden as a part of the EU has adopted the SDG framework, the SDG framework was passed
to the self-governed municipalities in Sweden to be implemented after forming the legislations
required from the Central Government in Sweden. That is why municipality's role is significant
when making the shift towards sustainability. In our study, we choose a framework for citizen
engagement.
Scope of this research: After exploring different frameworks, we decided to use Arnstein’s
ladder for citizen engagement (1969). We have chosen Arnstein’s ladder because it was
conceptualized within democratic context which relates to the Swedish context; besides, it has
been used in research over past forty years. Another reason was that the Swedish ladder for
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citizen engagement was derived from Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement. Arnstein’s
ladder consists of 3 level which contains 8 rungs, each rung corresponds to the extent of
citizens’ level of power in the decision-making process, which gives a wide spectrum for citizen
engagement to leverage the SDGs and the complexity they address.
The Audience of this research are Municipalities in democratic context.
Research Question: The intention of this research is to create a strategic guide to be used by
municipalities in Sweden, it is meant to help them engage their citizens in the right time, and
the right way while working with the SDGs on the local level. So, our research question was:
What level of citizen engagement is required to strategically work with SDGs in municipal
context?
Methods: In our research, we have applied systems thinking approach as an overarching
reasoning behind choosing our methods. Our methods consisted of three phases, phase 1 was
an analytical phase, phase 2 was a mapping phase, and phase 3 was an evaluative phase.
In order to answer our research question, we started with an analytical phase for the SDGs in
order to derive criteria to map the SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement. In stage
1 of the analytical phase, to assess the SDGs from strategic sustainable perspective, we used
the Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD). Then, for stage 2 of the
analytical phase, the Value Stream Analysis (VSA) was conducted by analysing the language
of each SDG in order to classify them as an upstream and/or downstream. With SDGs which
are classified as:
o Upstream, the actions required for this goal are to be made up in the value chain, perhaps
in the system itself, it addresses the origin and the root of the problem, an example
would be (SDG 6 Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and
sanitation for all).
o Downstream, the actions of the goals are addressing the consequences of the root
problem at the end of the value chain, these consequence problems might be a result
from an error of the system, an example would be (SDG 13 Climate Action).
The reason behind this analysis was to deprive a criterion to map the SDGs with Arnstein’s
ladder for citizen engagement in order to create a relational matrix map where each SDG is
linked to a level of citizen engagement.
The second phase was mapping the SDGs to the levels and rungs of Arnstein’s ladder for citizen
engagement to create the Relational Matrix Map (RMM). The reason behind using a (RMM) is
that it allows relatively complex situations to be analysed in a graphic manner. The mapping
and the criteria followed were: first, the Value Stream Analysis results, which contained four
categories: upstream, downstream, both -Upstream and Downstream-, and Neutral SDGs.
x

x

Upstream SDGs which require policy and system change, they were placed on the first
level of Arnstein’s ladder, (the non-participation level) where the actions of the SDG
need a systematic change by policymakers. The government is responsible to make
changes in the system, and then inform and educate the citizens about it.
Downstream SDGs which address the consequences of a systemic problem were placed
on the second level of Arnstein’s ladder, the (consultation level), as the goal's actions
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are supposed to happen down in the value chain at an individual and family level (King
Country 2008).
Both -upstream and downstream implications- SDGs were placed on the second level
of Arnstein’s ladder, at rung 4 (consultation), where citizens are given the chance to
hear and be heard. Neutral implications SDGs were placed on level 2 rung 5 (placation),
where the citizens are given the chance to advice, but still, the decision is in the hands
of the powerholders. Such SDGs assumingly would require multi-stakeholder dialogue
and participation.
Risk of misalignment – such SDGs that resulted from FSSD analysis, was placed on the
third level of Arnstein’s ladder, (citizen control level). Where the negotiation about
trade- offs requires inclusive attention and acknowledgment of expected consequences.

The third phase of the methods is the evaluation phase, a group interview was conducted for
citizen engagement practitioners in Karlskrona municipality, the aim was to evaluate the RMM,
and the criteria used for mapping. The group interview was followed by an observation from a
big group of practitioners. The data was analysed through transcription and coding. The arising
patterns were clustered and summarised per themes. The theme clustered were used as subtitles as a part of our results. And then they were interpreted further in our discussion.
Results and Discussion: The results of this research have been a section per phase. A result of
phase one - stage 1 using the FSSD, the results of this analysis presented by a targeted literature
review, to express the ideas generated by this analysis and emphasizing it through other
researches relative findings, the flow of data goes with the 5LM framework. Furthermore, SDGs
have trade-offs that exist in the interaction between the environmental, social and economic
system’s components. The result shows that such trade-offs in the SDG framework lack
sufficient scientifically underpinning.
A holistic view of the SDGs showed that they require a global, reliable collective action to be
run by every level in society, including all types of organizations and governmental bodies. The
language of the SDGs makes it easy to be adopted on different societies on local levels.
However, the SDG`s language simplifies the complexity of the issues being addressed by the
SDGs, besides lacking the scientific and conceptual bases, which might affect the
implementation process locally. Moreover, the prioritizations and selective approach by
national government might lead to losing the holistic need of the SDGs as a holistic vision.
Some other tools can be helpful while implementing the SDGs like the targets and indicators
of the SDGs, although some of these indicators were criticized or contradicting each other, but
still a variety of them can be helpful. Also using some other frameworks would assess the SDGs
implementations like Paris Climate Accord.
A holistic view of the SDG framework when addressing sustainability has shown that although
SDGs were not created to evaluate sustainable development, but still in most cases, they are
used this way on local levels Therefore, the need to build local capacities to monitor the SDGs
implementation process is arising. These capacities are to ensure avoiding the unintended
interactions between SDGs components, and to ensure balancing the trade-offs between aspects
of the SDGs. These trade-offs exist between the sensitive interaction between the
environmental, social and economic system’s components. Sustainability analysis for the SDGs
showed that some SDGs have a risk of misalignment with sustainability principles, those SDGs
are: SDG2 End hunger, SDG8 Work and Economic growth, SDG 9 Industry, Innovation, and
Infrastructure- SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production, SDG 13 Climate Action.
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The risk of misalignment is basically expected to be in the natural resources’ usage, but for
SDG 13 Climate Action, the risk is in the lack of boundaries needed to achieve this goal, for
example the irrelevancy between the targets required to be achieved in order to stop the global
warming.
As a result of stage 2, the value stream analysis results gave us a systematic criterion to map
the SDGs in the RMM by classifying the SDGs into upstream and downstream. However, we
discussed how the indication of downstream actions for some SDGs is not relative to the urgent
need for addressing the system itself that causes such problems. An example discussed was
SDG 12 Climate Action, the issues that this goal focus on should be addressed as upstream as
it is the consequences of the errors in the system that the human society is functioning
accordingly.
For phase two, the result was creating a Relational Matrix Map (RMM) that relates the SDGs
to Arnstein's ladder by using two criteria, Stream analysis and trade-offs. The Relational Matrix
Map is meant to be a strategic guide for municipalities to help in engaging citizens when
working for the SDGs, which is built on the results of the analytical phase. Each SDG was
mapped to a level in Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement.
As for Phase three, the result was an evaluation from practitioner’s at Karlskrona Municipality
for results on phase one and phase two. After sharing the relational matrix map with the group
of experienced practitioners in Karlskrona Municipality, a few themes were generated around
citizen engagement and about working around the SDGs. Due to citizen engagement when
working with the SDGs, the practitioners expressed the need to define why citizen engagement
is needed, what is the advantages of engaging citizens when working for sustainability, and the
barriers of engaging citizens. An example would be the power the politicians is expected to let
go when consulting citizens, and the money needed to achieve citizens suggested projects.
Another theme raised that is how to do the citizen engagement the right way? When to engage
citizens and why? Another concern expressed was challenges with long-term decisions, lack of
strategic planning for choosing the right level of the citizen engagement on the ladder. Another
point raised as a barrier for citizen engagement is the lack of representation among groups in
society especially for minority groups.
In our discussion we elaborated on the enablers and barrier's municipalities might have for
engaging their citizens when working for the SDGs. The experiences shared from the
interviewees gave us an insight that the importance to listen to citizens even when working to
change the system as they can open an eye for what is missing and where the problem is, their
contribution can help in redesigning the system. In our discussion we elaborated further on the
risks of the lack of representation of certain group. After sharing the Value Stream Analysis
and the Relational Matrix Map, the feedback from the practitioners was positive, they expressed
the possible relevancy of the upstream-downstream issues for the goal`s actions and agreed that
it is important to know when they are we supposed to make changes in the system. Furthermore,
we also discussed the SDGs that did not include any upstream or downstream implications like
SDGs 2 hunger and 5 gender equality. Due to the absence of language implication would lead
to the sense of loose accountability while implementing the SDGs on a local level.
Conclusion: This research answers the research question: What level of citizen engagement is
required to work strategically with SDGs in municipal context. The FSSD and VSA enabled us
to create a Relational Matrix Map that linked each SDG to a level of citizen engagement. This
tool can be adopted by municipalities and other governmental bodies. Besides, the FSSD
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analysis showed the risks of misalignment for some SDGs that need to be monitored while
implementation. Moreover, the use of FSSD framework allowed to understand the trade-offs of
the SDGs by using the nested system's perspective. Still, the vagueness of the SDGs language
can be a limit to our research as it simplifies the complex issues addressed by the SDGs. Also,
the Value Stream Analysis shown how some SDGs that is supposed to address a systemic
failure are expressed by downstream language, like climate change. For further research, we
recommend further analysis of the SDGs as a VSA however using the SDG Framework; goals,
targets, and indicators. Looking into the framework can give a deeper dive to reflect more
comprehensive results for the stream analysis for the SDGs. As our study was focused on the
research part, we recommend further research into the evaluation for the findings of this
research. The findings could be evaluated in Sweden however other municipalities in other
cities. The VSA and the RMM along with criteria used could be a subject of further evaluation.
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Glossary
Arnstein's ladder: Sherry Arnstein (1969) came up with a typology of citizen participation, as
she categorized citizen participation in terms of citizen power. Arnstein (1969) divided the level
of citizen participation into 8 rungs within 3 basic levels of engagement which she called citizen
engagement ladder. The first level is called “non-participation “level and contains two rungs
(1) Manipulation, (2) Therapy. The second level is called the “Degrees of Tokenism” which
include the third and the fourth rungs: (3) Informing and (4) Consultation and (5) Placation.
The third level called “Citizen Power”, it includes rungs (6) Partnership with citizens, (7)
Delegated Power and rung (8) Citizen Control.
Citizen Engagement: It is an approach that municipalities use to can engage citizens to
participate in the decision-making process. In this research, citizen engagement is a spectrum
that is divided into 8 rungs within 3 basic levels of engagement which is called citizen
engagement ladder according to Arnstein’s (1969).
Complex Systems: The dynamism and lack of mapping a single root cause across the
ecological, social and economic systems. Such systems are nonlinear systems where a linear
line of causality is not possible to map out that reflect uncertainty due to changes of single
elements that cause influence on other systems often causing unforeseeable consequences.
Downstream Approach: Actions addressing the consequences of errors resulting from societal
design and how it operates.
Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD): A conceptual framework
developed by a group of Swedish scientists and is inclusive for a transdisciplinary and an
operative definition of sustainability, as well as an approach for whole-systems change that
could be applied in any context at any scale. This Framework is used as strategic planning
tool.
Municipalities: They are local governmental bodies. In Swedish context, municipalities are
self-governed and independent entities. They are local democracy with independent governed
taxation and planning monopoly. Municipalities main role is to carry out public social, health
and education welfare policies (Sellers et al. 2018).
Strategic: It relates to long-term and overall aims and goals that need to be achieved
Sustainable Development Goals Framework (SDG Framework): The Framework consists
of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), including 169 targets and 232 individual
indicators, that together create a vision as to how humans share resources among what soon to
be nine billion people all having a right to develop.
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): Consists of 17 goals, where each individual goal
aims to stimulate action within the next fifteen years for the five defined “critical areas” by
the UN, which are Planet, People, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnership. Specific action for a
single sustainable development goal, for example, is to eliminate extreme poverty, another
goal aims to decrease inequality, and another is to take action for climate crisis. Each goal is
attributed to one of the three systems of sustainable development; ecological, social and
economic systems.
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Sustainability challenge: The world is confronting several ecological, social and economic
challenges that together creates increased social tension globally and persistent damage of the
environment. Such systematic degradation of our systems is weakening the capacity of the
socio-ecological system to fulfil the growing demand of the basic human needs.
Sustainability Principles (SPs): The following eight sustainability principles are based on
scientific concepts and describe what societies must stop in order to sustain the socioecological system for future generations. In a sustainable society, nature is not subject to
systematically increasing 1.) concentrations of substances extracted from the Earth’s crust, 2.)
concentrations of substances produced by society, and 3.) degradation by physical means.
Within that society, people are not subject to structural obstacles to 4.) health, 5.) influence,
6.) competence, 7.) impartiality, and 8.) meaning-making.
Sustainable Development: Is the requirement to transition from current unsustainable
societies towards sustainable societies. The three systems of sustainable development are;
ecological, social and economic systems.
Systems thinking: Is a science used to explore and understand the complex issues like
sustainability challenges, it helps to view the bigger picture and see the interactions between
each system`s parts.
Upstream Approach: Actions addressing the first level in chains of causality, like addressing
the root of the problem.
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1 Introduction
Our research aimed to create a Relational Matrix Map (RMM) to plot the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) to Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement (1969); Arnstein’s
ladder divides citizen engagement into three levels based on the power of citizen’s influence on
the policy creation. The intention behind creating the relational matrix map is to help
municipalities in Sweden to take a strategic and effective approach in engaging their citizens
when working with SDGs. Further aim is to offer awareness of the upstream and downstream
approaches and trade-offs between the SDGs. As well as and then considering the perspective
of experienced practitioners as an evaluation of our research criteria and findings Sustainability
challenge
The world is confronting several ecological, social and economic challenges that together
creates increased social tension globally and persistent damage of the environment that Broman
and Robèrt (2015) refer to as the sustainability challenge. The world is facing sustainability
challenges like maintaining clear water, provide access to food and health care for all people.
As well as maintaining clean air and conserving ecosystems on land and in oceans, which has
always been managed separately. However, as humans on earth share the same air that humans
are polluting, sharing land and sea, an action of deforestation on the ecological system in one
country can cause water shortage, which eventually leads to a social eruption in another country
through malnutrition, immigration, and poverty (World vision 2006).
Today, threats to human civilization continue to rise as a result of the activities between
societies and the environment. Continuous violations that would be depleting the Earth's natural
resources, such as deforestation, industrialization, pollution of air, and sea, etc. are proceeding.
These violations are causing huge and diverse negative impacts on the socio-ecological system,
for example some of these violations leads the CO2 emissions to rise, the glaciers to melt,
oceans and atmosphere to warm up, snow and ice to diminish, and many other impacts and
issues that causes natural catastrophes to happen in many parts of the world (IPCC, 2014).
These consequences which are factors of change that the earth is facing through diverse
challenges such as climate change, might be tipping points to an irreversible change for the
socio-ecological system (UN Sustainable Development Goals n.d). As humanity goes further
into the Anthropocene; which refers to the current geological age, where human activities have
been the dominant influence on global environmental change (Rockström et al. 2009), there is
a growing risk to drive the Earth into a trajectory that might not be possible to reverse (Steffen
et al. 2011).
The Social and economic systems can also be causing harm to the ecological system too. For
example, when it is the lack of education which leads to poverty, or as in when the textile
industries that dump toxic water into the ocean (Kant 2012), which currently by water affects
fish supply that is being eaten in several other countries and causes harm to underwater
ecosystems (World vision 2006). Furthermore, the results of unsustainable socio-ecological
challenges lead to financial impacts related to the unsustainability of the ecological and social
systems (Stern 2007).
Complex systems such as our socio-ecological system are nonlinear systems (Broman and
Robèrt 2015) that reflect uncertainty. Such uncertainty is due to the changes of certain elements
that are not isolated, but they cause influence on other systems often leading to unforeseeable
consequences (Hummelbrunner 2011).

An approach that this research considers when mapping in complexity are a value stream
perspective.
“Now finding out by what primary mechanisms, upstream at the first level in chains of
causality, humanity can degrade these essential aspects systematically … This has revealed
how myriad downstream impacts are rooted in a few upstream errors of the basic societal
design and mode of operation.” (Broman and Robèrt 2015).
From this quote definitions of upstream and downstream approaches were derived. A
downstream approach would be actions addressing the consequences of errors resulting from
societal design and how it operates. While an upstream approach would be addressing the first
level in chains of causality. Which King County (2008) have concluded that addressing
upstream issues eventually will reduce the demand for addressing downstream challenges and
align the conditions that support communities to flourish.
A systems’ perspective is a holistic approach to integrate various overlapping sub-systems of
sustainable development between humans and nature (Liu et al. 2015). When creating
sustainable solutions, “it is critical to understand socioeconomic and environmental
interconnections and to create sustainability solutions.” (Liu et al. 2015). Although our planet
is a single system containing complex interactions between humans and nature, when
overlooking these interactions local efforts can be counterproductive for global sustainability
(Liu et al. 2015).

1.1 World's response to sustainability challenges: UN
initiatives
The United Nations (UN) is an international organization founded in 1945 that consists of 193member countries today. The UN has been taking actions toward leading the world to tackle
sustainable development challenges such as climate change and pollution (UN Sustainable
Development Goals n.d).
In order to unify the world view of sustainable development, the UN adopted Brundtland (1987)
definition which is “development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. However, to achieve sustainable
development, the UN Sustainable Development Goals (n.d) emphasized to harmonize the three
core elements: economic growth, social inclusion, and environmental protection. This harmony
would be the contribution to individual and societal well-being.
1.1.1 The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs): The rise and fall
On September of 2000, Agenda 21 which included the 8 Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) were anonymously signed off in New York aiming to free humanity from extreme
poverty, hunger, illiteracy, and disease by 2015 (UN 2012). The MDGs plan for action was
carried out in 2001 (Agenda 21), it included eight goals, eighteen targets and forty-eight
indicators.
However, the UN carried out an assessment of the MDGs by highlighting the strengths and the
weaknesses throughout their implementation period (Hulme 2009). The MDGs have helped
governments to take concrete actions towards sustainable development. The accomplishment
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that the MDGs had been their long-term twelve-year adoption (Sachs 2012) which was a
success that the UN wanted to build on.
On the other hand, the MDGs lacked the systems perspective due to being developed around
the idea that they are meant for poor countries to implement, and for rich countries to support
by providing financial and technological aid (Sachs 2012). The work with the MDGs ended up
being more about how to deal with waste handling, green purchasing, and water systems
(Wittmayer et al. 2016).
Under several attempts of implementation, the MDGs received critique due to the lack of ability
to address underlying causes and the complexity of the challenges they were developed for.
They also failed to encounter population dynamic and lacked proper translation from the global
issues to local realities (Hulme 2009). As a result, the UN committed to developing an extension
for sustainable development goals that would address the gaps of the MDGs. A new agenda
that would embrace advocacy on global development priorities which today it is called the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
1.1.2 The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs): The rise of a
world vision
To address the complexity of the sustainability challenge on a global level the UN has
developed Agenda 2030, which at its core included 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
that call on urgent action by the developing and developed countries to work in global
partnership. Although 193 sovereign states signed the Agenda 2030, in order to reach the SDGs,
all countries collectively must act towards peace and development (Rowe 2005).

Figure 1.1: The SDGs according to the sustainable development systems they address (UNSSC
2016).
The SDG Framework, that includes the 17 SDGs, also includes 169 targets and 232 individual
indicators, that together create a vision as to how humans share resources among what soon to
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be nine billion people all having a right to develop. The 17 SDGs within the SDG Framework
are a global transdisciplinary vision of the future (University of Copenhagen n.d). With the aim
to unify a world vision for sustainable development, each goal is attributed to one of the three
systems of sustainable development; ecological, social and economic systems. The wholeness
of achieving the SDGs aims to balance and integrate the sustainable development subsystems.
(Barbier and Burgess 2017).
On individual level the SDGs were mapped to one of the sustainable development subsystems.
However, an attempt to maximize the goals for just one sub-system does not achieve
sustainability (Holmberg and Sandbrook 1992), because the effect on the other two sub-systems
will not be considered and therefore creating consequences (Holmberg and Sandbrook 1992).
This global transdisciplinary vision is achieved by implementing the 17 SDGs collectively
(University of Copenhagen n.d), which are:

Figure 1.2: The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (UN Sustainable Development Goals n.d).
For achieving the transdisciplinary global vision, it would require concentrated global efforts
towards all the SDGs. Where each individual goal aims to stimulate action within the next
fifteen years for the five defined “critical areas” by the UN (UN Sustainable Development Goals
n.d) which are Planet, People, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnership. SDGs are increasingly being
used as a framework to assess sustainable development, especially at the local level
(Zinkernagel et al. 2018). Specific action for a single sustainable development goal, for
example, is to eliminate extreme poverty, another goal aims to decrease inequality, and another
is to take action for climate crises.
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To transition societies towards sustainability, the sustainable development goals would require
a need for enhanced cooperation and inclusion for all actors to work with SDGs within a society;
local communities and local authorities (Bizikova and Searcy 2017). Which Sachs (2012)
suggests that it would require good governance at all levels local, national, regional, and global.
However, the actual implementation of the SDGs is expected to happen primarily at the local
level. Therefore, when working with SDGs it requires different levels of citizen engagement
(Gustafsson and Ivner 2018).

1.2 The role of municipalities in Sweden when engaging
citizens
Our research has been scoped down to Sweden due to it being the place where our research was
conducted, also it was requested, and evaluated by practitioners from Karlskrona Municipality.
Also, this scoping was also necessary due to time constrains.
The Role of municipalities in Sweden
Sweden is a part of the European Union (EU) since 1995 which means it answer to the legal
framework of EU and take part in the decision-making process when new rules are drafted and
approved (Government offices of Sweden 2019). EU is founded on representative democracy,
meaning all European citizens have the right to be a candidate and vote in elections to the
European Parliament in the country of residence, or in the country of origin (European Union
2019). The SDGs are an example of goals that the EU has taken the decision to follow in line
with the UN.
Besides being an EU member, Sweden is also a UN member since 1945 and has therefore
adopted the Sustainable Development Goals and transformed them through policy to their
governmental institutions for implementation to keep them a world leader on sustainability
(Government offices of Sweden 2019).
Swedish context: There are three levels of the government: national, regional and local. On the
national level, there is the Swedish parliament, which is the legislative body. The government
suggest new laws to the parliament and is also responsible for the implementation of the new
laws issued by the parliament. On a regional level Sweden has 21 co-government offices ties
(Government offices of Sweden 2019). The county councils are directly elected by the people
of the county and they are together with a county administrative board working for the county.
On the local level, Sweden has 290 municipalities, each municipality has an elected assembly,
the municipal council, which takes decisions on municipal matters.
The role for the Central Government which is to partly set the framework for self-governed
municipalities through legislation and hold the overall responsibility to ensure that
municipalities to operate in a way that is compatible with a balanced economy (Government
offices of Sweden 2019). Municipalities in Sweden are self-governed, which means that
municipalities have the right to be independent. Municipalities main role is to carry out public
social, health and education welfare policies (Sellers et al. 2018). Through Self-governance
municipalities rely on that local politicians and citizens together, to implement these policies in
an effective way. They also are expected to create opportunities for citizens to participate and
share the responsibility for the society's development. The underlying aim of this design of the
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system is described as a delicate balance between freedom and responsibility (Swedish
parliament 2019). Freedom in the sense that municipalities, counties, and regions themselves
can take decisions that benefits the citizens. And responsibility in the sense that they hold
accountability to develop well-managed societies and ensure accurate well-allocated use of
resources (Swedish parliament 2019).
The presence of the elected representatives to the municipal reality gives them the opportunity
for a holistic view. Accordingly, the close relationship between citizens and elected
representatives creates the conditions for well-founded decisions that meet the wishes and
needs. Strong self-government and a successful local and regional democracy increase the
conditions for citizens to feel participation and take responsibility for the development of
society (Swedish parliament 2019).
Municipality Role for citizen engagement
In Sweden, municipalities are leverage points when transitioning towards sustainability
(Hagedorn et al. 2017). Municipalities are considered key actors to address global sustainability
because many of the problems and solutions to be addressed have their roots in local activities
(Federal Office for Spatial Development 2006). Municipalities are situated to support and
develop new social values and practices, therefore, if this mandate is handled carefully, leaders
within the municipality can initiate co-operation between the sectors of the community with a
stake in the environmental field through development and sustainability (Roseland 2000).
Sustainable development locally is an intersection of various aspects, and it becomes more
achievable and relatable when it comes from locally rooted solutions (Jekabsone and Sloka
2015). “Local” decision-making requires local cooperation to finding solutions which require
extensive cooperation of the people affected by those decisions (Brink and Wamsler 2017, Hall
et al. 2016).
“Cities transition towards sustainability relies on broad citizen engagement and participation”.
(Murray et al. 2009, p 9).
Recently, in democratic societies, the need is for the governance to replace traditional
governments according to leaders in public affairs; the traditional hierarchical organizational
decision-making model is shifting to a more horizontal model shaping into a more of a
transdisciplinary network of public, private, and non-profit organizations. Atlee (2003) explains
how the shift to a horizontal model is requiring a new level of citizenship to take place
provisionally to handle ongoing complexity and changes happening in the world. The shift may
result in citizens having a more active role regarding decision-making (Atlee 2003). Citizens
play many roles in society, such as employer, worker, parent, child, consumer, student, teacher,
and so on. Engagement of such diverse sectors is the main key towards a transdisciplinary vision
of the SDGs and is important for moving toward sustainable communities (Roseland 2000).
Research has shown how effective citizen engagement can contribute to cultivate a sense of
community. When citizen engagement is successful, it induces trust and amplifies creative
problem solving, within communities. Furthermore, the citizens likeliness to support financial
investments in community project is an outcome (Svara and Denhardt 2010). In order to
succeed it is essential that citizen engagement belongs equally as much to citizens as it does to
local governments. However, the democratic government is responsible to carry out and create
certain parts of the societal structure. As well as they hold the opportunity for an overarching
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view, in order to work holistically and solve problems within their own work or from other
actors within the society (Svara and Denhardt 2010).
Municipalities in Sweden have authority for decision-making, creating goals, and setting
strategies that could be leveraged for sustainable development locally within cities by citizen
engagement (Hawkins and Wang 2011). Frequent interactions happening between
municipalities and citizens whether it is a risk or sharing of responsibility for a flexible model
of adaptation, it is a starter towards collective solutions (Gustafsson and Ivner 2018). However,
municipalities rarely promote proactive citizen engagement which emphasizes the potential for
more adaptation through citizen involvement (Brink and Wamsler 2017, 95).

1.3 Citizen engagement Vs. Citizen participation
Degrees of citizen engagement and
participation need to be understood
from the context where they are used
Citizen
Citizen
according to Gaventa and Barrett
(2012). Both concepts have the same
Participation
Engagement
goal which is to improve public
services and policy schemes within a
Initiated by
Initiated by
specific geographical area. However,
citizens.
governments.
while citizen participation originates
from the citizens themselves, citizen
engagement on the other hand is
Figure 1.3: The approach of citizen engagement
initiated by municipalities (Citizen
lab 2019). For the aim of our
versus Citizen participation.
research, we are looking into how
municipalities can engage citizens to
participate in the decision-making process. Citizen engagement gets reinforced if the
foundation of the outreach to citizens and interactions are well managed (Svara and Denhardt
2010).

1.4 Citizen engagement frameworks
There was a continuous argument around the “citizen participation,” “citizen control,” and
“maximum feasible involvement of the poor,” due to the manipulation and misuse of these
terms, and to help in analysing this confusing issue, Sherry Arnstein (1969) came up with a
typology of citizen participation. The typology, as she categorized, citizen participation in terms
of citizen power. Citizens participation was actualized during the 2000s with an aim to involve
and engage citizens within the process of decision making. People working in municipalities
expressed difficulties to work in a participatory way and willingness to stay with public
consultation (Longo 2017).
Arnstein’s ladder (1969) divided the level of citizen participation into 8 rungs within 3 basic
levels of engagement which she called citizen engagement ladder.
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The first level is called the “non-participation “level where the power holder does not aim to
engage the citizens in planning or running programs, but only educate them. This level contains
two rungs (1) Manipulation, (2)
Therapy. The second level is called the
“Degrees of Tokenism” which include
the third and the fourth rungs: (3)
Informing and (4) Consultation. In this
level citizens are given a chance to hear
and be heard, but still, they lack the
power to ensure that their views will be
heeded by the powerholders, so the
participation is restricted to this level,
there is no guarantee of changing the
status quo. Within this level, rung (5)
Placation, is a higher level of tokenism
where the citizens are given the chance
to advise, but still, the decision is in the
hands of the powerholder.
The third level is the Degrees of
Citizen Power, it includes increasing
steps of decision-making power. In
rung (6) citizens can have a
Participation where they can negotiate
and engage in the Trade-offs with the
powerholders. At the top of the ladder,
in rung (7) Delegated Power and rung
Figure 1.4: Levels and Rungs of citizen participation (8) Citizen Control, the citizens obtain
the majority of decision-making seats
(Arnstein 1969).
or full managerial power.
Municipalities in Sweden have created a “dialogue ladder” inspired by Arnstein’s ladder of
citizens engagement but customized to the Swedish context. The stages in the Swedish ladder
are: information, consultation, dialogue, influence and participation (IVL 2015). The ladder can
show the level of power for organizations and institutions and the various forms of policies and
approaches of participation that are targeted. It contains a detailed analysis and levels for
various types of citizen engagement that might occur.
The Swedish association of local authorities and regions (SKL) gives support to municipalities
with citizen engagement and foremost citizen dialogue. They use an adapted version of
Arnstein´s ladder, calling it the dialogue ladder (Sveriges kommuner och landsting 2013). In
their material they mention important factors to consider, such as assuring a representation in
the groups. They explain power distribution between public workers, citizens and politicians to
be considered. As well as the importance for the peoples working with citizen engagement to
have the right understanding and intention for why it is necessary.
Another thing that SKL stresses on for citizen engagement to contribute to a representative
democracy is representation among the group dialogue. Also, other researchers in the field
highlight this as an important factor, and the need to assure representation when working with
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CE, Abrahamson (2013) and Tahvilzadeh (2015) explains this to be essential in order to not
threaten the representative democracy.
For our research, our team chose to map the SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement
because it was conceptualized around democratic context, which is similar to Sweden within
democratic context where our research has been conducted. The ladder contains 8 rungs – each
corresponding to the extent of citizens’ power in the decision-making process, which gives a
wide spectrum for citizen engagement to leverage the SDGs and the complexity they address,
besides, Arnstein’s ladder has been used in research over past forty years.

1.5 Municipalities as complex system – and adaptive
capacity.
Systems thinking is explained as the approach that aims to view systems, make the full patterns
within them clearer, and understand how to change them efficiently. Through the lens of
systems thinking, organizations and humans is seen as systems, bound together through
interrelated actions. The theory acknowledges complexity and when changing in one part of the
system it creates ripple effects and cause changes in other parts of the system (Senge 2006).
Unfortunately, as humans we tend to focus only on the part we are working within. When
viewing small parts of isolated parts of the system, people struggle to understand why the
deepest problems never seem to get solved. This is a rationale why systems thinking is
necessary in the work of the sustainability challenge (Senge 2006). “A city or town and it´s
municipal government are complex systems” (James and Lahti 2004,12).
Municipalities can be viewed as nested systems in the larger system constituted by the
international, national and regional level of government. The different levels of governance
inherit legislative and administrative work for policy directions from a higher level of hierarchy.
Within these guidelines, municipalities have the obligation to communicate this to citizens,
build the frames for the society and engage them in the work to create sustainable societies. In
theory it sounds simple, however, the complexity in modern society requires the community to
be adaptive and moving in the direction of constant change. Fundamental characteristics for
complex systems are flexibility and adaptability in order to deal with uncertainty and change
internally in the system, as well as external changes (Missismer 2015) for example policy
restrictions coming from above. When municipalities want to strengthen the adaptive capacity
within the social system they should cultivate: diversity, learning, self-organization, trust, and
common meaning (Missismer 2015).
There are underlying reasons to why governments want to engage citizens. The motives can be
considered as either the right to do, or the smart thing to do (Svara and Denhardt 2010). The
right thing to do is explained as a part of the democratic ideal, where citizen engagement is
initiated due to democratic principles, with the intention to cultivate identity and responsibility
for the community. The smart thing to do is explained to gain engagement and feedback from
citizens with the intention to create efficient and legitimate governments. One example for this
is how officials should stay in control for certain parts. If a larger group of the citizens would
disagree on rights for a minority group, it is necessary that officials still have power to create a
fair system for the society as a whole (Svara and Denhardt 2010).
In the ideal society, the smart thing and the right thing to do is in balance and creates a well
working community where citizens, public workers and politicians together make up the

9

society. Citizens and governments contribute with different perspectives. However, if
responsive, well designed and strategic approaches for CE are established and supported both
by citizens and public workers, they reinforce each other (Svara and Denhardt 2010). This
relates back to the importance of adaptive capacity of a system, and of the municipality as a
complex system. When diversity, learning, and self-organization is facilitated and emphasized
the speed of response to change improves. Trust binds society together and enables several
individuals to represent the rest of society in decision-making (Missismer 2015). Aligning with
Svara and Denhardts (2010) statement for how connected communities carry a shared sense of
identity and agreement for citizen engagement and how it should be performed.
As to one reason for how citizen engagement, if used right can improve the adaptive capacity
within the community and so contributes to a responsive municipality in order to collectively
move towards a sustainable future. The research field of sustainability is aware of the need of
systems thinking to address the underlying complexity (Hummelbrunner 2011). Yet, the social,
economic and environmental systems that the SDGs are addressing, were often considered
separately and lack of focus on solidarity, the long term and to faraway places became a problem
(Barbier and Burgess 2017).
Furthermore, many efforts towards sustainability are uncoordinated due to a reductionist focus
and therefore becomes unintentionally counterproductive (Liu et al. 2015). However, the
complexity of the sustainability challenges requires holism and system thinking approach in
order to not underestimate the underlying complexity (Liu et al. 2015) that have led up to the
sustainability challenge we are facing at the Earth today.

1.6 Research question
It can be concluded that there has been a gap to leverage citizen engagement when strategically
working with SDGs in municipal context. Yet, based on the evidence presented in this chapter,
working with SDGs needs to be addressed throughout a system thinking perspective to forecast
the risk of unintended consequences (Morton et al. 2017).
The definition of “Strategic” is a long-term and overall aims and goals that need to be achieved.
In our research, to assess the SDGs strategically, we used the FSSD framework that consisted
of a clear definition of sustainability, nested systems for sustainable development, in order to
foresee the potential consequences.
The intention of this research is to guide municipalities to strategically work with citizen
engagement for the SDGs. This research also shows how to derive criteria to map the SDGs to
Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement through an analysis phase. The reason behind our
research is to contribute to the sustainability science field, raising the value of working
strategically with the SDGs on a local level. Furthermore, our research also aims to add a
knowledge to the practitioners in the field of citizen engagement when working with complex
issues.
To guide municipalities in Sweden to take an effective, strategic approach for engaging
citizens when working with SDGs; this study focuses on the following research questions:
Research question: What level of citizen engagement is required to strategically work with
SDGs in municipal context?
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2 Methods
Our research employs systems thinking as an overarching reasoning throughout the study. The
study addresses citizens engagement when implementing the SDGs localy. As the goals
attempts to address the underlying complex issue of the sustainability challenge, we have
chosen methods that would maintain the bigger picture of the socio-ecological system, and the
interactions that would happen between the parts of the sub-systems. The methods that our team
has chosen to address the research question are categorized into an analytical method, a
mapping method and an evaluative method.
For us to be able to answer our research question (RQ) we first started with the analytical
phase where we chose:
1. Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD) which is a strategic
planning tool used to address complex issues, it enables planners to employ a
system thinking approach, and it helps keeping planning within sustainable
systems boundaries to avoid unplanned trade-offs, it also allows forecasting
the desired future
2. Value Stream Analysis (VSA), which is a systematic method, it enables
identifying issues and /or solutions as an upstream or downstream. Upstream
means addressing the origin and the root of the problem, when the solutions
are been made up in the value chain, in the system itself. Whereas, downstream
means addressing the consequences of the root problem at the end of the value
chain, these consequence problems most probably are the results of the
system`s errors.
The FSSD and the (VSA) were meant to analyse the (SDGs) as complex systems where a linear
line of causality is not possible to map out.
Then in the mapping phase a Relational Matrix Map (RMM) was created. The (RMM) is a
visual figure built upon the scientific based criteria mentioned in the analytical phase, where
each SDG was mapped to a level of Arnstein’s ladder for citizen engagement. The (RMM) can
be used as a strategic guide to plan for the citizen engagement when working for SDGs in the
municipalities.
To be able to relate the results to the field, this was followed by an evaluative phase, we chose
group interview and observations to evaluate the (RMM) and the validity of it from professional
practitioners of citizen engagement within Karlskrona Municipality.
So, as mentioned our methods have been over three phases, an analytical phase, a mapping and
an evaluative phase. The method design is illustrated in the below figure 2.1:
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Figure 2.1: Methods Phase Design

The first analytical phase consisted of two stages, it aimed to assess the SDGs from a
sustainable and strategic perspective in order to derive criteria for the relational matrix map that
is used for mapping complex relations. For that reason, in stage 1, we used the Framework for
Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD) as a conceptual framework. We presented the
findings of the FSSD analysis in a targeted literature review style, where a targeted literature
was conducted, and our results was presented by showing examples from other researches
which align with these findings. The researchers selected this way of presenting the result of
FSSD to strengthen the findings by other studies.
Then we used Value Stream Analysis (VSA) through analysing the language of the SDGs, we
used synonyms for some words in order to read into what level in a value stream does each
SDG address. Both analysing tools of stage 1 and stage 2 that chosen were built on a system
thinking perspective, in order to keep a holistic view while giving a focus into the components’
interactions, and to understand how the SDGs are addressing the complexity of sustainable
development.
The second phase is the mapping phase, our aim was to map the relation between the SDGs to
Arnstein’s ladder of citizen engagement according to the criteria derived from the results of
Phase 1. We used a mapping method that was guided by the results of phase 1 that formed a set
of criteria to map the SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder.
The third phase aimed to get practitioner’s evaluation for the relational matrix map and the
criteria used behind it. We used evaluative methods to assess the results of phase 1 and 2.
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Which are group interview from practitioners’ perspective as well as observations at the
Municipality of Karlskrona as triangulation of data.

2.1 Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development
(FSSD)
Phase 1- Stage 1: Analysing the SDGs from a strategic sustainability perspective using the
Framework for Strategic Sustainable Development (FSSD) as a conceptual framework.
Results of stage 1 analysis are shown in sections 3.1.1, 3.1.2. and 3.1.3.
The FSSD was developed late 1980s by a group of Swedish scientists through a consensus
process, which after several interactions, it resulted in the creation of a unifying,
transdisciplinary and operative definition of sustainability, as well as an approach for systems
thinking that could be applied in any context at any scale (Broman and Robèrt 2015). To address
the complexity within sustainability, the FSSD has been designed to give guidance to
strategically move any planning with regions, organizations towards ecological and social
sustainability (Missimer 2015).
The FSSD is a strategic planning tool within complexity because it is proven to aid planning
process in thoroughly understanding a systems perspective. It also aids more effective planning
between the sustainable development system boundaries, making it possible to forecast, model
and assess sustainable potentials throughout the planning process. Furthermore, it offers the
possibility for more effective collaboration across disciplines and sectors, regions, and
stakeholder groups (Broman and Robèrt 2015). We used the FSSD to assess the SDGs as FSSD
consists of a clear definition of sustainability, nested systems for sustainable development helps
foresee potential consequences. Using FSSD helped to raise the awareness for the municipality
-and for any other organization working for the SDGs- to see the risks of trade-offs that might
occur among systems when implementing the SDGs in a local level, and to keep the planning
and implementation within the sustainability boundaries.
This phase supported our research with a strategic approach when working with the SDGs.
Results are explained in detail in this chapter, section 2.1.2.
2.1.1 5LM and the FSSD
The first element of the FSSD that has been used at this stage is a structuring model based on
the generic Five Level Model for planning in complex systems (5LF). As the SDGs are
addressing sustainability challenges, choosing the 5LM would be a useful tool that enables
strategic planners to get a clear understanding of complex systems and the interrelations
between its elements. Whereas for the FSSD, each level of the 5LM framework which are:
system, success, strategic guidelines, actions and tools, was examined by using a sustainability
lens. Results of the 5LF framework is in section 3.1.1 and results of the FSSD show in section
3.1.2.
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Table 2.1: The 5LF and the FSSD (Broman and Robèrt 2015).
Level

System

Success

5LF

FSSD
The system level includes principles of the
socio-ecological system, the overview of the
The system level includes the
sustainability challenge through interrelation
information related to the system
between the systems of sustainable
that the planning occurs in.
development; ecological, social and
economic.
The success level includes the definition of a
The success level includes the
vision aligned or in compliance with the
principles that define "success".
sustainability principles (described below).

The Strategic Guideline level
includes the guidelines of which The Strategic Guideline level includes how
Strategic
to choose the actions and tools to to approach the principle-framed vision
Guideline
achieve success within the strategically.
system.
Actions

The actions level includes the The actions level includes the actions that
actions that support to achieve support the socio-ecological system to move
success within the system.
towards sustainability.

Tools

The tools level includes the tools
that support the planning process
to achieve success within the
system.

The tools level includes all the tools that
support the plan to reach global sustainability
(e.g. Indicator number 10.5.1 Financial
Soundness within the SDG Framework).

2.1.2 Sustainability principles
The FSSD is a framework within the sustainability context which defines success as shifting
from unsustainable to sustainable socio-ecological systems. In order to do so, strategic planning
must be compliant with the eight sustainability principles that prevent further degradation of
the socio-ecological system (Broman and Robèrt 2015). The eight principles are the boundary
conditions where within the social and the environmental systems can be the desired future for
the planning and designing of the sustainable society (Broman and Robèrt 2017). The eight
sustainability principles were derived from an upstream approach, which is addressing the first
level in chains of causality, are (Broman and Robèrt 2015):
1. To eliminate the contribution to systematic increase in concentration of substances
extracted from earth’s crust.
2. To eliminate the contribution to systematic increase in concentration of substances
produced by society.
3. To eliminate the contribution to systematic increase in concentration to systematic
degradation by physical means.
4. To eliminate the contribution to structural obstacle to health.
5. To eliminate the contribution to structural obstacle to Influence.
6. To eliminate the contribution to structural obstacle to competence.
7. To eliminate the contribution to structural obstacle to impartiality.
8. To eliminate the contribution to structural obstacle to meaning-making.
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The analysis was done by highlighting risk of misalignments to the SPs by looking into the
implementation of the SDGs. The results of sustainability principles analysis are shown in
section 3.1.2.
2.1.3 Nested systems
To examine the SDGs, we were in need for a
tool that ensures keeping the big picture of
the global systems perspective visible while
analysing each SDG that addresses the nested
sub- systems. Broman and Robèrt 2015)
explains that the environment and social
systems not only to overlap, but they are
nested systems. The nested systems concept
helps to avoid the trade-offs of the SDGs
while implementing them, this is done by
working within the 8 sustainability principles
constrains. So, our intention of assessing the
SDGs within the FSSD was to identify any
side effects that might result while
implementing the SDGs, in order not to cause
further damage to socio-ecological system.
Figure 2.2: Sustainable development systems
as nested systems

As the nested systems is a feature of the
FSSD, the results were imbedded in the
results of section 3.1.2.

2.2 Value Stream Analysis (VSA) – An SDG analysis
Phase 1- Stage 2: Analysing the SDGs by classifying their language according to upstream
and downstream concepts as a Value Stream Analysis (VSA). Results of stage 2 analysis are
shown in section 3.1.4.
As mentioned in the previous section 1.2.2, the SDGs needed to be analysed in respect to their
addressing of complexity, so we have chosen VSA as it enables us to define wither an SDG is
upstream, where actions are targeting the root problem, where the bigger responsibility is the
municipality’s making changes in the systems itself before moving to citizens. Or wither an
SDG is a downstream, where actions are targeting the consequences of the problem, where it
touches more people’s daily life and behaviours, and citizens need to be involved more, as they
are part of the change and the solutions. The reasons behind the choice of VSA is that it is views
systems from a holistic perspective (Toivonen and Siitonen 2016).
The analysis was based on the language used to describe each goal on their main site for the
UN (Sustainable development goals n.d). When the SDG language implies downstream, within
the value stream analysis, it is meant that the actions for the goal are addressing the
consequences in the value chain, which maybe a result from a system failure, an example would
be (SDG 8 Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable Economic Growth). Furthermore,
when an SDG implies upstream, we mean that the actions for the goal are addressing the origin
15

of causality in the value chain and maybe the failure of the system itself, an example would be
(SDG 6 Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all).
We analysed the language that describes each goal and searched if an SDG contains words that
imply either upstream, and/or downstream implications, both upstream and downstream or
neutral. This language implication was used as a first assessment for the SDGs, this does not
define that the SDGs can just be downstream or upstream, even when the analysis shows that
an SDG is upstream, this does not preclude other interpretations, this will be further discussed
in chapter 4.
The analysis was based on the below word classification:
x
x
x
x

“Build, make, ensure access to, ensure availability, production” would reflect an
upstream approach
“Promote, combat, sustainability manages, consumption” would reflect a downstream
approach
For the SDGs that contain language that implies both an upstream and downstream
implications we categorized them as “both upstream and downstream”.
For the SDGs that do not in their wording have a clear implication of upstream or
downstream approaches, we categorized it as “Neutral”.

The conversion of the words “builds” and “make” were interpreted to the synonym “create”.
Which was implied to address an action owner on a high level on the value stream – for
example; Policy makers. Likewise, the word “ensure access to” and “ensure availability” were
assumed as upstream due to a specific local action owner for ensuring the availability and access
for citizens. Furthermore, production was considered as upstream as the manufacturing stages
of products are done on higher level on a value stream.
Similarly, the words that conveyed downstream were due to the synonym conversion. The
word “promote” was converted to “actively support” and “encourage” which were more
passive and commercial language than it being directed at a certain action owner. Likewise,
the word “combat” was converted to “fight”, “sustainable manage” was converted to
“influence”, and lastly, consumption is “purchase of goods”.
For the purpose of the VSA we had made assumptions:
x

x

An assumption made for SDG 2 “End hunger, achieve food security and improved
nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture” would include an upstream approach
because it relates to human basic necessity. The reason is to avoid simplifying the
complexity of such problems of sustainable development, specifically when it touches
a human survival level.
Another assumption made was related to SDG 17 “Strengthen the means of
implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development” due
to it addressing a global level, and our research was addressing local level we assumed
it being an upstream approach.
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2.3 Relational Matrix Map (RMM) - Mapping SDGs to
Arnstein’s ladder
Phase 2: Mapping the relation between the SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder for CE according to
value stream analysis for the Relational Matrix Map (RMM). Results of this phase are shown
in section 3.2.

For our second phase we decided to map the relationship between the SDGs and Arnstein’s
ladder for citizen engagement. The reason behind using a relationship matrix mapping because
it allows relatively complex situations to be analysed in a graphic manner. It exposes
interactions between the relation of two variables that help to understand, via a visual, complex
relationships. To answer our RQ, we chose to have a visual mapping of the relationship between
the SDGs and Arnstein’s ladder. We were in need to create a tool that be used for strategic
planning for the citizen engagement for the SDGs, the RMM was a clear interpretation for such
a tool that can be easily understood and used by practitioners.
For the composition of the criteria for the mapping, our team used SDGs with risk of
misalignment which are referred to as potential trade-offs in section 3.1.3, and the result of the
VSA in section 3.1.4 according to the SDGs classification Upstream, Downstream, Both Upstream and Downstream-, and Neutral. Both results guided our targeted research to find
relations between the analysis and how that can be translated into citizen engagement within
municipal context. As for citizen engagement we specifically focused our research for
Arnstein’s ladder levels and rungs of participation.
As a result of the composition, we came up with the below criteria that we used to map the
SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder for the RMM:
x

Upstream SDGs that require policy change, they are placed on the first level of
Arnstein’s ladder, (the non-participation level) where the actions of the SDG require a
systematic change by policymakers. Solutions for upstream means finding solutions to
original causality, at a policy-level, and across sectors of society – communities,
governments, and businesses. (King County 2008).

x

Downstream SDGs which address the consequences of a systems problem, like SDG
13, Climate Action, are placed on the second level, the consultation level of Arnstein’s
ladder, at the fifth rung (Placation), as the goal addresses actions happening down in the
value chain, actions need to happen at individual and family level (King Country 2008)
for the reason higher participation level will result in higher sense of responsibility.


Downstream goals like climate change require a higher level of
engagement for the citizens in order to reach a shared effective solution.
“Climate change is one of the greatest threats facing humankind today.
And it’s going to need huge efforts from all of us individuals,
governments, businesses, schools and other organisations, working
together for a better climate and a better future.” Miguel Arias Cañete,
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EU Commissioner for Climate Action and Energy (European UnionClimate action, n.d.).
x

When an SDG is classified as both -upstream and downstream- it requires policy change
in addition to citizen participation, these SDGs were placed on the second level of
Arnstein’s ladder, at rung 4 (consultation), where citizen are given the chance to hear
and be heard, but still the decision is in the hands of power holders. However, this level
creates a chance for feedback loops from citizens that can inform the decisions to be
taken by power holders.

x

For SDGs with Neutral language implications of value stream analysis, they were placed
on level 2 of Arnstein’s ladder, rung 5 (placation), which is a higher level of tokenism
where citizens are given the chance to advise, but still, the decision is in the hands of
the powerholders. Such SDGs assumingly would require multi-stakeholder dialogue
participation and their contributions would be valuable for powerholders to arrive at a
decision for policy change.

x

SDGs with risk of misalignment that resulted from FSSD analysis were placed on the
third level of Arnstein’s ladder, (citizen control level). The negotiations around tradeoffs require attention towards an inclusive, just and fair manner that can manage and
synergies trade-offs, while acknowledging the consequences all while being transparent
(Bowen et al. 2017).

2.4 Group Interview
Phase 3: Running a group interview for citizen engagement with a group of practitioners in
Karlskrona Municipality, in order to evaluate the criteria used for mapping the SDGs to
Arnstein’s ladder and the criteria used for RMM. Results of this phase were transcribed and
coded as shown in section 2.6.
Group interview is a qualitative data collection method includes pragmatic qualitative research,
grounded theory and action research. The aim for this method is to create as near as possible
natural discussion where important information about the group consensus can be found (SavinBaden and Major 2013).
A group interview was suitable for our research, because we wanted to find diverse evaluative
opinions within a group of practitioners in Karlskrona Municipality that work with citizen
engagement, in order to evaluate our relational matrix map and its criteria. Our goal was to have
a focus group, but due to the limited number of practitioners available within the time we had,
we transferred it into group interview.
Our relationship with the participants, who are public workers at Karlskrona Municipality was
on a professional standard. Transparency by principle, we gave them general information about
our research plan and design and made sure the content was understandable for them. While
doing the interview we kept full respect and awareness of time.
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Criteria for choosing Interviewee:
The practitioners who took part in the group interview were chosen from Karlskrona
Municipality according to the following criteria:
1. Have played a part of a planning, execution and implementation team for a project within
citizen engagement context that has been carried out in the past 2 years.
2. The part they played within citizen engagement project has not been less than 3 months
executively.
At the start of the session, a confidentiality stipulation was signed by both parties before starting
the group interview, then we arranged a meeting room at Karlskrona Municipality for the group
that consisted of 4 public workers. The interviewees have all worked in different types of
projects where they have used citizen dialogue to increase citizen engagement. They have all
been partaking in the dialogue training from Sveriges kommuner och Landsting (SKL) the
council that support and provide the training for the public workers in Sweden.
Starting the session, one of our team members presented a PowerPoint presentation a brief
description of value stream analysis criteria for analysing and classifying the SDGs were given
to the practitioners. Another member of our group was an observer, in order to include the body
language and the unspoken reactions of the practitioners during the meeting. And our third
member led the dialogue guided by our open-ended questions to critically evaluate the criteria
used in our relational matrix map through a semi-structured interview.
Questions tended to be open-ended, giving the interviewees the freedom to share their opinions
and experiences, while at the same time generating data that can be compared across
respondents (Savin-Baden and Major 2013). The dialogue was mostly in Swedish, as it was the
language the participants preferred to express in. However, the questions were communicated
in English and were aimed to get the interviewee`s evaluation of our RMM. The questions also
aimed to show to which level the practitioners are welling to engage their citizen when working
for the SDGs. We also aimed to sense how did they react to the upstream and downstream
SDGs and the suggested level of engagement according to our mapping. Later in the interview,
interviewees were asked to share an individual experience of mapping their projects to the
Swedish citizen engagement ladder.

2.5 Observations
Phase 3: Observing a Network meeting between 16 public workers who all have taken part
of SKL´s training in citizen dialogue. The meeting was held at Karlskrona Municipality. We
did the observation in order to learn from their experience in working with citizen
engagement. As well as to strengthen statements that had already been said in the group
interview. The results from the group observation is presented in section 3.3 together with
the result from the group interview.
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A group observation was suitable for our research since we wanted to listen and observe a free
dialogue about citizen engagement between the public workers, with the observation we wanted
to strengthen our qualitative study.
Our relationship with the participants, who are employees at Karlskrona Municipality was on
professional standards. With transparency in mind, we gave them general information about
our research, for what we were researching about. While observing the dialogue we only
listened without asking questions or interact, so we did not steer their discussion in any way.
At the start of the session we introduced us and our research, as well as asked for permission to
record, observe and use their dialogue to our result. The meeting was happening at Karlskrona
Municipality and the group consisted of 16 employees. The participants have all worked in
different types of projects where they have used citizen dialogue to increase citizen engagement.
The dialogue between the employees was facilitated from one of the coordinators of the citizen
dialogue at Karlskrona Municipality. The facilitator invited everyone to present themselves and
share when they attended the training, what field they have worked in and how long experience
they had. Since the meeting was held in Swedish only one member of our team took part and
later analysed the result from the group interview with the learning from the observation. Notes
were taken throughout the observation to remember reactions as well as if participants seemed
to mention similar things as the group interview. The observer also took notes in order to relate
to learnings from the group interview and the observation group.
With ethics in mind we reached out to the group after the meeting to ask if we could use direct
quotes. They did not feel comfortable being quoted, however agreed for us to summarize our
observation and relate to the themes that we had already found in the little group. We
summarized the observation after every theme in the result. Then we invited our contact person
at Karlskrona Municipality to read it through and approve that we could use it in our result.
The facilitator asked open questions and made sure to hear at least something from everyone.
It was a variety between the participant`s years of experience with CE, and the time they have
had the training from SKL.

2.6 Data analysis method
Transcription and Coding for the Group interview and the observation. Results of this phase
are shown in section 3.3.
The group interviewed were asked for a formal confidentiality consent to be voice recorded for
analysis purposes before the interview started. The recording was transcribed verbatim by our
team. Later, the transcript was analysed for research purposes.
After the transcription was done, we started coding the data. For Coding, we first individually
took the time to read the transcriptions and reflect on patterns that have been raised throughout
the interview. Then we collectively brainstormed the patterns of subjects that we found and put
them together in a shape of a mind map. One of our team members lead the team throughout
the process as a facilitator making sure that we have covered the content of transcription and
that all patterns are added to the mind map. Later we had a discussion of how to cluster the
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arising patterns onto themes that would be included in the results shown in section 3.3 of our
research. Then, as a group, we clustered the quotes and combined them into summaries per
theme. We used the themes as subtitles under our results in section 3.3.

2.7 Ethics
During our research we have carefully followed ethical considerations, confidentiality of the
individuals who took a part of this research while mentioning the outcome anonymously
throughout chapters 3 and 4.

2.8 Limitations and strengths
Regarding limitation, our research initially requested a group of attendees between 6-12
participants from Karlskrona Municipality however, only four could participate. We have
conducted the interview due to the time limitation. For that reason, we have furthered our
evaluation phase more and targeted a triangulation of data by also attending an observation at
Karlskrona Municipality.
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3 Results
In the introduction- chapter one - we point out the municipality to be a key driver for societies
when transition into sustainability, as well as the importance for municipalities to work with
citizen engagement. As mentioned from Hawkins and Wang (2011) in chapter one, when
municipalities develop partnership and dialogue with their inhabitants, the environmental work
can become more efficient and develop sustainable societies. In the following section we
present the results from the FSSD analysis of the SDGs. We also show results from Value
Stream analysis (VSA) and Relational Matrix Map (RMM) as well as the feedback for the VSA
and RMM from the group interview. In addition, there is also results presented from the group
observation that can be related to other parts of the result.
The areas the interviewees gave us insight and experience from citizen engagement projects for
how to develop the city centre, improve mental health in schools, strategic environmental
sustainability, and crime prevention work. The experiences and examples have been clustered
by themes. For some of the themes more than one interviewee examples are used, for other
themes only one was relevant, however exclusion of other interviewees does not mean that they
did not contribute to answer the questions in this theme. In the cases we excluded an interviewee
solely means their answer did not connect the theme during the group interview.
Themes discovered during the group interview are why citizen engagement, current reality of
citizen engagement in municipal context, evaluation for upstream and downstream approach
used in this research and finally social factors that can be barriers and enablers for citizen
engagement.

3.1 The SDG Framework: Analysis results
Using the 5LM and the FSSD explained in section 2.1.1 enabled us to analyse the SDG through
defining the SDG`s system, success, strategic guidelines, tools and actions. The outcome of
this analysis is described below accordingly. We have chosen to deliver the results of this
analysis by a targeted literature review, in order to express the ideas generated and show how
it corresponds with other research done in the field, with the 5LM and FSSD models and flow.
3.1.1 The SDG framework: A holistic View
The SDG framework is a global consensus (UNSSC 2016) that require accountability, and
collective action for the 17 SDGs all-together by nations, communities, and organizations all
while being inclusive in decision-making and implementation as to “not leave anyone behind”
(UNSSC 2016, University of Copenhagen n.d). Accountability and collective action are
required at every level within societies and across nations (Bowen et al. 2017) in order to move
the world towards the transdisciplinary vision.
The diversification between the SDGs makes it easier to adopt through different sectors;
whether it is NGOs, companies, public and private sectors (Zinkernagel et al. 2018). The
language of the SDGs contains words such as “affordable”, “reliable” “modern” and “access
to” which are words that adapt to the society they are being used in. In other words, their
meaning depends on which local society are they being used in (Adams 2015). For an example,
the word “affordable” in developing countries would be different in meaning than in non-
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developing countries. Such diversification and context relatable create the local adaptability
feature of the SDG framework.
The Wholeness of the SDG framework lacks scientific and conceptual underpinning (Griggs et
al. 2017). However, the purpose of UN was not to over-simplify global challenges through the
language used to describe the SDGs. As this would misrepresents the political complexity that
went into crafting the new agenda for 2030 that governments are adopting today (Adams 2015),
if otherwise, it could have been a world in desperate need to start at any point with sustainable
development.
The UNs imprecise language used to describe the SDGs for simplifying the goals has lost the
concept of “sustainable development” (Adams 2015) and therefore makes loose sense of
accountability and implementation. As an example, if we investigate goal 17 is “the global
partnership for sustainable development”, Adam (2015) explains that a partnership among rich
and poor governments towards the common objective drops the means of implementation of
how such partnership could be achieved. While making ‘partnership’ plural which creates loose
accountability within stakeholders.
A risk of implementation of the SDG Framework would be lost in selectivity, simplification,
and national adaptation (Fukuda-Parr 2016). Since they are 17 goals and 169 targets, it will be
a couple of goals and targets that will be addressed by policy and allocated resources for its
implementation. The priorities when integrating the SDGs into a development intervention plan
are dependent on the aim of the strategic plan and its priorities within a certain setting (Sachs
2012).
The SDG framework, aside from the 17 goals, also consists of 169 targets related to the SDGs
which are prescriptive actions, assisted by 232 indicators (UN Sustainable Development Goals
n.d). Some tools that aid the SDG implementation can be found in indicators for the goals
themselves such as goal 12 which is: Material footprint, Global food loss index. In other cases,
indicators such as indicator number 10.5.1 Financial Soundness Indicators can be an active aid
tool.
Additional tools that aid the SDG framework implementation can be frameworks such as Addis
Ababa Action Agenda, Paris Climate Accord, UN Global Compact and SENDAI Framework
for disaster risk reduction Metadata tools: UN Stats Platform for Reporting and High-Level
Political Forum.
3.1.2 The SDG framework when addressing sustainability: A
holistic view
As previously mentioned in chapter 1, the SDG framework was not developed as a framework
to assess sustainable development, it is constantly being used that way specifically on a local
level (Zinkernagel et al. 2018). Furthermore, they highlight a need for building for practitioners
who monitor SDG implementation, especially on the local level according to the level of
governance the SDGs require (Zinkernagel et al. 2018). Attempting to maximize each SDG to
address one or two of the systems does not achieve sustainability, because the consequences
imposed on the other systems are not considered (Barbier and Burgess 2017). The interactions
between the goals and targets may be inconsistent and potentially unsustainable (UNSSC 2016).
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Strategic guidelines for implementing the SDG framework
Sustainability can only be achieved when we balance the trade-offs between aspects of the
SDGs, however, there may be important trade-offs between aspects of the SDGs that are too
critical (Barbier and Burgess 2017). As Bowen et al. (2017) explains that managing trade-offs
comes down to the flow of setting priorities. However, the controversy is about “how these
choices of priority setting are made” and who shall make them, that is still an open question.
Rather than the continuous predictions that there is one perfect decision to be made to setting
such priority, an inclusive decision-making process should be set at the forefront.
The contradictory of the SDG Framework is extracted from the enviable tension between
economic development, environmental sustainability and social inclusion (Bowen et al. 2017).
Such contradiction creates trade-offs between the SDGs, meaning an unrealistic expectation of
achieving the SDGs at the same course of time, there will be a need to balance between the
SDGs to order to manage the trade-offs. Bowen et al. (2017) explains how the gap within the
SDGs continuous tension would be to identify such trade-offs and ways of addressing them.
As an example, the SDGs assume that economic growth addressed in goal 8 can continue
without restrictions, while using it to end poverty by improving access to financial services.
However, another goal promotes combating climate change creates a contradictory to goal 8,
because economic growth remains degrading the environmental resources all while
contradicting the core purpose of the SDGs existence (Madeley 2015).
3.1.3 The Sustainability Principles analysis for the SDGs
In the sustainability principles analysis, we have investigated the 17 SDGs, and analysed the
implication of the different implementations towards them. The table below is for the SDGs
that imply a risk of misalignment or trade-offs with sustainability principles. However, for the
implementation of these goals to be sustainable the applications are to happen within the
boundaries of the sustainability principles. Within the table, possible risks of misalignments are
shown, the description given is a representative example of a risk and not the only possible
instance that might occur while implementing these SDGs.
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Table 3.1: An Analysis of the SDGs to the sustainability Principles.

The SDGs

SDG2, End
hunger

Risk of misalignment with the Sustainability Principles
Assuming no change happen to the way agriculture is practiced today, due
to the current diets and production practices, feeding 7.6 billion people is
degrading terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, depleting water resources, and
driving climate change (Poore and Nemecek 2019). It is particularly
challenging to find solutions that are effective across the large and diverse
range of producers that characterize the agricultural sector (Poore and
Nemecek 2019).
According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
(FAO) agriculture is responsible for 18% of the total release of greenhouse
gases world-wide (Time for change. n.d). This would mean that having the
energy and resource-wise agriculture as it is functioning currently is part of
the sustainability challenge, where SP1, SP2, and SP3 are compromised.

SDG8 Decent
Work and
Economic
Growth

The maintenance of economic growth will degrade the natural resources.
The statement of having an economical growth without degrading the
environment implies a contradiction (University of Copenhagen n.d). The
maintenance of economic growth will degrade the natural resources. The
economy today, depends to such big degree on resources, that is violating
the environmental system; one of the sustainable development systems
(University of Copenhagen n.d).
Increasing business as usual in our economic system means an increasing
use of natural resources, where again SP1, SP2 and SP3 are compromised.
Global growth of 3% per year renders it empirically infeasible to achieve (a)
any reductions in aggregate global resource use and (b) reductions in CO2
emissions rapid enough to stay within the carbon budget for 2°C. In other
words, Goal 8 violates the sustainability objectives of the SDGs (Hickel
2019).
When Industry and infrastructure continue without a change in our economic
system, assumingly it requires using natural resources, again the three
ecological principles SP1, SP2 and SP3 will suffer relatively directly.

SDG9
Industry,
innovation
With the fact that the SDGs offer no quantified target for resource efficiency,
and
Infrastructure and do not specify what a sustainable level of material footprint might be.
(Hickel 2019), the risk of misalignment with sustainability principles exist
while implementing this goal.
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SDG 12
Responsible
consumption
and
Production
Pattern

Although consumption and production in this SDG is described as
responsible which imply a change in the current economic system, still the
lack of a clear guidance could lead the process of implementation to a
misalignment with the ecological sustainability principles SP1, SP2 and SP3
due to natural resources usage.
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 12 “Ensure sustainable consumption
and production patterns” has achieved some progress to date, but significant
gaps remain, and implementation efforts have so far been seriously underresourced. However, despite evident progress on the development of
policies, knowledge resources and technical tools, the application and
implementation of these to foster concrete and tangible changes in practices
and impacts remains limited (Sustainable Development Goal 2018).
This SDG does not imply a change in the current business system, so the
goal might not be enough to bring the emissions down to the needed level,
here would be still a violation to SP1 and SP2.

SDG13
Climate
Action

The lack of defining the emissions cuts, greenhouse gas level in the target
of SDG 13 might lead to continue raise the average temperature of the Earth
which would contribute to climate change. The UNFCCC's Paris
Agreement, which entered into force in November 2016, commits the world
to keeping global warming to no more than 2°C above preindustrial levels—
and this is what the SDGs therefore pledge to uphold. However, the
emissions reductions that the Paris Agreement commits to thus far are not
adequate to achieve this goal (Hickel 2019).

3.1.4 “Value Stream Analysis” for the SDGs
An action for a single SDG would address one of the sustainable development systems,
However, the actions needed when working with SDGs vary. For actions addressing the
consequences of errors resulting from societal design and how it operates would be a
downstream approach (Broman and Robèrt 2015). For an upstream approach would be an action
addressing the first level in chains of causality, which throughout time, will result in a steady
reduction in the demand for addressing downstream challenges and align the conditions that
support communities to flourish (King County 2008). Below table 3.2 shows results:
Table 3.2: The results of the value stream analysis per SDG.
UN Sustainable Development Goals
- (SDGs)

Upstream Downstream Both Neutral

Goal End poverty in all its forms
everywhere
1

X

End hunger, achieve food security
Goal and improved nutrition and promote
2
sustainable agriculture *(An
assumption included)

26

X

UN Sustainable Development Goals
- (SDGs)

Upstream Downstream Both Neutral

Goal Ensure healthy lives and promote
3
well-being for all at all ages

X

Ensure inclusive and equitable
Goal
quality education and promote
4
lifelong learning opportunities for all

X

Goal Achieve gender equality and
5
empower all women and girls
Ensure availability and sustainable
Goal
management of water and sanitation
6
for all
Goal Ensure access to affordable, reliable,
7
sustainable and modern energy for all

X
X
X

Promote sustained, inclusive and
Goal sustainable economic growth, full and
8
productive employment and decent
work for all

X

Build resilient infrastructure,
Goal
promote inclusive and sustainable
9
industrialization and foster innovation
Goal Reduce inequality within and among
10 countries
Make cities and human settlements
Goal
inclusive, safe, resilient and
11
sustainable
Goal Ensure sustainable consumption and
12 production patterns
Goal Take urgent action to combat climate
13 change and its impacts

X
X
X
X
X

Conserve and sustainably use the
Goal
oceans, seas and marine resources for
14
sustainable development

X

Protect, restore and promote
sustainable use of terrestrial
Goal ecosystems, sustainably manage
15 forests, combat desertification, and
halt and reverse land degradation and
halt biodiversity loss

X
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UN Sustainable Development Goals
- (SDGs)

Upstream Downstream Both Neutral

Promote peaceful and inclusive
societies for sustainable development,
Goal
provide access to justice for all and
16
build effective, accountable and
inclusive institutions at all levels
Strengthen the means of
implementation and revitalize the
Goal
global partnership for sustainable
17
development * (An assumption
included)

X

X

Legend:
Bold and Underlined letters

Words that imply Upstream

Bold letters

Words that imply Downstream

3.2 Relational matrix map for SDGs and Arnstein’s ladder
In this section, we reveal the matrix map that draws the relation between the SDGs and
Arnstein’s ladder.
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Table 3.3: Relational Matrix map relating SDGs 1 to 9 to Arnstein’s ladder

Citizen
engagement
ladder rungs
8. Citizen
Control
7.Delegated
Power

6. Partnership

Description for Each Level/
Rung
The citizens obtain the majority of
decision-making seats or full
managerial power.
Municipalities and civil society
together are responsible for
running the projects and negotiate
the trad-offs and evaluate it.

Non Participative, cure or educate
the participants. Achieve public
support by Public relations.

Citizens are given the chance to
advise, but still, the decision is in
5. Placation
the hands of the powerholder
“inviting citizens’ opinions and
therefore “consulting” the citizen
4.Consultation
in the decision making or
planning process
No channel provided for
feedback and no power for
negotiation” (Arnstein, 1969, p.
219). The most frequent tools
3. Information used for informing citizens
include news media, a one way
communication which discourage
questioning
2.Therapy
1.Manipulation

SDGs 1
End
Poverty

X

X

X

X

X

SDG8
Decent
SDG9
Work and
SDG3,
SDG4
SDG5 SDG6 Clean
Industry,
Ensure
Quality
Gender Water and SDG7Affordable Economic innovation and
SDG2,End
hunger healthy lives Education Equality Sanitation and clean energy Growth Infrastructure

X

X

X

X
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Table 3.4: Relational Matrix map relating SDGs 10 to 17 to Arnstein’s ladder

Citizen
engagement
ladder rungs
8. Citizen
Control
7.Delegated
Power

6. Partnership

Description for Each Level/
Rung
The citizens obtain the majority of
decision-making seats or full
managerial power.
Municipalities and civil society
together are responsible for
running the projects and negotiate
the trad-offs and evaluate it.

Non Participative, cure or educate
the participants. Achieve public
support by Public relations.

Citizens are given the chance to
advise, but still, the decision is in
5. Placation
the hands of the powerholder
“inviting citizens’ opinions and
therefore “consulting” the citizen
4.Consultation
in the decision making or
planning process
No channel provided for
feedback and no power for
negotiation” (Arnstein, 1969, p.
219). The most frequent tools
3. Information used for informing citizens
include news media, a one way
communication which discourage
questioning
2.Therapy
1.Manipulation

SDG10
Reduced
Inequality

X

SDG11
Sustainable
Cities and
Communities

X

X

SDG 12
Responsible
consumption
and
Production

X

SDG13
Climate
Action

X

X

SDG16
SDG14
SDG 17
Peace,
Life
SDG 15 Justice and Partnership
Below Life on
for the
Strong
Water
Goals.
Land Institutions

X

X
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3.3 Practitioners evaluation of the results
This part of the result presents practitioners’ experiences from working with citizen
engagement. It contains summaries of challenges they encountered on the field with their
personal experience. We shared the idea about upstream and downstream approach during the
group interview in order to use the practitioner’s knowledge and experience as a justification.
It also contains a validation for the Relational Matrix Map (RMM), also a validation for the
Value Stream Analysis as a criterion being used. It helped conclude how to strategically work
with citizen engagement for the SDGs on local level with practical perspective.
From the observation at the second meeting we only refer to general knowledge among the
employees who have worked with citizen engagement and took part of the dialogue training.
We did not explain the upstream/downstream approach for them, and therefore they did not
comment on it.
3.3.1 Why is citizen engagement used?
A subject of discussion within our evaluation phase was the importance of knowing why to use
citizen dialogue and strive to engage citizens. One interviewee stated it to be necessary due to
dynamism and complexity the world is facing.
We are facing such challenges that this is a necessity for us to be able to keep our work
ongoing, we cannot do everything on our own. And believe that the system can manage
to hold that. We need to have citizens participating to help solve problems, they/we are
a part of the system, all of us living here in the municipality need to be engaged and get
the opportunities to be engaged (interviewee 1 2019).
The interviewee is confirming the need for a holistic view for the society and describes the
municipality as a system where citizens and the public workers all together are responsible to
create a more sustainable society, as well as having the freedom and the opportunity to
participate.
Another interviewee where concerned that sometimes the citizens might find the municipality
decision inconvenient and struggle to see the decision you took as a public worker beneficial.
The development that you need to do might not be an action that the individual wants
to see happen. For example, to take away parking lots, it´s not really that people are
very happy to take away that (interviewee 4 2019).
This statement reflects the public workers' view that citizen engagement is something worth
working for in order to reach a sustainable society.
That’s what co-creation or citizen dialogue and citizen budget is about, you allow the
citizens to be involved in the decisions and point out what they have to do. So, I think
it´s really relevant. BUT our politicians have to be comfortable and courage’s because
they have to let go of power and money. So, in this education we have now, we will talk
about citizens budget and I hope that it will be a decision that we can put some money
for a test in some are for some projects. But we are not there yet (interviewee 1 2019).
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From the group observation we learned how helpful the training from SKL has been in order to
get a greater understanding for citizen dialogue and the reason behind it. The participants had
a discussion of the trend we see in modern societies today, where many people go and vote
every fourth year, but the time between the elections you don´t hear much from them.
Participants in the group observation agreed that the dialogue help the planning a lot in order
to find out what citizens want. However, they stressed dialogue not solely to be about citizens
getting what they want, but rather that they get heard. Through dialogue, citizens, public
workers and politicians can meet in a conversation about things they can change/effect and
agree on which they can’t.
3.3.2 Current reality for how public workers uses Arnstein’s ladder
The public workers are familiar with Arnstein’s ladder, and the adapted version of it in Sweden
called the Dialogue ladder. On the question; How do you currently chose how to work with
citizen engagement project? They answered,
“I think we just start this, to organize and say, how should we work with the dialogue?”
(interviewee 1 2019).
We are trying to find methods and knowledge about dialogue, because we see it is a
different kind of dialogue. Sometimes it is information, sometimes it is dialogue, real
dialogue” (interviewee 1 2019).
The interviewees have all taken part of the dialogue training from SKL. However, they are
anyhow struggling with knowing how to work with engagement.
“I believe the ladder is a good tool, because I believe that many managers think that
they have a good dialogue, when it´s in fact an informational meeting” (interviewee 2
2019).
Another concern they expressed was challenges with long-term decisions, not knowing where
to strategically place themselves on the ladder and related to that what level of citizen
engagement to use.
Where should you be in the ladder when working with long term decision? (interviewee
4 2019).
All respondents stressed the importance of including people from the start, while others mean
that you need to know from the beginning then whether they will be heard or not.
You need to know when the information is suiting, and when there really is a space for
co-creation and participation from the citizens (interviewee 1 2019).
Another interviewee stated that the issue not to gather people, it is to consider their opinions
into the policy making that is the challenge.
“Yeah you can gather people, that´s not the problem, to hear their voices. But to
take their voices in to the policy making, that the hard part. Yeah and the problems
with, how much should they be a part? And In what way? That’s kind of the hard
part to get our heads around” (interviewee 4 2019).
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Furthermore, it was more speculated in this quote below, pointing out the challenges for
leverage of CE on strategic level, within the municipality.
“I have spoken with sector managers since they got the opportunity to take part of the dialogue
training together with the politicians. But they have decided to not take part in it since they
trust the people that have taken part of the training. And believe that we can manage the tools.
I can feel that this creates a gap, then it is up to us to set guidelines for how citizen dialogues
will be held and how to work with ladder, we need to steer this work somehow” Interviewee 1,
2019.
The interviewee also expressed lack of strategic guidelines for CE within the municipality.
The observation group reflected that it can be a challenge to foresee which level of the ladder
of citizen engagement is suitable to work with, as well as if the project suits working with
citizen dialogue. Some people shared their belief that it should happen from the beginning in
order to get the citizens voices heard, while others stressed the importance to wait until a project
owner know how big the decision inclusion will be. A couple of the participants where
requesting clearer guidelines for how to work with citizen dialogue ladder. The group briefly
touched upon SDGs as a new area to work with and speculated about how important it is to
work to achieve all 17 goals, but also how challenging that is and how they would need better
support in form of strategical guidelines in order to succeed well with the citizen engagement.
3.3.3 Evaluation of the Value stream analysis and Relational Matrix
map
We presented the relational matrix map (RMM) for the participants in the group interview. We
shared the idea with upstream/ downstream approach from the value stream analysis (VSA),
and this was one of the responses.
“I believe that this upstream/downstream could be useful, to know, is it really our own
system that we need to work on? Or is it the engagement from the citizens that can create
a change? Because we need to know when we have the possibility to work with the
system. So that we do not fool ourselves” (interviewee 1 2019).
To test this idea further we posed the question to the group if they believe climate change is a
result of a system failure? Or people behaviour?
I would say it´s a system failure, because you always talk about the economics of things,
not the other values. Our whole system is built on economics (interviewee 4 2019).
“Yes, we always have to do profit, all the time” (interviewee 1 2019).
Following answers also came up from interviewee 3 when the person asked if this could be a
way to understand upstream thinking as criteria for the map.
“We are working with this with parking in the city. To change, we are working more
for people to walk and go by bike or public transport” (interviewee 3 2019).
They as public workers try to plan the city centre to be more convenient to walk, bike or use
public transport and in compliance with that make it more inconvenient to drive and park.
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Interviewee two were questioning the RMM a bit more initially and stated the importance for
feedback and input for how to change the system.
“I am working in the educational world. Where research and scholars are pointing out
the grading system being a contributing to mental illness in the school. That is a very
big system failure. At the same time, we are constantly working with student-dialogues
to help them feeling better in the schools. How the student health care should work, and
it is incredibly important to get the feedback from the students on this, they are experts
on their own life, and their perception of the student health care” (interviewee 2 2019).
Interviewee one mentioned the combination of upstream and downstream action.
“I believe it is an interaction, to get effect/influence on the system, then you need to get
a “bottom up” engagement also, that highlights what is not working, since you have
missed the overview” (interviewee 1 2019).
With this statement interviewee one talks about both about the need to change the system but
also work with the dialogue in order to get feedback and input for how to change the system.
3.3.4 Barriers and enablers of citizen engagement
In order to succeed with citizen engagement there is a variety of aspects to be considered. From
the group interview we managed to derive enablers as well as barriers. The inclusivity of the
decision-making process was one important aspect to understand. All 4 interviewees agreed on
the importance of knowing the degree of influence the citizens will have on the decision-making
process before initiating engagement projects. However, if the purpose of the engagement is
only to notify them with a decision that will take place, it is still of importance for the
municipality to communicate the degree of influence in order to keep a transparent dialogue
with the citizens.
“I think it is really important that you know what you are going to do when you are
going out to meet our citizens. What kind of engagement do you want from them? How
much can they influence on the decision making?” (interviewee 1 2019)
The interviewees shared that politicians sometimes avoid the dialogue with citizens for two
reasons: one of which is due to their fear of not holding enough political influence to be
inclusive of the citizen’s voices, the second is due to their unwillingness to let go of power.
“You have to be really open, if you want to engage the citizens it has to be for real. You
need to know when its information is suiting, and when there really is a space for cocreation and participation from the citizens” (interviewee 1 2019).
The interviewees stress the need for transparency in the relation between public workers,
elected representative and citizens, no matter to what degree citizens will be included in the
decision-making process.
Another aspect to understand is the budget, in some cases the leaders/decision-makers are afraid
to open up for dialogue since they believe that citizens will ask for solutions that will demand
more resources than they have available.
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“Also, from economical aspects, the decision-makers that I meet, they are very afraid to open
up for dialogue and then receive wishes/opinions that requires big resources, money or time
that they in fact are not able to give and live up to” (Interviewee 2 2019).
Lack of resources and allocate them efficiently can hinder initiatives for citizen engagement to
happen. The public workers took the dialogue training last year and citizen engagement is a
fairly new way to work in the municipality, the representative elected has not taken part of the
training until now.
A third aspect that can enable or hinder citizen engagement is lack of representation in the
groups. The respondents presented reasoning behind this issue; firstly, they struggled to invite
the “right” people, referring to minority groups. Deficiency in the Swedish language ends up a
barrier when the invitations is done in only one language. Respondents gave example from
translated invitations enabling greater representation in successful projects.
“So, we invited people to come and take part and tried to use different channels to reach
people. It is a challenge to invite people who usually does not take part in a dialogue.
How to invite? How to include? Sometimes you need to knock doors. The language can
be a big barrier for some” (interviewee 1 2019).
Interviewee number one shared this also in the group observation they work in the field of
mental illness in schools as well as crime prevention. The two other respondents did not express
specific issues with this. The fourth aspect to consider is the need to reach same target group.
When working in different sectors within the municipality respondents sometimes ended up
reaching out to the same group of citizens.
“We have spoken about coordination also during the training. We don’t want to make
our citizens tired. Some sections have the same target group. So, we have a challenge
there for how to coordinate us together” (interviewee 1 2019).
The coordination aspect stresses the importance to respect citizens time and not reach out too
often to the same people for their opinion and engagement.
From the observation group we learned the criteria above mentioned to be a challenge they all
have faced. Some expressed it to be easy to get a broad representation in groups, while others
shared suggestions for how to work to achieve representation. They discussed that it could
depend on where in the city the dialogues were held. They also agreed on budget and decision
inclusion as sometimes tricky, and sometimes clear, depending on what project they had worked
in, as well as what resources they had. Many of the participants mentioned that they are in a try
out period and continuously are learning how to support leaders and politicians in order to
achieve successful dialogues. Some of them stated the importance to have the dialogue initially
from start of a project, other mentioned the degree of dialogue. From their experience they saw
dialogue to be useful in some situations, while in other cases it was information that was needed.
A shared overview and joint planning who to invite for citizen dialogue can enable appropriate
level of engagement and prevent to “tire out” citizens.
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4 Discussion
4.1 Framing our discussion
This chapter serves as an insight for the main results of this study, the language of the SDGs
and how did it affected mapping the SDGs to Arnstein´s ladder for citizen engagement (1969),
the Value Stream Analysis as an analysis criteria for the SDGs, the trade-offs of the SDGs as a
criterion and how they served the mapping, the RMM as a graphic tool that linked each SDG
to a level of Arnstein´s ladder. It also includes the social factors that were presented by the
group of practitioners that could help as an additional criterion for further recommended
research around SDGs and citizen engagement.

4.2 RMM as a graphical relation between CE and SDGs
The Relational Matrix Map (RMM) was built on a base language analysis of the SDGs, however
through the group interview feedback the RMM appears to be helpful for municipalities which
are still in the initial stage of planning for engaging their citizens when working for the
SDGs. This was clear in the answers from interviewee1 when the group were asked; How do
you currently chose how to work with citizen engagement project? They answered, “I think we
just start this, to organize and say, how should we work with the dialogue?” (interviewee 1
2019). Also, throughout the observation, some discussions were about the challenges to foresee
where on the ladder it is suitable to work with citizen engagement, as well as when in the project
it suits to work with citizen dialogue. This RMM would clarify a lot of vagueness about how to
engage citizen and why. The answer for How to engage citizens when working for the SDGs
is simplified by having each SDG linked to a specific level of engagement, and the municipality
role then is to find the suitable engaging activities, within this level of engagement which suits
the budget available, like public hearing, public forum, or forming a citizen committee. The
variation of citizen engagement levels linked to the SDGs in the RMM reflects what mentioned
in chapter one by Gustafsson and Ivner (2018) who stated about working with SDGs that it
requires different levels of citizen engagement. Why to engage citizens was also justified to a
good extent by relating the SDGs to an upstream and downstream. It was touched through the
group interview we had with practitioners in Karlskrona municipality that it was logical to be
able to define the main responsible for the change and build on it.
For upstream SDGs the municipalities need to build the system first, like for example SDG6
Water and Sanitation, and SDG7 Affordable Clean energy, then they can move on to citizens
to educate them about the new system. As well, for downstream SDGs, when the change has
to happen down at the end of the value chain, the municipality would have in mind that citizens
are an effective partner to make the change happen. This clarity of the rolls assisted by the
RMM would facilitate setting strategic planning guidelines for citizen engagement. And this
was a concern expressed by one of the practitioners in the group interview we had in Karlskrona
municipality, “We are trying to find methods and knowledge about dialogue, because we see it
is a different kind of dialogue. Sometimes it is information, sometimes it is dialogue, real
dialogue” (interviewee 1 2019).
On the other hand, as we referred earlier, based on the value stream analysis which was built
on the language implications of the SDGs, it is important to assure that not all SDGs that were
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analysed as downstream should eventually be addressed as downstream. Municipalities would
better explore locally if the changes should be made in the system itself or on the consequences
of the root problem. The results showed that some SDGs implied downstream actions, where
they should be treated as upstream due to the criticality of the issue, like SDG13 Climate Action,
Municipalities have to take the responsibility on their own and prioritize the SDGs and set the
higher budget according to the most urgent goals. This was assured by one of the interviewees
in Karlskrona municipality when we posed the question to the group if they believe climate
change is a result of a system failure? Or people behaviour? “I would say it´s a system failure,
because you always talk about the economics of things, not the other values. Our whole system
is built on economics” (interviewee 4 2019).
The value stream analysis has shown that SDG5 Gender Equality and Empower all Women and
Girls, has neutral language implications in regard to upstream and downstream, and it was
placed on the fifth rung (placation) at the RMM, where the citizens are given the chance to
advise. Assumingly, gender issue does need a high level of citizen engagement as RMM
shows. It is not enough for the municipality to have the system and regulation that support
gender equality, municipality need also to work closely with this target group, women and girls,
to be able to know the reality they live in within society, to know if there is an unwritten laws
that still work against women and girls, especially among minority groups. In many cases the
law in the country prevents the discrimination against women, However, in other cases, there
are structural obstacles that take the form of norms and/or beliefs. Municipalities need to work
closely for women to be able to know about their real situation. In such cases, municipalities
need to set special plan to change such regulations and behaviours around women. As
mentioned in chapter one Svara and Denhardt (2010) state that citizens and governments hold
different perspectives. However, they can reinforce each other if responsive, well-designed and
strategic approaches for citizen engagement are developed and supported by citizens and public
workers.
Through discussing the RMM with the practitioners, a set of other factors were raised by them,
which affects the citizen engagement. The social factors were budget, power dynamic, and
group representations. Since the map is built only on SDG's language implication, it restricts
the mapping therefore additional criterion can strengthen the RMM.

4.3 Stream analysis a useful criterion for mapping
As it was stated by one of the interviewees,
“I believe that this upstream/downstream could be useful, to know, is it really our own system
that we need to work on? Or is it the engagement from the citizens that can create a change?
Because we need to know when we have the possibility to work with the system. So that we do
not fool ourselves” (interviewee 1 2019).
Value stream analysis is a supportive assessment criterion for municipalities to map SDGs to
citizen engagement, and it was useful when mapping the SDGs to Arnestein`s ladder.
Furthermore, value stream analysis could support municipalities to map CE projects within their
context.
On the other hand, as we referred earlier, based on the value stream analysis which was built
on the language implications of the SDGs, it is important to assure that not all SDGs that were
analysed as downstream should eventually be addressed as downstream, municipalities would
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better explore locally if the changes should be made in the system itself or on the consequences
of the root problem.
The results showed that some SDGs implied downstream actions, where they should be treated
as upstream due to the criticality of the issue, like SDG13 Climate Action, Municipalities have
to take the responsibility on their own and prioritize the SDGs and set the higher budget
according to the most urgent goals. This was assured by one of the interviewees when we posed
the question to the group if they believe climate change is a result of a system failure? Or people
behaviour? we got a consensus from the group interview, as three of the interviewees agreed
with the first interviewees answer which was “I would say it’s a systems failure, because you
always talk about the economics of things, not the other values. Our whole system is built on
economics” (Interviewee 4 2019).

4.4 Social factors for mapping
From section 3.3.1 we learned that interviewees find citizen engagement to be necessary in
order to handle the dynamism and complexity of the world. “We are facing such challenges
that this is a necessity for us to be able to keep our work ongoing, we cannot do everything on
our own. And believe that the system can manage to hold that. We need to have citizens
participating to help solve problems, they/we are a part of the system, all of us living here in
the municipality need to be engaged and get the opportunities to be engaged” (interviewee 1
2019). The interviewees agree on the need of it but struggle to know how to work with CE. This
implies a lack of CE experience in the field. The public workers we interviewed only took part
of the training from SKL in citizen dialogue within the two recent years. During the group
interview as well as in the observation-group, participants expressed difficulties of knowing
when and how to use the ladder. This lack of understanding of CE in the field could be a barrier
when trying to derive factors to be considered when mapping the relation between the SDGs
and Arnstein’s ladder. This relates to what Brink and Wamsler (2017) from chapter one states
about how municipalities rarely promote proactive CE.
Anyhow in the cases that municipalities do work for CE, as we see happen more currently in
the transition into governance according to Atlee (2003). There are social factors to consider,
that can enable or hinder successful CE. This is also reinforced in the result section 3.3.4 and
further discussed below.
Representation
Interviewees reflected upon the challenge to invite the right people, referring to minority
groups. As they explained that the same group of people tend to show up, while certain groups
are lacking with their presence. “So, we invited people to come and take part and tried to use
different channels to reach people. It is a challenge to invite people who usually does not take
part in a dialogue. How to invite? How to include? Sometimes you need to knock doors. The
language can be a big barrier for some” (interviewee 1 2019).
Since one of the social factors for adaptive capacity of complex systems is diversity
(Missimer 2015), we see the importance to achieve representation from the society. However,
if representation fails, the result might be the opposite and can in worst case threaten
democracy (Tahvilzadeh 2015). Which also risk threatening the essence for the community and
society to collectively move towards a sustainable development.
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From result in section 3.2 we learned how the SDGs should create collective action within
communities as to “not leave anyone behind” (UNSSC 2016). This was a finding we argue to
be important in the work for a community and society to collectively achieve the vision of the
SDGs. Furthermore Tahvilzadeh (2015) state that with lack of representation there is a risk that
people not partaking becomes marginalized amongst the people that take part and by the
decision-makers.
Furthermore, the result from the group interview as well as research on the field, stress the
importance for municipalities to actively work to invite and reach out to more people than
usually shows up. Which also aligns with directions from SKL. Municipalities should both keep
the dialogue with people that usually take part but also find new channels and methods to reach
minorities. In order to reach greater knowledge from a more diverse group of people within the
society (Sveriges kommuner och landsting 2013).
Power
From the group interviews and group observation we learned how some of the workers and
politicians sometimes worry about handing over power to the people. From a sense of worries
for how to navigate in that new situation that shared power means. “You have to be really open,
if you want to engage the citizens it has to be for real. You need to know when its information
is suiting, and when there really is a space for co-creation and participation from the citizens”
(interviewee 1 2019). Traditionally the structure in municipalities and democratic societies
gives power to both politicians and public workers. This means a degree of freedom and power
to manage decision making, however also responsibility and pressure with doing so
(Sveriges kommuner och landsting 2013).
With respect to the complex system as the municipality constitute, it´s never black or white.
However, if citizens are more involved in the process and decision making, as an outcome from
CE. Meanwhile politicians and public workers still are expected to do carry the responsibility,
it can cause resistance among them. That’s what co-creation or citizen dialogue and citizen
budget is about, you allow the citizens to be involved in the decisions and point out what they
have to do; All of us living here in the municipality need to be engaged and get the opportunities
to be engaged (interviewee 1 2019). With systems thinking in mind, acknowledging the
importance to account for all parts of a system does not mean letting go of power or decisionmaking (Hummelbrunner 2006), but rather finding the right level of engagement.
Budget
Another factor that was mentioned in section 3.3.4 was budget restrictions. We learned from
the interviewees that some leaders and decision-makers where afraid to open for dialogue since
they believe that citizens will ask for solutions that will demand more resources than they have
available. “Also, from economical aspects, the decision-makers that I meet, they are very afraid
to open up for dialogue and then receive wishes/opinions that requires big resources, money or
time that they in fact are not able to give and live up to” (Interviewee 2 2019). However, as
guidelines from SKL mentioned in chapter one explains, using citizen engagement within the
steering process is not intended to replace the system for political representatives elected in a
democratic society. But rather to support the representatives elected through transparency, in
order to increase the knowledge and competence about the system and develop an interplay
between
the
ones
who
govern
and
citizens
according
to
Sveriges kommuner och landsting (2013). However, if public workers are restrained by
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budget it can be challenging to navigate that and can end up enabling or hinder successful
citizen engagement.
Some important insights learned from section 3.3.4 is how power and budget in relation to
citizen engagement is that politicians and officials could gain from viewing the support from
citizens as a resource for their work rather than a threat towards their power. Which Sveriges
kommuner och landsting (2013) also points out to be the aim; to see the citizens competence
as a resource in the work of shaping new municipalities. It means to use a variety of methods
to gain knowledge about the citizens values and give the citizens knowledge about
municipalities responsibilities, governance and operations. With an aim to through systematic
use of dialogues strengthens the democracy and efficiency
As section 3.3.4 can be understood technically and inform the VSA in first stage to improve on
the criteria’s and in second stage develop the RMM. In the sense that the VSA and neither
RMM took into consideration factors such as power, decision inclusion and allocations of
budget. However, those barriers and enablers can also be understood as an outcome from lack
of leverage for CE on a strategic level within the municipality. As mentioned in section 3.3.2.
were the interviewees mention it to be a gap between management and public workers
experience and understanding for CE. We suggest it to possibly more a lack of connections and
anchoring for CE to the overarching strategic plan within the municipality.

4.5 A strategic approach for citizen engagement
From the result section 3.3.2 we learned how the public workers currently are working with the
ladder does not seem to be using a strategic approach. “I think we just start this, to organize
and say, how should we work with the dialogue? (interviewee 1 2019).
Relating this back to Svara and Denhardt (2010) from chapter one and their idea of the smart
thing to do and the right thing to do. The smart thing to do – can be related to systems thinking.
There is a need to increase citizen involvement because local governments cannot solve
community problems alone (Svara and Denhardt 2010). They need to see and understand the
different parts of the society.
While the right thing to can be related to a strategic approach, stating that there are situations
where citizen engagement is needed and serves as a purpose, although there are also situations
where citizen engagement can lead to disturbance against the aim to create higher trust and
engagement.
As learned from the observation in section 3.3.1 the training from SKL created greater
understanding behind why to use citizen engagement. The participants shared that CE is helpful
for the planning process, since they get a better understanding for the citizens opinions.
Referring this to Svara and Denhardt (2010) from chapter one, as they state successful citizen
engagement not solely to depend on setting sound goals, but also on the public workers ability
to understand the process from both the view of the government and the view of citizens.
If officials and politicians know initially when starting the citizen engagement project to what
extent citizens will be involved in the actual decision making, it increases their opportunities to
be transparent. Using a strategic approach and keeping a transparent communication for degree
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of decision-making inclusion can enable successful citizen engagement, as well as no planning
and insufficient communication can hinder it.
Another part from the observation was how the public workers said that the dialogue not solely
is about fulfilling the wants from citizens but also to recognise their will and be transparent
about why and how changes, policies and restructures in society will be carried out. This can
also be related to Svara and Denhardts (2010) as they state that when the goal is to create
citizenship and citizen engagement for long term, it becomes essential to create strong processes
that includes both the perspective of the citizens as well as the governments. The focus should
be on how the act of participation creates engagement, rather than the achievement of shortterm policy objectives outcomes. When CE is successful citizens become more engaged and
greater collaboration grows, as well as dialogues. Then also participating improves their skills,
commitment, and interest to stay involved (Svara and Denhardt 2010).
This is how citizen engagement should be viewed as corner stone when working strategically
for sustainable development. Not as a tool or way of working, but rather as approach that allow
strategic planning, that is acknowledging the underlying complexity of the sustainability
challenge, seeing how collective commitment to solve that is required. In the best of all world,
the right thing and the smart thing reinforce each other in order to promote shared ownership
of problems and a willingness to contribute to the solution (Svara and Denhardt 2010), solutions
that enables sustainable societies for the future.

4.6 The interpretation of SDG language into citizen
engagement
The complexity of the sustainability challenges, which the SDGs were created to address, is
risking getting lost in its simplified language (Adams 2015). With respect to this, the vagueness
of the language behind the SDGs forms a limitation to derive criteria to relate SDGs to
Arnstein’s ladder. As it is difficult due to the unclear language describing the goals (Adams
2015). For such language, to be able to map it on a VSA, the words were interpreted into
synonyms in order to find an exact route of the value stream for a specific SDG.
The words conversion mentioned in section 2.2 has been the analysis of the SDG language into
the value stream, however, the interpretation used seemed to have simplified the complexity
behind the SDGs. Moreover, the SDGs lack phrasing responsibility and ownership of action
required. Also, not all the SDGs were able to be analysed by VSA, for example SDGs number1;
End poverty, 5; Gender equality and 10; Reduce inequality, as there is no language implication
found, and they were mapped as “neutral”. Such implication loosens sense of accountability
and implementation as Adams (2015) mentioned.
However, whether SDGs clearly states accountability or not, feedback loops create a transparent
communication channel between municipalities and citizens. One of the reasons Arnstein’s
ladder was a choice for the SDGs in democratic context, is that at all 8 rungs of the ladder there
is a communication channel with citizens. As it was reinforced in the group interviewee that
citizen feedback is important in order to change a system. The public workers answered that
they believe it is relevant to change the system, as well as using the feedback from the citizens
when doing so “How the student health care should work, and it is incredibly important to get
the feedback from the students on this, they are experts on their own life, and their perception
of the student health care” (interviewee 2 2019). This aligns with the literature from Atlee

41

(2003) in chapter one, modern societies and governments are transitioning into this new way of
governance where citizens thoughts and opinions are essential and getting more legitimized.
Due to the analysis, criteria that was based on the SDGs language implications, was used to
derive CE strategic tools, mapping the RMM based on the language implication of the SDGs is
not enough, which limits the RMM as a tool. The RMM needs to be assisted by other
complementary tools, that includes targets and indicators of the SDGs in further recommended
research in order to have a more complete science-based map.

4.7 Trade-offs are an essential criterion for relating SDGs
to CE
From section 3.1.1 we learned how aspects of the FSSD in chapter two can support
municipalities to identify potential trade-offs between the SDGs, in order to prevent
unintentional further damage to socio-ecological system while shifting towards
sustainability. In order to identify potential trade-offs of the SDGs the science community is
required to identify the SDGs trade-offs before implementation (Bowen et al. 2017). We
suggest for municipalities to work with SDGs through the lens of the FSSD, due to its scientific
underpinning, and aspects of which are sustainability principles, and nested systems. As stated
in chapter one there is a growing call for exploratory scenario analysis approaches which the
SPs offers to be applied to complex societal problems such as sustainability (Robinson 2003).
When it comes to the SDGs that shows a risk of misalignment, ( SDG2 End Hunger, SDG8
Work and Economic Growth, SDG9 Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure, SDG 12
Responsible Production and Consumption, SDG13 Climate Action) the RMM addresses these
potential trade-offs by higher level of citizen power and engagement which is necessary when
facing challenges at critical areas, this result correspond to what Svara and Denhardt (2010)
shown that effective citizen engagement can enhance creative problem solving .
In the group observation from section 3.3.2 participants touched upon the SDGs as a new area
where CE is required. For municipalities to engage citizens when working for the SDGs, careful
considerations must take place in order to address the SDGs strategically, and then to address
the governance challenges around the implementation of SDGs. A governance challenge
when implementing SDGs as Bowen et al. (2017) explains, is the decisions process for the
trade-offs in a fair and just manner. A transparent approach must take place when negotiating
trade-offs (Bowen et al. 2017). In order to work towards a sustainable future, where SDGs can
work as a transdisciplinary vision with complement from the SPs within the FSSD as well as
the strategic approach. Traditionally in municipalities and governmental work, forecasting is
used due to the municipality or the government being a big bureaucratic organ answering under
a range of laws, rules and policies. With a linear thinking you plan step by step to reach your
goals and vision. However, even in those cases you can state that the future is predictable, for
example in long-term societal problems like sustainability, the most likely future may well not
be the most desirable. This makes it important to explore the desirability and feasibility of
alternative futures, not simply focus on likelihood Robinson (2003).
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4.8 Strengths and limitations
The external validity of this research is limited. Due to it being evaluated only by public workers
at Karlskrona municipality who have specifically worked with citizen engagement.
When scoping our project, there was a dilemma between how we wanted to approach citizen
engagement and what Karlskrona municipality was expecting that we would research within
citizen engagement. They had suggested the subject due to a need within the municipality to
our MSLS department as a thesis subject, they needed further research for due to new targets
when working with SDGs.
The evaluation phase was given less time within our full research period due to the schedule of
group interview, and due to our time restrictions. However, it could have been more valuable
to extend the time of our evaluation phase from the planning phase with different backup plans
that could include other evaluative methods with other municipalities.
Our team was more focused on the research part of this thesis especially after we had 2
evaluative sessions booked with Karlskrona municipality. Although, after their agreement that
from 6-12 people would attend, only 4 have attended. However, their feedback was valuable to
our research results due to their diverse background fields in citizen engagement.
Over the period of five months, our team has started to research citizen engagement for the
SDGs as it is a suggested topic by Karlskrona municipality, however it was a challenge to get
our data evaluated. Although we have designed a triangulation of data evaluation, but due to
ethical and confidentiality purposes we couldn’t use the data collected as “quotes”.
Another time limitation we faced while assessing the SDG Framework, for that reason we
analysed the SDGs only by looking into the language that described each goal without including
the indicators and targets of each SDG.
It would have added more value to the research if more group interviews were done at a wider
range of municipalities in Sweden in a way to strengthen the results of enablers and barriers of
citizen engagement within Sweden. Specifically, a range of municipalities that have used citizen
engagement when working with SDGs. A wider range of municipalities would have also
strengthened the evaluation of the RMM and the criteria used.
As authors of this research, we undoubtedly brought in our own biases as we come from Jordan,
Sweden and Syria. This was a strength which brought a world view, systems perspective into
the dialogues and conversations we had. Specifically, with discussions about the SDG tradeoffs.
Another strength was having Swedish speakers within our team which made the dialogue and
communication with Karlskrona municipality effective. It also helped making the group
interview comfortable for the participants, and easier to take part of the observation as it was in
Swedish language. Later, in the transcription and coding phase, it aided a timely efficient
manner to have a Swedish speaker to have carried both tasks for the team along with the
translation.
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4.9 Recommendations for further research
A further study suggested is one that can create preventive measures for SDGs that showed a
risk of misalignment in order to avoid the possible violation to the sustainability principles and
the trade-offs of the SDGs that might happen during the implementation. Such guidelines can
be informative for municipalities and local governments to take when working with SDGs.
For further research we recommend further analysis of the SDGs as a VSA however using the
SDG Framework; goals, targets and indicators. Looking into the framework can give a deeper
dive to reflect more comprehensive results for the stream analysis for the SDGs.
This study was focused on the analysis part of research along with mapping; however, we
recommend further research into the evaluation for the findings of this research. The findings
could then be evaluated within Sweden but in addition also include other municipalities from
other cities. The VSA and the RMM along with criteria used could be a subject of further
evaluation. We also recommend that results of this study are evaluated in different democratic
countries.
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5 Conclusion
This research explored the relation between SDGs and Arnestein’s ladder for municipalities in
Sweden to take an effective approach, for engaging citizens when strategically working with
SDGs; in this section we answer our research questions:
Research question: What level of citizen engagement is required to strategically work with
SDGs in municipal context?
In order to answer the question, we first derived criteria from the SDG language using VSA,
then we used the criteria to map the SDGs to the Arnstein’s ladder to form a Relational matrix
map (RMM) in section 2.3. To map SDGs to Arnstein’s ladder, in addition to stream analysis
criteria, and risks associated with trade-offs were found. Results showed that deriving such
criteria from the SDGs by looking into its language isn’t enough, due to unclear language that
loosens accountability and responsibility between municipalities and citizens. However, value
stream analysis and highlighting trade-offs are aspects to consider when working with the SDGs
to citizen engagement ladders.
The result from 3.3.3 showed that the RMM could be complemented with other tools when used
by municipalities in order to strategically decide on what level to work with CE. However,
combined with findings of the social factors, the RMM can work as a starter to build a tool on.
The result from the group interview 3.3.4 showed social factors as group representation, power
dynamics and budget to be considered within the mapping process.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Schedule for the group interview
9:00 to 9:10 we introduce ourselves and give them a chance to check in with their name
and the field of citizen engagement they are doing
Principles giving everyone a chance to give their point of view/perspective from experience.
No right or wrong answer, the importance for us is not if it's one or another way but to hear
their perspective as practitioners.
As a start we want to check in the circle, their name and their most recent project of citizen
engagement they have worked in.
9:10 -9:15 Batool Explains quickly our research and how the meeting will help our
research and explain the Map of the upstream and downstream
We are a team of three researching the citizen engagement types when working with the
SDGs, your contribution will help us assess our citizen engagement guide for municipalities.
Then will show 1 Slide
9:15 to 9:50 asks Questions and runs the dialogue while Batool and Rana sit as observers
We do not need to get through all the questions- it is about the content not the number of
Questions
9:50 Closes the session and thanks everyone
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Appendix 2: Questions for the group Interview
1. How could this assessment of the goals support or be a barrier for when choosing
citizen engagement projects?
2. Do you think that Climate change is a result of a system failure, or maybe people
behavior or ……….?
(the answer will help us test our assumption of basic needs)
3. There is a practice of citizen engagement in USA called “21 century town meeting”
which was done by connecting people through different kinds of technology to discuss
and negotiate policies related to several issues for example health issues. At the end of
the day a report of 3 pages were delivered to the decision makers who were supposed to
speak up how these points will be included in the polices negotiated.
4. Do you think this practice is relevant to be used in Sweden ? Why? Or why not?
(This answer is there assessment to the best practice that is on the third level of the matrix
map) ( 15 mint.)
5. What do you think of this practice when addressing issues in the field of you, eg. there
field ?
(this answer will help us relate the citizen engagement ladder to the SDG )
6. When you work in your field in citizen engagement, which elements do you consider
to choose the level of engagement needed? Why?
(this answer will enable us test their criteria of choosing the citizen engagement type)
(8 mint. )
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