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Téssd opinndytetydssé tarkastellaan asukkaiden osallistumista innovaatioiden vilittdjdorganisaatio
Forum Virium Helsingin (FVH) toteuttamissa urbaanin avoimen innovoinnin projekteissa Helsingissé.
Tavoitteena on ymmartda osallistamisen tavoitteita, kdytettyja osallistavia menetelmid seké niiden
onnistumista asukkaiden osallistumisen edistdmisesséd. Tutkimus toteutettiin laadullisena
tapaustutkimuksena, jossa hyodynnettiin osallisuusprosessien vertailuun kehitettyd COPP-viitekehysta
(Comparison of Participatory Processes). Tutkimus tarjoaa syvéllisen analyysin osallistavista
kdytanndistd eri projektivaiheissa sekd niitd ohjaavista kontekstuaalisista tekijoistéd. Liséksi se
tarkastelee asukkaiden osallistumista edistivid ja estivid tekijoitd valituissa projekteissa.

Retrospektiivisessd tapaustutkimuksessa analysoitiin yksityiskohtaisesti seitsemaa projektia
hyddyntéen triangulaatiota, joka koostui kymmenesté haastattelusta sekd monipuolisesta kirjallisesta
aineistosta, kuten raporteista, arvioinneista ja julkaisuista.

Tutkimuksen tulokset on jdsennelty neljan projektivaiheen mukaan, silld osallistumisen tavoitteet ja
lahestymistavat vaihtelevat projektin elinkaaren aikana. Tulosten perusteella asukkaiden
osallistumisen laajuus ja luonne muuttuvat vaiheittain. Osallistuminen on aktiivisinta alkuvaiheessa,
jolloin kartoitetaan tarpeita, haasteita ja toiveita esimerkiksi kyselyiden ja pop up -tapahtumien avulla,
seké toteutusvaiheessa, jossa asukkaat osallistuvat usein pilottikédyttéjind. Sen sijaan ratkaisujen
suunnittelu- ja arviointivaiheissa osallistaminen on passiivisempaa, miké rajoittaa asukkaiden
nidkemysten ja kokemusten hyodyntdmistd. Keskeinen havainto on, ettd osallistuminen jaa
tarkastelluissa projekteissa pddosin tiedottamisen ja kuulemisen tasolle, vaikka yhteiskehittdmisesta
puhutaan paljon. Kéytinnossd yhteiskehittimistd asukkaiden kanssa toteutettiin harvoin.

Tama tutkimus vastaa tunnistettuun tutkimusaukkoon tarkastelemalla kdytinnon
osallistamismenetelmié, joita innovaatioiden vilittdjadorganisaatiot kayttavit asukkaiden osallistumisen
tukemiseksi. Se tarjoaa syvempéad ymmarrysté siitd, miten toimijat kuten FVH ottavat asukkaat
mukaan kehittdmistyohon, ja antaa arvokkaita ndkokulmia osallistavien kdytdntdjen kehittdimiseen
tulevissa kaupunkikehityshankkeissa.
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This thesis investigates community participation facilitated by the innovation intermediary Forum
Virium Helsinki (FVH) within urban open innovation projects in Helsinki. The aim is to understand
the objectives of participation, the methods employed, and their relative success in fostering
community participation. Using a qualitative case study approach and the Comparison of Participatory
Processes (COPP) framework, the research provides an in-depth analysis of participatory practices
across different project stages, their contextual determinants, and explores the key drivers and barriers
influencing community participation in selected projects.

The retrospective case study examines seven projects in detail through data and method triangulation,
including ten interviews and a range of written materials such as reports, deliverables, evaluations, and
publications.

Findings are organized according to four project stages, acknowledging that participation objectives
and approaches vary throughout the project cycle. The results show that both the extent and nature of
community participation shift depending on the stage. Notably, engagement is strongest during the
early phase, where needs, challenges, and preferences are gathered through tools like surveys and pop-
up events, and during the implementation phase, where communities usually participate as test users.
In contrast, participatory activities are more passive in the solution design and evaluation stages,
which limits the inclusion of valuable insights from their perspective. A key finding is the
predominance of consultation- and information-level participation across the examined projects, while
co-creation, though frequently discussed, was rarely realized in practice.

This study addresses a research gap by examining the practical methods used by innovation
intermediaries to foster community participation. Ultimately, it contributes to a deeper understanding
of how actors like FVH engage communities, offering valuable insights for improving participatory
practices in future urban development initiatives.
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1 Introduction

Over half of the world’s population lives in cities. Urbanization is expected to continue rising,
with nearly three-quarters of Europe’s population living in urban areas by the middle of the
century (United Nations, 2018). Cities foster creativity, opportunities and innovation, while
enhancing well-being through social connections and in-person interactions (Asheim et al.,
2011; Camboim et al., 2019). They also attract talent as well as investments (Cambra-Fierro et
al., 2023). However, rapid urbanization poses various risks to sustainability, including
unemployment, social inequality and pollution (Liu et al., 2021; Camboim et al., 2019; Chu et
al., 2022).

Cities globally have promoted Urban Innovation Ecosystems (UIEs) as a catalyst for regional
socioeconomic development (Andion, Alperstedt & Graeff, 2020; Compagnucci et al., 2021).
In this context, the role of open innovation has been emphasized, encouraging companies to
actively integrate external ideas and knowledge into their solution development processes.
UIEs are crucial due to their potential to generate wealth, jobs, and technological

development. (Chesbrough, 2003).

Recently, the discourse on UIEs has evolved to include a wide array of stakeholders, spanning
public, private, and third-sector organizations. This expanded view also includes research and
development (R&D) entities, educational institutions, and the community, the non-
conventional innovators, as co-creators (Ayviri, 2021; Bogers et al., 2010). The inclusion of
different stakeholders ensures diverse perspectives, making innovations socially robust and
inclusive (Arnkil et al, 2014). The importance of fostering these connections and partnerships
among all stakeholders is strongly emphasized and the success of the UIEs has claimed to
depend on their interplay and the relational resources generated (UNIDO, 2019; Gazaro dos
Santos et al., 2022). Managing innovation process is inherently challenging, especially within
diverse UIEs (Reypens, Lievens & Blazevic, 2019). Therefore, it is crucial to define the best
model for managing these complex networks of diverse stakeholders (Lumineau & Oliveira,

2018).

The literature has explored the role of innovation intermediaries in facilitating cooperation,
focusing predominantly on organizational dimension (Howells, 2006; Kivimaa, 2014; Stewart
& Hyysalo, 2008; Matchoss & Heiskanen, 2017). However, this perspective has overlooked

the growing involvement of communities in innovation processes, despite their increasing



participation (Ayviri, 2021; Randhawa et al., 2016). Furthermore, practical challenges related
to community participation in urban living labs (ULLs) — experimental environments where
intermediaries facilitate cooperation — remain understudied (Hossain et al., 2019; Menny et
al., 2018). Additionally, the role of intermediaries in fostering such participation requires
further research (Matschoss & Heiskanen, 2017). While there is a broad consensus on the
importance of community participation in policy planning and decision-making processes, it

often is a real challenge to put into practice. (Luoma et al., n.d.).

Given the pivotal role intermediaries play in UIEs by facilitating cooperation and
participation, and acknowledging the existing research gaps, my aim in this thesis is to
comprehensively investigate the community participation methods employed by Forum
Virtum Helsinki (FVH) — the City of Helsinki's innovation company — in its open innovation
projects. FVH serves as a crucial urban innovation intermediary in Helsinki, acting as a bridge
between businesses, academia, the public sector as well as the communities. By researching
FVH’s approach to community participation, I seek to analyse the specific methods and tools
FVH utilizes to generate participation. Furthermore, I also aim to delve into the underlying
community participation objectives FVH has as an innovation intermediary and how these

objectives are achieved through their chosen participatory approaches.

My aim in this thesis is to contribute to a deeper understanding of how intermediaries can
effectively facilitate cooperation and participation in urban innovation processes, to create
more inclusive and sustainable cities. My research questions summarizing the research aim

and guiding this study are as follows:

1. What types of community participation methods does the innovation intermediary

FVH employ to facilitate community participation in its open innovation projects?

2. What are the primary objectives of FVH regarding community participation in its open

innovation projects, and how are these objectives accomplished?

3. What are the key drivers and barriers to community participation in open innovation

projects of FVH?

My analysis aims to uncover similarities, differences, and emerging themes among the

projects of FVH to provide insights into effective community participation practices.



Research Aim:
To examine the objectives and methods
of community participation employed by

FVH in their open innovation projects.

I 7 1

Research Question 1: Research Question 2: Research Question 3:
What community What are the primary What are the key drivers and
participation methods does community participation barriers to community
FVH lov i i objectives of FVH, and how are participation in FVH’s
VH employ in its open these objectives accomplished? projects?

innovation projects?

1

Research Gap 1: The role of the intermediaries in facilitating community

participation.

Research Gap 2: Intermediaries’ practical methods to facilitate participation.

Research Gap 3: Community participation management strategies.

Figure 1. Interdependence of research gaps and research questions

To address my research questions, a comprehensive examination of FVH’s project library is
necessary. [ will conduct a comparative analysis of multiple case studies within this library,
utilizing a systematic framework to identify those participatory elements or combinations of
the elements that have an impact on specific outcomes (Chess, 2000). A consistent and
coherent description of these processes within various empirical situations is crucial to

making analytical comparisons (Hassenforder et al., 2015).

The rest of my thesis is organized into five chapters. I will begin with defining the main
theoretical framework, encompassing an exploration of previous academic contributions and
research on the topic. Subsequently, I will open my research methodology in detail, including

the research tradition, methodology, and data collection and analysis strategies.

Thereafter, I will present the context of this study, encompassing an overview of Helsinki and
specific areas under investigation and a profile of FVH itself. Chapter five delves into the
findings of the case study, and finally, I will conclude my thesis by answering the research

questions and outlining possible themes for future research.
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2 Facilitating Urban Innovation Ecosystems

This theoretical framework chapter lays the groundwork for my thesis, focusing on urban
innovation ecosystems in relation to community participation. In the first half of it, I explore
open and inclusive innovation and the role of intermediaries in facilitating participation. In the
second half, I introduce a categorization of community participation and examine how

participation intertwines with each stage of the innovation process.
2.1 Urban Innovation Ecosystem

Urban Innovation Ecosystems (UIEs) have gained greater significance in the literature and
among policymakers due to their potential to foster innovation through multi-stakeholder
collaboration. Stakeholders include, for example, companies, research centres, governments,

and the community (Appio et al., 2018).

The concept of the innovation ecosystem has been defined by Granstrand and Holgersson
(2020) as a collection of evolving relationships, actors, institutions, activities, and products.
These various actors have a common objective to bring out new innovations through
exploring knowledge and utilizing the strengths of the interactive ecosystem (Valkokari,
2015). Consequently, urban innovation ecosystems (UIE) refer to similar interactive networks

within certain geographical areas (Guo et al., 2023).

These various interdependent actors have their own technical, social, economic, and political
interests, yet they all operate in the same geographical area and move towards converging
goals, priorities, and expectations while at the same time cooperating and competing (Santos

et al., 2021). UIEs are constantly evolving as urban areas evolve (Spinosa & Balbinot, 2022).

To excel in science, technology, and innovation, countries and cities must move beyond
traditional models and create that type of a dynamic environment that fosters collaboration
across sectors and various actors to support innovation (Spinosa & Balbinot, 2022).
Developing new knowledge requires a structured approach that enables participants to
identify future opportunities and create innovative solutions. At the same time, utilizing this
knowledge includes collaborative and competitive activities in delivering solutions to
customers. These aspects require different alignment and strategies, making ecosystem
coordination a challenge — especially as the actors within an ecosystem are not governed

hierarchically (Sorri & al., 2024). A key challenge related to UIEs is determining effective
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solutions for their structure referring to their creation, induction, and management. (Spinosa &

Balbinot, 2022).

UIEs serve as a crucial tool for urban areas heading towards smart cities, referring to the
integration of technology and knowledge creation into urban infrastructures, culture, society,

and governance to enhance well-being and performance (Dameri, 2015).

Although the dynamic evolution of UIEs is important to the city from social and economic
point of view, they face several common critiques. These critiques include for example a lack
inclusivity, which is addressed later in this chapter. Additionally, lack of appropriate
governance arrangements may lead to inefficiencies or conflicts (Ruhlandt, 2018). Power
dynamics are often imbalanced, with large parties, such as corporations, dominating decision-
making. Furthermore, some sustainability challenges may arise, as innovation development
tends to focus on economic growth and technological advancement over broader sustainability

impact (Jiang et al., 2022).

2.1.1 Open Innovation

According to the widely quoted definition by Damanpour (1996, 684), innovation is a means
to change an organization, and it can be a reaction to external changes or a proactive measure
to shape the environment. Schumpeter remains the most influential scholar in the field
(Fagerberg et al., 2012) and defines innovation as a process of “setting up a new production
function” (Schumpeter, 1939, 87), implying that any changes in economic elements, related to

a product, a production process or a market, need an innovation process (Schumpeter, 1934).

Broadly defined, innovation includes various forms, encompassing new products or services,
advancements in process technology, new organizational structures or administrative systems,
and the implementation and adoption of new plans or programs. Innovations do not
necessarily have to be entirely original but can only involve modifications to existing
products or services. An invention only becomes innovation when it is successfully

implemented and applied within the market or society. (Jauhiainen & Hooli, 2019).

Since the late 20" century, there has been an emergence of new terminologies explaining
various aspects and processes of innovation (Jauhiainen & Hooli, 2019). New governance
structures (see list Fuglsang & Hansen, 2022, 1) that challenge traditional top-down,

internally driven innovation have reframed public innovation activities and entail new types
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of collaborative, interactive, and open innovation (Fuglsang & Hansen, 2022; Hartley, 2005).
Many of these new governance models are being tested in cities, for example in urban living

labs (Voytenko et al., 2016).

The concept of open innovation (OI) has originally emerged in the private sector (Gasco-
Hernandez et al., 2017; Pedersen, 2020) where it serves as a model for organizations to open
their innovation processes to benefit internally, as well as externally developed ideas and
know-how (Chesbrough, 2004). Later studies have examined how firms can collaborate with
users beyond the collaboration within and between firms (Schuurman et al., 2013). Moreover,
the emphasis on the need to open innovation processes to the community has grown,
reflecting a broader recognition of the value of community input (Serra, 2014). Practically, OI
means breaking down traditional silos and collaborating with various partners to come up

with new ideas.

This approach recognizes that many challenges are too complicated for a single actor to solve
alone, thereby highlighting collaboration and knowledge sharing among various stakeholders
(Serensen & Torfing, 2011). OI has the potential to accelerate innovation, create value, and
expand markets by leveraging external ideas and pathways (Chesbrough, 2004). However,
this approach has its challenges. These challenges overlap with challenges related UIEs but
manifest differently. Knowledge exchange and collaboration may be hindered due to for
example power imbalances, issues with resources, and intellectual property rights. (West &

Bogers, 2014).

Within public sector, implementing open innovation methodologies has showed to have
various advantages, ranging from enhanced awareness of social problems, and increased trust
between stakeholders, to enhanced practices based on comprehensive community experience

(Gasco-Hernandez et al., 2017).
2.1.2 Inclusive Innovation

While innovations address problems and fulfil unmet needs, they can also foster exclusion,
particularly amongst people with low socioeconomic status. The benefits of innovation are
often distributed unequally, with a risk that corporate interests dominate innovation rather
than the community needs. (Chataway et al., 2014). These needs differ, as community needs
are often focused on collective well-being and social equity as well as access to essential

services, while corporate needs prioritize profit and market share. (Porter & Kramer, 2011).
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Social innovation research has shown that participatory approaches can effectively identify
and tackle the needs of marginalized communities (Bhatt et al., 2016). Literature on
responsible innovation highlights the role of open innovation as a key principle in fostering
inclusion (Stilgoe et al., 2013), as open innovation enhances access for diverse perspectives,
increases transparency, and creates opportunities for collaboration, knowledge-sharing, and

resource-sharing among various stakeholders.

In this context, ‘inclusive innovation’ has become a prominent concept among researchers and
policymakers. Moreover, there is an increasing need for innovation strategies to integrate
more comprehensive inclusion and social policy goals (see e.g. Uyarra et al., 2019) to address
inequalities, environmental and social challenges, and the demand for public value creation.
Furthermore, there has been a worldwide trend to devolution and interest to enhance
innovation strategies in the subnational level (see McCann & Ortega-Argilés, 2013) and
growing distress that benefits of innovation are rather concentrated than spread (Feldman et
al., 2021). That fact has partly affected many cities to integrate inclusive innovation to their

economic development strategies (Lee, 2023).

The article by Neil Lee (2023) provides a comprehensive analysis of inclusive innovation in
cities. The emphasis is strongly on the importance of enabling participation of marginalized
groups, and those excluded from the mainstream, in innovation projects to ensure equitable
influence of innovation. Stanley et al. (2018) highlight that democratic and participatory
approach in governance and priority-setting is crucial. Furthermore, there should be
innovation for and by marginalized groups, necessitating active participation beyond mere

presence. This touches upon diverse classes and groups.

Policies must actively consider how to give excluded groups a greater voice, and whose needs
are and are not met by innovation (Stanley et al., 2018). Lee suggests that innovation should
aim to empower and enable people at the periphery through increased awareness, accessibility
and democratic deliberations, rather than pursuing only economic outcomes. The overarching
message is the increasing need to incorporate innovation strategies with more comprehensive

inclusion and social policy goals (Lee, 2023).
2.1.3 Innovation Intermediaries and Their Role in Innovation Management

Innovation intermediaries can be defined as external individuals or organizations that

facilitate companies’ innovative activities by providing opportunities for knowledge and
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know-how transfer between stakeholders. (Bakici et al., 2013; Howells, 2006). Beyond their
role in supporting companies’ innovation, innovation intermediaries can also facilitate
innovation among a broader range of stakeholders by enabling knowledge and know-how
transfer. Intermediaries can create platforms and networks to enable cooperation and mutual

learning between various stakeholders. (Stewart & Hyysalo, 2008).

Intermediaries can operate either as agents, representing one side, or as brokers, representing
different actors of the innovative transaction (Chesbrough, 2004). Within urban context,
innovation intermediaries’ main aim is to bring together firms, universities, research institutes
and other organizations to innovate (Kivimaa et al., 2019; Bakici et al., 2013). For example,
innovation intermediaries can organize networking events and workshops promoting

collaboration for advanced resource exchange (Howells, 2006).

Studies about innovation intermediaries go back to the early 2000s at the latest (Howells,
2006; Stewart and Hyysalo, 2008). However, while the number of studies on innovation
intermediaries have increased, the common understanding of their actual purpose and
characteristics has become multifaceted (Caloffi et al., 2023; Ayviri, 2021). This is caused by
the variety of perspectives and terms, such as brokers, matchmakers, and orchestrators used to
describe them. This has made difficult discerning patterns, as key intermediary types or
activities. (Caloffi et al., 2023). Possible intermediary actors include global platform
companies, large corporations, start-ups, research organizations and establishments in private

and public sectors, like cities and government agencies. (Kola et al., 2020).

Ayviri (2021) divides innovation intermediaries (Ayviri uses the term “orchestrator”) into
three categories based on their characteristics and motivations: a player-intermediary, a non-
player intermediary, and a non-player enabler intermediary. A player-intermediary aims to
reach its own business goals and enhance its competitive edge. A non-player intermediary,
instead, aims to achieve its long-term business objectives without competing in the same
market as its network members. (Ayviri, 2021). A non-player enabler intermediary, that I will
focus on in this thesis, operates without vested business interests (Hurmelinna-Laukkanen &
Nitti, 2018), and aims for the well-being of innovation ecosystem and seamless cooperation
among stakeholders (Pikkarainen et al., 2017). These intermediaries assist stakeholders in
identifying new business opportunities and social innovation needs through its own actions,

while also facilitating experimental learning in multi-actor innovation processes. Cities,
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universities or third-sector organizations can serve as a non-player enabler intermediary

(Ayviri, 2021).

Given the characteristics of Forum Virium Helsinki, it can be recognized as an innovation
intermediary, and more specifically as a broker, as it effectively facilitates collaboration
between various stakeholders. Moreover, it fits under the concept of non-player enabler

intermediary, prioritizing the urban innovation landscape over profit-making.
2.1.4 Urban Living Labs

Living Labs (LLs) have been under discussion across various fields of innovation studies,
resulting in a lack of common understanding of their definition and use (Veeckman et al.,
2013; Leminen & Westerlund, 2016). European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL) have
defined LLs as “open innovation ecosystems in real-life environments using iterative
feedback processes throughout a lifecycle approach of an innovation to create sustainable
impact” (European Network of Living Labs, 2024). Despite some ambiguity in the concept,
LLs are generally understood as sites for designing, testing, and learning from innovation in
real time. (Menny et al., 2018). The European commission has promoted community
participation in innovation processes (European Commission, 2013), and views LLs as a key

tool to achieve this goal (Leminen et al., 2017).

LLs operate as networks that combine open innovation with user-centred research (Leminen
et al., 2012). Their purpose is to align innovation processes closer to user preferences and
practices, thereby enhancing acceptance and minimizing risks of failure. Additionally, LLs
encourage cooperation, uncover unexpected applications, and identify potential business
models and implementation effects. (Stahlbrost, 2012). LLs facilitate collaborative learning
and address the real needs of users, making it a practical method for enhancing sustainability
within urban areas (Van Geenhuizen, 2019). Moreover, research has proven that LLs can
actively engage the community when fostering co-creation towards more sustainable

environment (Compagnucci et al., 2021).

Consequently, Urban Living Labs (ULL) represent an application of the living lab concept,
focusing on innovation within urban areas. ULLs are one of the key approaches for
intermediaries to foster urban innovation as they serve as dynamic spaces (Federley, 2014)
where the community and diverse stakeholders are integrated to develop and test ideas,

solutions, and systems in authentic, real-life environments (Menny et al., 2018). Through
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linking various stakeholders, ULLs are critical forces developing urban innovation
ecosystems (Gasco-Hernandez et al., 2017). Community participation is at the heart of their
operation and success (Menny et al., 2018). This approach seamlessly intertwines with

people’s everyday lives narrowing the gap between development and research.

ULLSs make use of various co-design methods to obtain a better understanding of the needs of
the participants and to come up with innovative solutions or ideas. These methods are used to
generate participation in both decision-making process and taking an action. The key to
success is the early and sustained participation of the afflicted people, clear expectations and

goals, as well as preferring action over discussion (Friedrich et al., 2014).
2.2 Community Participation

In this study, I define the community as non-conventional innovators, such as citizens or
residents (Schot et al., 2016), along with their associations and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) (Kuhlmann and Rip, 2014), excluding conventional innovators like

industry and knowledge institutes.

It is also important to define the concept of “user” in the context of open innovation.
Primarily, the term user is being used as the end beneficiary. Nystrom et al. (2014) categorize

users as informants, testers, contributors and co-creators.

Within urban environment, the users mostly refer to local residents but can also include
professional users, employees, organizations and others. (Arnkil et al., 2010). In this study,

however, users will be considered as part of the community.

Eason (1987) differentiates users into three categories: 1) primary users, who are active
engagers of the system; 2) secondary users, who access the system mostly through an
intermediary; 3) tertiary users, who affect or are affected by the system. Simpler, one can only
differentiate users from non-users, non-users choosing to restrict or partially avoid using
certain products or services (Selwyn, 2003). Furthermore, users can be divided into lead users
and ordinary users. Lead user is at the forefront of an important market and is experiencing

needs, that others experience later in the same market. (Arnkil et al., 2014).

Participation can be understood as the process or single activities of consulting and including
relevant stakeholders. They are engaged in setting agendas, making decisions, and

establishing policies, within organizations or institutions that are responsible for policy
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development (Rowe & Frewer, 2004). In the context of innovation, community participation
is an inclusive process that enables the community to take part in the decision-making process
in research and innovation (R&I) projects (Newig & Kvarda, 2012; Rowe and Frewer, 2000).
Related level of participation varies depending on the participants’ will to participate and the

extent to which facilitators are prepared to involve them (Arnkil et al., 2010).
2.2.1 Community Participation Methods

Within this study, community participation methods refer to all the ways, including
methodology, activities and tools, intermediaries use to foster community participation in
their open innovation projects. Participation has a long history, and its methods have
developed into a diverse set of instruments enabling different levels of involvement and
participation. Methods include for example surveys, focus groups, public meetings,

workshops, assemblies, voting and polling for the community (Fischer, 2012).

During the past decennia, new communication technologies and media have created new
possibilities for participation, such as crowdsourcing, participatory budgeting, or online
petitions. Participation is increasingly facilitated by digital technology in Finland. While they
serve as a valuable tool for more efficient participation, they may also raise barriers which
may result in participation inequalities. (IMEC et al., 2021). In this context, it is crucial to

ensure accessibility, autonomy, and critical thinking in digital participation.

Citizen Science (CS) serves as an emerging tool, which holds a great potential to foster
community participation in scientific research for policy informing. It can be used as one of
the approaches in ULLs, where various stakeholders including the community are engaged in

data collection and innovation. (Veeckman & Temmerman, 2021).

Nowadays, citizen scientist is provided with modern technologies, like sensors or
applications, by a professional scientist. The level of participation within CS varies in degrees
and stages of the process. CS projects can be separated into three categories: 1) contributory,
where community collects data; 2) collaborative, that includes also the analysis and help on
disseminating results; 3) co-created, where the project is designed in collaboration with the

community and scientists all the way through the process. (Bonney et al., 2009).

Even though the main purpose of CS is to be a tool for data collection and scientific
knowledge and awareness gain, it is also recognized as a powerful tool to include in decision-

making processes and governance (Gdbel et al., 2019).
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During recent years, CS has gained a lot of attention as a method for collecting environmental
data as well as for increasing community participation and environmental assessment and
awareness. (Luoma et al., n.d., 21). At the same time, this approach may lack empowerment
for participants and often fails to give any influence to those involved or affected (Fagerholm

et al., 2021).
2.2.2 Categorization of Participation

Evaluation of participation is a widely discussed topic within literature, starting from crucial
contributions like Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969) by Sherry Arnstein with its eight
levels of citizen empowerment varying from non-participation to citizen control. Even though
the ladder advocates that the aim is to reach for the highest level of participation, it is largely

questioned in literature (see for example Davidson, 1998).

Thus, Davidson suggests replacing the ladder with a wheel to prevent the suggestion of
aiming high in the ladder. As Menny et al. 2018 state, varying participation at different stages
of an innovation project can significantly impact the success of outcomes when it comes to
ULLs and that varying contexts require varying levels of participation. Therefore, it is
necessary to analyse the level of participation generated at each stage of the innovation

project.

There are numerous ways and degrees, in which community is able to participate in open
innovation projects. They can vary from indirect ways to more direct types of participation.
Indirect ways may involve activities, like filling out a survey and direct ways can include
participating in the development process of new services alongside R&D experts. (Arnkil et

al., 2014).

One simple and practical method to differentiate community participation is the division into
three categories based on user involvement: for, with and by users (Bekker and Long, 2000;

Eason, 1987; Kaulio, 1998) (Summarized by Stahlborst, 2008; Arnkil et al., 2014):

1. Design for users, refers to that solutions is developed on behalf of the user and users
are involved late in the innovation process to validate prototypes and requirement

specifications (Stahlbdrst, 2008).

2. Design with users, refers to an approach of product development. Like in the previous

category, the focus is on users’ preferences, wishes, and needs as in the previous
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category but adds the demonstration of various solutions for users to react. In this
category, the users are engaged throughout the process. While the user is active and
responsible for evaluation activities and context, the designer is responsible for

development activities and design. (Arnkil et al., 2014).

3. Design by users, means that users are actively participating in the planning of their
own product. Users are driving the process themselves. The designer acts as a

facilitator, deciding over large ways. (Stahlbrost, 2008).

Due to this model’s practicality and simplicity, it is very applicable to various innovation

settings and it has been used for guidance and evaluation of participation in ULLs as well.

More specific and detailed model, focused in ULLs, developed by Menny et al. (2018),

separates four different levels of participation:

CO-CREATION

Community participating to
collaboration actively, having at
least equal power to influence.

CONSULTATION

. NON-PARTICIPATION
Two-way communication flow,

community has the opportunity No involvement or pretentious,
to give feedback when not really achieved.
consulted, but not necessarily
influence the development.

INFORMATION

Only one-way communication
flow, not active participation

Figure 2. Levels of user participation (adapted from Menny et al., 2018)

Although co-creation is viewed as a critical component in ULLs and high participation levels
are recommended to fully leverage its potential, it cannot be seen as the only suitable level of
participation. The focus, nature of the project, and different project stages must be considered,
and co-creation may not always be required. Therefore, fostering ‘less engaged’ levels of
participation might also be necessary. (Menny, 2016; Menny et al., 2018). In reality, co-

creation is often challenging and sometimes impractical.
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2.2.3 Different Stages of the Innovation Project and Related Participation

To be able to analyse the level of participation occurred within the innovation timeline, it is
necessary to identify the different stages of the open innovation project. Federley et al. (2014)
identify three distinct stages within ULL projects:

1. Design, which encompasses understanding the context as well as design and

development of activities;
2. Implementation, where ideas are put into practice; and

3. Evaluation, where learning is achieved and the outcomes are improved (Federley et

al., 2014).

From these stages, the implementation stage usually receives the most emphasis and resources
for participation, as it is central to the project. Moreover, having a smaller group of users
makes generating co-creation within the implementation stage more straightforward. This is
also reflected in the literature, where the highest levels of participation have indeed been
observed during the implementation stage (see e.g. Almirall et al., 2012). For the other two
stages, design and evaluation, participation has been noted to stay between non-participation

and consultation (Menny et al., 2018).

Stages identified by Fedeley et al. overlap and may not be very distinguishable due to the
nature of ULL’s iterating process (Menny et al., 2016). A more nuanced process model is

presented by Almirall et al. (2012) including following stages:

1. Contextualization, which encompasses focus building through scenarios and

grounding the project through stakeholder identification and approach;

2. Concretization, where solutions and prototypes are developed interactively and

iteratively;
3. Implementation, that involves trialling, testing and appropriation; and
4. Evaluation, where learnings are generated.

This categorization provides more clarity into the design phase of the process as

contextualization and concretization are separated into two very distinguished stages.
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Reviewing literature on open innovation process in general, the most used approaches involve

three steps:
1. Idea generation, where ideas are collected and generated
2. Development, where ideas are developed and specified

3. Commercialisation, where value creation occur by transforming ideas into products.

(Vaisnore & Petraite, 2011).

For this study, the process model presented by Almirall et al. (2012) is used, as it clearly

details stages that align well with Forum Virium Helsinki’s open innovation projects.

There is a lack of practical research focusing on the different levels of participation and how
they are organized by intermediaries. Some studies have identified lists of participatory
methods within ULLs, however analysis of what level of participation they generate is
lacking, even though it is relevant information for intermediaries in their attempts to foster

successful cooperation between various stakeholders.
2.2.4 Comparison of Participatory Processes

The findings of my thesis are structured according to the COPP (Comparison of Participatory
Processes) framework by Hassenforder et al. (2015). This framework provides a theoretical
basis for describing and comparing participatory processes, and is particularly useful for
observing and evaluating both processes and their outcomes (Veeckman & Temmerman,
2021) in diverse cases, themes, and methods. Moreover, a systematic framework that provides
clear guidelines for the description of the processes across various combinations of empirical

situations is essential for analytical comparisons (Hassenforder et al., 2015).

This framework is not intended to be used alone but serves as a tool for cross-comparison,
aiming to inspect the effectiveness of participatory processes and their specific elements.

Following this cross-comparison and an in-depth analysis of specific cases is necessary to
comprehensively study participatory processes. These two approaches are complementary.

(Hassenforder et al., 2015).

There are plenty of participatory processes evaluation frameworks aiming to understand
similar elements with different approaches. Usually, the focus is on the process and its

outcomes, while this framework also considers the context dimensions. The COPP framework
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serves as a handy tool to be used across diverse context, methods and disciplines.

(Hassenforder et al., 2015).

COPP framework aims to generalize the assessment of such processes by integrating variables
from diverse contexts, facilitating the comparison. It consists of three assessment dimensions,
synthesized from literature-based insights: 1) context, 2) process, and 3) outputs, outcomes,

and impacts. (Hassenforder et al., 2015).

Although this framework provides selectable options for each variable, I have adapted it to
accommodate open-ended variables for more flexible and nuanced analysis. Involving few
selectable options neglects the contextual richness through strong simplification. However,

some simplifications need to be done in order to facilitate the analysis.

As the scope of this study does not encompass the perspectives of the community, I have
adapted the framework to focus solely on variables related to the organizational perspective.
Furthermore, variables related to the characteristics of the organizer, which remains consistent
throughout the projects, are also excluded. Lastly, due to the multi-year duration of the
studied projects, variables like “number of events” or “degree of participation retention”, are

not relevant.

The Context Dimension

There are several researchers (see list Hassenforder et al., 2015, 7) who claim that
implementing a specific participatory process method may steer into different outcomes
depending on the context. The reason for this might be that certain methods are not effective
across all contexts or that some process steps affect dynamics differently (Hassenforder et al.,

2015).

Firstly, timing and the locations of each studied project are presented. Although these aspects
are not explicitly part of the framework, they are introduced for the clarity and comprehensive
understanding of each project. The first official variable of the context dimension is the
“target system elements” as it allows to understand the elements that process is headed at
(Hassenforder et al., 2015). Within FVH’s projects, these elements encompass a wide array of

themes, from smart mobility to green infrastructure and air quality.

The next variable is defined as “other past/present intervention attempts” to distinguish

contexts with plural innovation projects already implemented from contexts with only a few
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or no other similar experience (see list Hassenforder et al., 2015, 9). This is a crucial aspect in

my study as the investigated areas have different amounts of previous innovation attempts.

Related to other intervention attempts, many scholars have highlighted the importance of
“pre-existing relationships among participants” as a key factor influencing participation.
Some refer to this social context broadly, while others point to variables like conflict and

mistrust, which might hinder the participation (see list Hassenforder et al., 2015, 9).

The Participatory Process Dimension

Variables in the dimension are mostly derived from the key stages of participatory process
design and essential elements used in detailed descriptions of specific processes.

(Hassenforder et al., 2015).

The first variable, “participatory process objectives”, has been identified as a significant one
by many scholars (see list Hassenforder et al., 2015, 10—11). The variable considers official
participatory process objectives, such as improving community understanding or gathering

knowledge (Hassenforder et al., 2015).

The “selection of the participants”, adapted by Hassenforder et al. (2015) from Fung (2003,
2006), is often introduced in other frameworks as “representativeness” of participants (see list
Hassenforder et al., 2015, 12). However, in this study, the selection process may not pursue a
representative sample of participants; hence, the variable “selection of the participants™ is
suitable. Related to the previous variable, another variable “size of the group” is defined as the
number of participants involved and is identified by various authors (see list Hassenforder et

al., 2015, 12).

Next, “degree of participation™ is presented as one of the key aspects addressed in the
literature to describe the participation process (Hassenforder et al., 2015). In this study, the

previously presented categorization by Menny et al. (2018), is used as selectable options.

The final variable is the participatory “methods and tools” employed to foster participation

throughout the project.

The Outputs, Outcomes, and Impacts Dimension
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There are a variety of potential outputs, outcomes and impacts of participatory processes,
encompassing short and long term, tangible and intangible, environmental, or social effects.
Outputs refer to the immediate products of the process, outcomes to its broader effects, and
impacts to the extent to which the process contributes to achieving the goals of the target
elements (adapted from Young, 2008). While the COPP framework, like this study, aims to
identify the major changes resulting from participatory processes, it does not seek to detail
every possible effect. This study focuses specifically on immediate outputs and the impact on

actions implemented by the community.

However, it is necessary to recognize that the scope of this study is limited to materials
provided by the organization fostering participation and only to materials collected
immediately after the process. Therefore, longer-term outcomes, are limited out. The only
exception to this limitation is the data gathered through interviews, which were conducted

after the completion of the project.

The first variable of this dimension, “main outputs”, is described in relation to the objectives
of the participatory process. This variable encompasses the immediate and tangible products

of the process, which are easy to observe once the process has concluded.

“Impact on actions implemented by participants” is highlighted as an important variable by
Innes & Booher (1999). This could refer to behavioural changes within the community or

collective actions taken as a result of the participatory process.

Although not part of the original COPP framework, this study also identifies challenges and
drivers related to community participation in each project. These elements are important for a
comprehensive understanding of the participatory processes. Challenges refer to the obstacles

encountered, while drivers to the factors that fostered the participation.
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3 Research Data and Methodology

This chapter provides a backbone for the thesis, outlining the approach to conduct the study. It
begins by laying out the research tradition employed, followed by a comprehensive
presentation of the research methodology. Subsequently, the chapter delves into the data

collection and analysis methods making the research process clear and accessible.
3.1 Research Tradition

This study utilizes case study research as research tradition to analyse and understand the
complexity surrounding the implementation of community participatory processes within the
urban innovation ecosystem. As Dubois and Gadde stated in 2002: ‘the interaction between a
phenomenon and its context is best understood through in-depth case studies’. The focus lies
on understanding how communities participate in open innovation processes and why their

participation is beneficial for innovation development.

When analysing a case study, it is necessary to understand the contribution the case offers and
why analysing the case is significant. Using a case study as an example is advantageous when
studying a complex topic such as the urban innovation ecosystem. Merely exploring and
identifying participation processes is insufficient. It is crucial to reflect against a strong
theoretical foundation regarding the community’s role in open innovation projects. It must be

recognized that all the conclusions drawn from one city are not applicable in another city.

The goal of using a case study is to provide a detailed and holistic understanding about the
examined phenomena (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). This approach requires thorough

analysis of comprehensive empirical material (Tellis, 1997).

The research processes are argued to be always incomplete, dynamic and continuously
changing and therefore posing a challenge to conduct empirical analyses using any strategy.
Furthermore, within empirical research, it is essential to determine units of analysis in order to

represent internal consistency and coherence (Ibert, Hautala & Jauhiainen, 2015).
3.2 Research Methodology

This study applies a qualitative research method, since I explore and explain complex social
phenomena in naturalistic, real-world setting, where the phenomena naturally occur.

Qualitative research seeks to understand and find meaning but also gain new insights.
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(Stewart-Withers et al., 2016). Qualitative study is effective when exploring people’s
attitudes, behaviours, motivations or lifestyle (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). As my research
questions are descriptive questions, aiming to understand real-life participation, the qualitative

approach is justified.

It is necessary to acknowledge my own position as a researcher that may influence in the way
the data is interpreted (Sultana, 2007, 376), therefore the research will provide only a limited
image of the social world. In order to be a good researcher, it is necessary to also be aware of
the position in relation to the research context. Research process requires continuous critical

eye. (Stewart-Withers et al., 2016).

A way for researcher to produce reliable results is using research triangulation (Bans-Akutey
& Tiimub, 2021). It is a process that increases the validity and credibility of the research
(Noble and Heale, 2019). Triangulation involves using multiple approaches to drawing out the
needed information and analysing the findings critically (Social Sciences Research
Laboratories, 2018). Furthermore, triangulation is crucial for generalizing the subjectivity of
the qualitative analyses (Philip, 1998). Validity informs how close the findings are to the real
values under examination and how correctly chosen approach measures (Noble and Heale,
2019). In order to correctly use and interpret findings for making informed decisions, validity

has to be achieved (Golafshani, 2003).

In this study, I employ two types of triangulations: methodological and data triangulation.
Methodological triangulation employs more than one research method or approach (Casey &
Murphy, 2009). In my study, this involves analysing open innovation projects using various
types of written materials combined with semi-structured interviews. This approach enhances
the confirmation, credibility and validity of the findings, while also providing a deeper
understanding of the concept under study (Casey & Murphy, 2009; Halcomb & Andrews,
2005). Fundamentally, different approaches are seen as supplementing one another rather than

being separate entities (Stake, 2005).

On the other hand, data triangulation uses several data sources (Bans-Akutey & Tiimub,
2021). I make use of content analysis, such as project reports, self-evaluations, publications
and to enhance the depth of my analysis, I employ semi-structured interviews with project

coordinators responsible.
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The research process, especially a qualitative one, is not strictly linear. While the main
methods remain consistent, data sources and more detailed approaches may evolve and adapt
along the way. This flexibility allows for a deeper exploration of the research area, fostering
new insights and understanding. New findings from data analysis may affect to used
documents or interview structure for content analysis. This approach enhances the overall

rigor and richness of the research. (Maxwell, 2013).
3.3 Data Collection
3.3.1 Criteria and procedures for project selection

As my research focuses on finished open innovation projects employed by Forum Virium
Helsinki, it is necessary to establish specific criteria for including and excluding projects from
the scope of the study. FVH’s ‘project library’ database contains records of 175 projects, of
which 144 are completed and closed. The cases are chosen from completed projects as this

allows collecting and analysing data from all the stages of the project lifetime.

However, these projects undergo filters assessing the objectives regarding community
participation. FVH’s projects can be divided into two categories on their approach: technical
projects, which do not require input from the community, and social projects, which require
the input and validation of the community through experimentation and feedback (personal
communications in FVH). Therefore, projects that do not clearly state their attempts to
enhance or utilize community participation within the project will be excluded. Furthermore,
projects that cancelled their community participation activities due to the COVID-19

pandemic will also be excluded from the scope of this study.

After applying this filtration, seven projects were selected for the scope of this study and are
subject to detailed comparison and analysis. This selection provides diverse approaches and
distinct insights into the different roles of the community within open innovation projects in

Helsinki.
3.3.2 Written material

Written materials include published documents, comprising both general guidelines derived
from the project and more detailed documents that elaborate the project itself, alongside

project reports and self-evaluations found in the FVH project library.
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As the initial project material, I used the self-evaluations that are reported once the project
finishes. Self-evaluations include information on the objectives of the project, the starting
state before the project, the project’s accomplishments, why some objectives were not
reached, the project’s added value or effects, continuation of the project (scaling, permeation,
etc.), realization of the key performance indicators (KPIs), evaluation of collaboration
between FVH and partners, methodologies used, their effectiveness, and their evolution

during the project as well as lessons learned for the future.

Self-evaluations usually include some attached files, for example, publications, conclusions,
information on KPIs, or reports and documentation. Reports may entail documentation on
engagement activities, project journals, project handbooks, mid-term reports as well as final

reports.

The quantity of materials varies for every project as they vary in their size and funding
sources, thus leading to various levels of reporting requirements. Furthermore, the quality of
the reporting also varies. Other written materials found online contributes to the triangulation,

such as websites and published articles. This written data is complemented by interviews.
3.3.3 Interviews

For the interview component of my study, I employ semi-structured interviews with project
experts of selected projects. As previously indicated, I make use of data triangulation,
therefore the interview component serves as a valuable addition (Laine, Bamberg & Jokinen,
2007) to supplement previously gathered retrospective materials, which may lack coherence.
Additionally, I ensure that appropriate measures are taken regarding the organization of the
interviews. In qualitative research, an interview is seen as an interactive situation where the
interviewer’s influence on the provided material cannot be completely eliminated (Kallinen &

Kinnunen, n.d.).

I organized five initial interviews to gain an overview of community participation within FVH
and to gather general insights. These first interviews were also semi-structured, although
maintaining a lower level of structure compared to the forthcoming project-specific
interviews. Interviewees, chosen for their experience within FVH and with the community,
included a senior project manager, a senior advisor, a communications specialist, a technical
specialist, and a development manager. Each of these interviewees will receive a letter from A

to E. These early conversations helped me understand the landscape and aim the focus in the
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right direction. All the initial interviews were conducted in person or remotely and lasted 45

minutes to an hour.

Later, five more interviews were conducted, focusing on the experts of chosen projects —
especially those that were challenging to grasp from written materials alone. These interviews
were noticeably more structured than the initial interviews, as the project and community
participation landscape within FVH had become more familiar. The themes discussed were
the projects themselves, the objectives related to community participation, the methods used
to achieve these goals, the results, and how participation affected achieving these.
Additionally, we explored the challenges and drivers encountered, and overall benefits of

participation.

Interviewed individuals, as project managers or planners, were able to offer essential insights
and clarifications. More thorough descriptions of the interviewees are not essential, and the
interviewees will stay anonymous in this study. Each project related interviewee will receive a
number from 1 to 5 to denote the contributions. Altogether, ten interviews were conducted

during the writing process of this thesis.

Table 1 Overview of the project related interviewees from 1 to 5

ID Role Date & Duration Method & Location Programme
Interviewee 1 ~ Project Spring 2024, 45mins Remotely, automatic Project under the
Planner transcription smart city
Interviewee 2 Project Spring 2024, 30mins Remotely, own Project under the
Specialist extensive notes smart city
Interviewee 3 Project Spring 2024, 60mins Remotely, own Two separate
Manager extensive notes projects under the
smart city
Interviewee 4  Project Spring 2024, 45mins In-Person, own Data
Manager extensive notes
Interviewee 5  Project Spring 2024, 45mins In-Person, own Smart mobility
Planner extensive notes

Interview notes were stored securely in accordance with data protection regulations in Excel
spreadsheets for organization and analysis. It needs to be taken into consideration that these
interviews were conducted from the perspective of project experts, who can only partially

speak on behalf of other stakeholders.
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3.4 Data Analysis
3.4.1 Analysis-driven Thematic Analysis

The material never speaks for itself, moreover the researcher speaks for it from a certain
perspective. Therefore, regarding the data analysis, this study adopts an analysis-driven
approach, that integrates inductive (material-driven) as well as deductive (theory-driven)
perspectives. This approach implies that data is crucial, but when analysing it, the researcher
relies on a paradigm, method or a theory. (Kallinen & Kinnunen, n.d.). This approach also

allows the emergence of new insights from the materials.

In inductive approach, the starting point is the empirical material itself, and the results emerge
from within, enabling comparison with prior research and theories (Kallinen & Kinnunen,
n.d.). This approach acknowledges the complexity of the real-world phenomena and remains
flexible for unexpected insights. By employing this approach, I am able to identify themes

and connections that are not apparent elsewhere.

Conversely, in deductive approach, the analysis process is guided by established theories and
concepts from the literature, providing a framework for understanding the data. This ensures
that the findings are grounded not only on empirical materials but also on theoretical

frameworks, enhancing the robustness of the research findings. (Kallinen & Kinnunen, n.d.).

This study involves a thematic analysis as described by Braun and Clarke (2006) of the case
material. Thematic analysis refers to organizing empirical data to produce rich and detailed
descriptions of key themes. It is a suitable method for researchers to identify, analyse, and
interpret patterns of themes in qualitative data. Moreover, as it allows both the predefined
theoretical considerations and material-driven insights, it is well-suited for exploring complex
phenomena, like participation processes. I elaborate further how this approach was applied in

the next chapter.
3.4.2 Data Review and Analysis Process

The analytic process involved multiple steps. Initially, to ensure a comprehensive overview of
the research materials, I commence by reviewing the collected data, encompassing self-
evaluations, reports, publications, deliverables, available feedback and interview transcripts
from all ten interviews to gain a holistic understanding of the projects. This initial phase

involved note-taking for dedicated project documents. This examination facilitated the
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identification and analysis of common themes related to community participation aspects

emerging from the dataset.

Following the review, I proceeded to systematically analyse the data, identifying potential
interconnections, patterns, and trends. At this stage, I brought important aspects from each
project to a common excel sheet to enable comparison. I coded the data using both inductive
and deductive strategies, meaning that categories were not predefined, but analysis was

guided by theoretical constructs.

Initial categories evolved into themes that eventually help me answer the research questions.
By investigating the similarities as well as differences between participation methods and
their corresponding stage of the innovation process, I aim to draw detailed insights into the

dynamics of community participation.

Finally, I thoroughly interpret the findings reflected against the research questions and
objectives. I examine how these discoveries enhance comprehension of the fundamental
elements facilitating community participation. Building upon these conclusions, I will provide
recommendations based on the insights gained regarding community participation in urban

open innovation projects.

It needs to be acknowledged that a comprehensive coding structure and categorizations are
specified only after thorough examination of the materials, rather than being determined
beforehand. These codings, categories, and themes rise organically from the materials,
thereby the researcher should not influence the analysis with too strong predetermination and

exclusion of potential insights. (Kallinen & Kinnunen, 2021).
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1. Familiarize - review data: written materials and interviews

2. Code - identify and name substansive elements found, combining elements from inductive and

deductive approach
3. Categorize - organization into several units of analysis for comparison
4. Focused coding - identify and describe innovation objectives, methods, and tools

5. Compare - differences and similarities between units of analysis

6. Review - drawing conclusions
7. Provide recommendations

Figure 3 Phases of the analysis describing my methodological approach (adapted from Hodson et al.,
2023; Kallinen & Kinnunen, 2021 and Leminen & Westerlund, 2017).
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4 Urban Innovation Ecosystem in the context of Helsinki

Finland is one of the top innovators globally having one of the highest budgets per capita for
R&D and the percentage of research personnel in the total labor force within European Union
and OECD countries. Moreover, Finland has one of the most competitive economies as it is
also the most transparent and least corrupt. (Helsinki Living Lab, n.d.). Finland has a large
number and variety of living labs, and therefore is one of the pioneers in establishing open
innovation networks (Nystrom et al., 2014). For that reason, findings from my study are

expected to have a high potential for scalability representativeness.

In this study, I focus on the capital of Finland, the city of Helsinki being the leading city,
leading the way for other Finnish cities (Jéntti et al., 2023). Helsinki has a long history of
community participation drawing from both institutional efforts and the legacy of
community’s self-organizing activities, such as neighbourhood associations and NGOs

(Kuokkanen & Palonen, 2018).

Helsinki can be seen as an urban innovation ecosystem itself, as an extension of the living lab
idea due to its approach to innovation. Helsinki highlights advancing the open participation of
communities, by involving them through different roles and functions (Anttiroiko, 2016).
Some projects involve the community by giving them a say, while other projects concentrate
on securing community’s rights as political actors, and others make use of community’s
knowledge and experience as users. (Anttiroiko, 2016). Moreover, Local Government Act
(410/2015) obligates local governments to arrange opportunities for community participation

and local councils are therefore responsible to enable the participation (Jantti et al., 2023).

The city of Helsinki aims to reinforce its position as an international spearhead in
participation and openness being user-centered city. (City of Helsinki, 2018). To enhance the
opportunities for the community to influence Helsinki’s services and decision-making, the
city has developed community participation model. The three core principles of the model
are: 1) utilizing individual and community expertise and knowledge, 2) enabling community-
initiated activities, and 3) providing equal opportunities for participation (City of Helsinki,

2020).

Some participatory methods to involve the community encompasses an online developer
community, involving over 700 active volunteered individuals (Spilling & Puomio, 2023)

participating in research, discussions and testing (City of Helsinki, 2022), participatory
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budgeting called “OmaStadi”, online service called “Kerrokantasi” for sharing opinions as
well as a platform to design and manage community engagement called “Maptionnaire”.
Additionally, there are seven borough liaisons “stadiluotsi” distributed across Helsinki and
their task is to help the community to find the right channels for collaboration with the city.
They support and promote diverse participation and act as an intermediate between the

community and the city (City of Helsinki, n.d. -c).

In the early 2000s, the concept of living labs started to gain momentum in Europe. To respond
the city of Helsinki initiated Helsinki Living Lab to foster co-creation and implementation of
solutions for urban challenges. Helsinki Living Lab refers to all different living labs within
Helsinki Metropolitan area. It serves as a platform for promotion of user-driven methods and
tools for the improvement of products and services. One of the main key economic factors of
Finland has been the creation of a supportive innovation environment and the health and
welfare of business is valued similarly to its citizens. (Helsinki Living Lab, n.d.). Currently,
Helsinki Living Lab is no more referenced, instead redirecting internet users to Forum Virium

Helsinki’s webpage.

Open innovation activities organized by Forum Virium Helsinki are strongly located in the
following areas within Helsinki. Jatkdsaari and Kalasatama are new and active
neighbourhoods that have integrated significant amount of innovation projects during the past
decade. More recently, similar innovation projects have been also introduced in urban renewal
areas, that are older areas and characterized by different demographic profiles from newer

arcas.
4.1 Urban Profiles of Selected Helsinki Areas
4.1.1 Jatkasaari

Jéatkdsaari is an urban, seaside area with dense constructions, trams, and parks. It is a new area
as its construction started on 2010 and it is planned to be ready 2020 (City of Helsinki, n.d. -
a). Previously a brownfield area is to be converted into housing for nearly 20 000 people
(Spilling et al., 2019). One fifth of the area is planned for parks. The housing selection is
diverse with owner-occupied apartments, privately financed and government-subsidized rental

apartments, as well as housing for students and seniors. (City of Helsinki, n.d.-a).
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The passenger port of the ferry traffic into Helsinki is situated in Jédtkdsaari resulting in around
seven million passengers passing the neighbourhood annually. Two main bridges connect the
port and the city center and the area is therefore encumbered by high traffic peaks. This
characteristic makes Jéitkdsaari a compelling location for mobility-related projects, and it has

consequently a long history of R&D projects in this field. (Spilling et al., 2019).

Figure 4. Jatkasaari in 2016. (Suomen limakuva Oy, 2016).

4.1.2 Kalasatama

Much like Jatkdsaari, Kalasatama is newly developed coastal area. Previously, it served as an
industrial and harbour purposes since the late 19" century, but more recently has been
expanded through land reclamation. First residents moved to the area during 2012. It serves as
a home for 30 000 residents and provides employment for over 10 000 individuals upon
completion during the 2030 decade. It is situated east of the city center and is densely
constructed with various services and transportation alternatives. The area itself lacks green
spaces, but a short walk away, the extensive island park of Mustikkamaa is situated. (City of
Helsinki, n.d.-b). The houses are mostly apartment buildings, some of them being towers
ranging from 20 to 37 floors, but area also includes lower townhouses providing a diverse

housing stock.
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Figure 5 Aerial view of Kalasatama, Mustikkamaa in the upper left corner, Helsinki (Joneikifi, 2020).

4.1.3 Urban Renewal Areas

Urban renewal initiative, involving areas of Malmi, Malminkartano-Kannelmiki, Mellunkyla
and Meri-Rastila, provides solutions to segregation and fosters balanced urban development
within Helsinki. Areas included are facing socioeconomic challenges, and their development
has stayed behind from the rest of the Helsinki. However, these areas have significant
potential for future growth due to their accessibility and closeness to rail transport, supporting
urban densification and efficient mobility. Therefore, these areas will receive comprehensive

regenerations focus from construction to social enhancements within communities. (Helsingin

kaupunki, 2024).

Need-based targeted funding is allocated to these areas to offer additional resources, when an
individual or a community has lower opportunities to secure their well-being. The overarching
goal is to create neighbourhoods where everybody, despite their background, can enjoy the

high quality and safe city life. (Bayar, 2023).

The objectives are related to urban vitality, comfort, services, commitment and interaction, by
creating open, participatory and various channels for communication. New types of
participatory methods and innovation processes are aimed to enhance the participation of the

community. (Bayar, 2023).



37

Figure 6. Railway station in Malmi, Helsinki (Toivari, 2022).

4.2 Forum Virium Helsinki

The case study in this thesis is conducted in cooperation with Forum Virium Helsinki (FVH),
a non-profit innovation intermediary established in 2005 and based in Helsinki. Originally,
the company was co-owned, private sector entity, but later the city of Helsinki realized its
potential and bought the company to foster more citizen-centric innovation projects
(interviewee A). By promoting openness, democracy and inclusion in their projects, they
implement the strategy of the city of Helsinki (Anttiroiko, 2016). The city of Helsinki
provides the core fund for the company, but mostly FVH operates on European Union

funding. (Forum Virium Helsinki, 2024).

The objectives of their strategy include three main points: 1) supporting Helsinki’s ability to
utilize technology and digitalization, 2) helping companies to use Helsinki as a development
platform, and 3) being a renewing and agile expert organization (Forum Virium Helsinki,

2024).

FVH is an innovation intermediate organization that pilots and develops urban innovation
projects aiming to scale for the entire urban community. These projects may result in new
companies, products, data or practices. FVH typically runs approximately 30-40 projects

concurrently, with a length of six months to multiple years. (Forum Virium Helsinki, n.d.).
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During the years of 2005-2024, they have run 210 innovation projects with 420 partners,
including companies, universities and cities, as well as with 3 500 members of the community

(Forum Virium Helsinki, 2024).

FVH plays a pivotal role in enhancing the utilization of data, new technologies and
digitalization, while also considering the climate aspect through scalable co-creation projects.
Their strategic objectives highlight their commitment to fostering innovation and
sustainability through collaborative initiatives and offering a platform and open ecosystem for
piloting. Helsinki together with FVH aspire to lead globally in its smart city development
initiatives. (Forum Virium Helsinki, n.d.). While FVH’s projects clearly improve the quality
of life in the community, their objectives are often connected to bringing economic growth

and wealth to the area.

FVH comprises three main programs: smart city, smart mobility and data. All projects
implemented by project teams fall under one of these programs. Some of the projects explored
in this thesis are conducted in collaboration with international or domestic organizations,
meaning that FVH may not be responsible for organizing the entire project, but responsible

for its implementation in Helsinki.

It should be noted that while the city of Helsinki has established specific requirements for
community participation outlined in their official strategies and laws, FVH is not obligated to
generate such community participation, as it primarily interacts with conventional innovators
like companies. Nevertheless, involving the community is crucial for aligning innovation with
real needs. However, participation tends to be specific, sudden, and ad-hoc. In certain
projects, FVH has outsourced community participation to external entities (private project

documentation).

FVH has collected some lessons from successful projects into its project publications.
Although FVH does not follow any specific process model to guide its operations, it has
published The Anatomy of Successful Development Project, which outlines five key stages: 1)
identifying the problem, 2) ensuring commitment of key partners, 3) involving users, 4)
testing, and 5) improving and collecting feedback. (Partanen, n.d.). It is important to
acknowledge that these publications offer a generalized framework, showcasing potential

methodologies rather than a detailed approach used by FVH.



While FVH benchmarks and leverages best practices for participation from other
organizations, such as the European Network of Living Labs, it also employs its own

methodologies, which are explored in the following chapter.
4.2.1 Methodology by FVH

Regularly, FVH publishes its good practices observed within their projects for others to
leverage, aligning with the knowledge sharing objectives of innovation intermediaries.
Recently, following the expanding of FVH’s innovation activities into urban renewal areas,
FVH collaborated with the City of Helsinki to release a publication titled “Co-Creating
Innovative Districts: Tools for Urban Innovators" in 2021. In the following section I will
briefly introduce the methodology and methods related to co-development drawn from this

toolbox. Some of them are further elaborated upon in the findings chapter.
Citizen Innovator Pool

Since 2019, Forum Virium Helsinki has cultivated an engaged community of citizens in its
mailing list, known as a “citizen innovator pool” called Trial Troops with around 550
members (interviewee C). This serves as a community-based model for the community

participation.

Various projects have engaged with this community through surveys, workshops, and pilot
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programs allowing members to give feedback and influence innovation development, thereby

contributing to making Helsinki a more functional city (Karmala, 2021). The main activities

for Trial Troops include testing new solutions, and members are sometimes invited to
participate at different stages of the innovation process as both contributors and users. The
mailing list is open to anyone, offering members an early access to information about new

technology and innovation.

The Trial Troops model contains four main activities: recruiting, informing, rewarding

participants and gathering feedback through different channels. While this model serves as a

tool to enhance community participation, public awareness, and the innovation process

(private document), adapting it to include a more comprehensive sample remains a challenge

(personal communications). The model tends to attract mostly active community members

who have the resources to participate.
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Within urban renewal areas, Trial Troops have not yet been established. However, with the
recent shift in focus toward these areas, engaging members from these communities becomes

increasingly relevant.
Urban Lab Spaces and Pop-ups

Urban lab spaces serve as a meeting place that bring together different stakeholders, including
the community, to facilitate innovation and collaboration. In addition, they serve as

showrooms or piloting platforms. (Fiksu Kaupunki, n.d.).

Similarly, urban pop-ups provide a venue for multistakeholder collaboration and idea
exchange. They are used when a space for meetings, workshops, and demo sessions is needed.
Green pop-ups are outdoor urban built from modular elements, such as benches and urban
nature. (Fiksu Kaupunki, n.d.). This approach offers a lower threshold for participation

compared to indoor spaces, as people can easily pass by.
Agile Piloting Co-creative Labs

Agile Piloting programme serves as a framework for collaboration and co-creative
experimentation (Spilling & Rinne, 2020). The program unites companies, city officials, the
community, and other players to speed up smart city development through a model that
enables quick experimenting in real environments. This model aims to maximized learning
through involving diverse stakeholders. Developed in Kalasatama starting in 2013 by FVH,
the program facilitated 21 agile pilots between 2016 and 2018 and has since been adapted and
further developed in other contexts. (Mustonen et al., n.d; Spilling et al., 2019).

Agile piloting provides an effective approach to creating urban innovation ecosystems as it
opens the city infrastructure, services, and data for the urban living lab experimentation
(Spilling et al., 2019). This requires continuous maintenance of the stakeholder network by
the innovation intermediary, who must obtain great people skills as well as the ability to
coordinate various processes. When well-maintained, the atmosphere fosters collaboration,

trust, and openness. (Spilling & Rinne, 2020).

The model enables testing prototype and early innovation solutions in real-life urban labs for
a short period of time, usually maximum of six months. Moreover, agile piloting enables the
participation of smaller actors, like start-ups and SMEs, in contrast to conventional smart city

development, which often involves large organizations and companies. Co-creative process is
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in the core of the development, and program therefore provides some methods for co-creation,
access to communities, city infrastructure, networks, and market visibility. (Spilling et al.,
2019). The themes of the pilots range from climate solutions to education, wellbeing, and

mobility. (Fiksu Kaupunki, n.d. -a).
Agile Piloting Process presented by Spilling et al., 2019:
1) Stakeholder mapping and definition of themes
2) Open Call for solutions
3) Selection of pilots
4) Experimentation (involves recruiting users and collaboration)
5) Evaluation
Design Sprint -methodology for Co-creation

Design or co-creation sprints are fast-paced processes that bring various stakeholders together
to ideate on a selected theme. Through the facilitation of co-design activities, the goal is to
innovate and find solutions. These sprints serve as a practical tool across various contexts and
themes, supporting multi-sectoral co-creation in urban development projects. (Fiksu

Kaupunki, n-d. -b).

This methodology consists of five phases: understand, define, sketch, decide, and prototype.
Depending on the nature of the solution, community efforts may be needed during the testing
stage of the process, enabling ecosystem building and engagement of relevant stakeholders.

(Fiksu Kaupunki, n-d. -b).

This methodology is based on the concept of design thinking, which aims to solve business
problems in a human-centred way, focusing on end users rather than on the business itself
(Dorst, 2011). Design thinking provides a framework for problem-solving, and identification

of business issues and opportunities (Brown, 2008).
4.2.2 Description of Projects Under Investigation

This chapter briefly introduces the seven projects included in the study that showcase
community participation in Helsinki’s open innovation projects. These chosen projects are

drawn from all three FVH’s programs: Smart City, Smart Mobility and Data. Therefore, they
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have diverse focuses and approaches providing valuable insights into how the community has

been contributing in shaping the city within diverse contexts.
The projects under investigation involves seven cases:

Smart City -program:

6Aika Smart Kalasatama — serves as a pioneer in smart city planning. The focus was on
various themes related to sustainable and practice everyday life, such as housing, energy, and
food (Forum Virium Helsinki presentation). The area serves as a model for other areas in

Helsinki and there has been more recent shift in bringing the learnings to urban renewal areas.

B.Green — aimed to develop a model for digital and participatory urban planning. The
approach promoted pre-planning of green infrastructure solutions in Kalasatama. The project

employed multiple green solutions with the community.

Helsinki Innovation Districts — involves Helsinki’s urban renewal areas, very distinct from
each other, with specific needs. The project addresses each area with unique themes that cater
to their specific needs and priorities. These themes include lighting, street space, resident
experience, vacant spaces, green infrastructure and so on. The main focus in every area is still
the same — introducing new solutions to complement existing structures. (private project

document).

Data program:

HOPE (Healthy Outdoor Premises for Everyone) — aimed to empower the community to
understand and improve their local air quality. Through participatory data collection,
visualizing the collected personal data, and empowering action within participants the project
addressed the challenge of inaccurate and inaccessible air quality data. (Urban Innovation

Actions, n.d.)

UrbanAge — promoted an age-friendly city through the use of digital technologies to improve
the involvement of seniors in urban planning. Previously, the involvement and information

concerning seniors have been fragmented and challenging to utilize effectively. Therefore,
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UrbanAge created an engagement tool suitable for this target group, in collaboration with

them. (private project document.)

Smart Mobility program:

Jdtkdsaari Mobility Lab — promotes sustainable transportation and using Jitkésaari area as a
living lab. The initiative tests and refines new mobility solutions, encourage the community to
change their behavior for more sustainable mobility options, such as walking and cycling,
through applying agile piloting, innovation competitions, and fostering community

participation. (Forum Virium Helsinki presentation).

Mobility Urban Values — aimed to influence community’s transportation behavior through
gamification and encouraging to use sustainable mobility options. Additionally, the game
developed during the project collected community’s mobility data, and methods to utilize this
data were explored. This project aimed to answer to some gaps within urban mobility

knowledge in measuring personal impact in real-time. (private project document).
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5 Findings

This thesis scrutinizes the community participation methods employed by the innovation
intermediary organization Forum Virium Helsinki (FVH) in its open innovation projects.
Participatory activities play a crucial role in facilitating these projects, making it essential to
thoroughly investigate the participatory elements and analyse the potential input the

community may offer.

Through comparison of multiple and diverse cases, the objective is to understand participatory
processes and the opportunities they present. The following chapter lays out the key aspects of
the comparison, including the three dimensions presented in COPP framework: context,
participatory processes, and outcomes reflected against the objectives. A closer examination
and an in-depth analysis of the process timeline and levels of participation will be provided
later in the Participatory Processes section of the chapter. The findings cover various projects
linked to all three programs under FVH, which are categorized under three overarching

themes: smart city, smart mobility and data.

The indicators enabling the comparison and their characteristics, as well as the rationale for

their selection, are detailed in the theoretical framework chapter on the COPP framework.
5.1 Overview of the Projects and Their Community Participation
5.1.1 Context Dimension

Various authors claim contextual aspects being critical for understanding the outcomes of
participatory processes (see list Hassenforder et al., 2015, 6). Often, some frameworks focus
solely on the process and its outcomes, without addressing the context dimension
(Hassenforder et al., 2015). However, since the case study and selected projects are located
within a single city and build upon previous efforts, it is necessary to acknowledge the
previous experiences specific to the location. Moreover, when implementing a specific
participatory method in different contexts, the outcomes may vary notably (see list

Hassenforder et al., 2015).

This subchapter complements the context chapter, which presents areas influenced by FVH,

by providing more project-specific information on each chosen project.

Table 2. Context dimension of each project. Table adapted from the COPP framework (Hassenforder
et al., 2015; Veeckman & Temmerman, 2021).
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Projectand  Timing, Target System Elements Past Interventions &
programme  Location Relationships
6Aika Smart 20162018,  Smart mobility services, v Multiple projects
Kalasatama  Kalasatama  waste management, co- since 2013, Strong
— Smart creation of local services existing relationships
City
B.Green — 2020-2022,  Green infrastructure V Strong existing
Smart City ~ Kalasatama relationships, possible
participation fatigue
(interviewee)

Helsinki 2020-2023,  Expand innovation activities. X First approach
Innovation Renewal Develop solutions focused on
Districts — areas different themes in each area.
Smart City
UrbanAge —  2021-2024,  Develop inclusive, healthier, / Good existing
Data Malmi happier, age-friendly cities. relationships

(Renewal Assess disruptive technology

area) for evidence-based urban

planning.

Mobility 2017-2020, Mobility behavior. v Good existing
Urban Jétkésaari Potential of illustration and relationships
Values — gamification.
Smart
Mobility
HOPE 2018-2022,  Air quality. v Good existing
(Healthy Jatkasaari, Feedback loop between data  relationships in
Outdoor (Pakila & and community actions. Jitkisaari
Premises for  Vallila) X First approach in
Everyone) — Pakila & Vallila
Data
Jéatkdsaari 2019-2021, New mobility solutions for v Good existing
Mobility Jatkésaari the city, community and relationships
Lab — Smart tourists. sustained
Mobility Synergies between participation

subprojects.

Note. Source: Author's compilation based on interviews and written material.

As shown in table 2, target system elements in these projects are ranging widely from waste

management to green infrastructure and air quality, and inclusive urban development. A

strong emphasis is put on smart city development, particularly on sustainable mobility

solutions in Jéatkdsaari. A diverse spectrum of these elements reflects various urban

challenges, which are addressed through open innovation projects, where an innovation

intermediary serves a crucial role in facilitating cooperation.

One publication by FVH highlights the advantage of concentrating piloting activities within

selected city districts. This strategy creates synergies between pilots and projects, driving

urban development on various levels. Contacting and activating community members is also



easier within a specific, profiled district. Such localized efforts “transforms” the community
as active developers, providing long-term perspectives for organized activities. In addition,

more efficient and tailored communication and efforts are possible due to profiled piloting

areas. (Spilling & Rinne, 2020).
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Despite the clear advantages of this approach, possible participation fatigue has been observed

in Kalasatama. This observation can be attributed to the intensity of participation activities
within a popular piloting area. However, changing the target system elements has helped to

maintain community’s interest. (Interviewee 3).

5.1.2 Participatory Process Dimension

COPP framework indicators within this dimension are drawn mostly from the significant

steps, when participatory process is designed, and main elements considered in in-depth

exploration of the processes within literature. (Hassenforder et al., 2015).

Table 3. Participatory process dimension, adapted from COPP framework (Hassenforder et al., 2015;
Veeckman & Temmerman, 2021).

Project and Participatory process objectives ~ Degree of Methods and tools
programme (inc. possible selection of the participation
participants and group size if achieved
adaptable)
6Aika Smart Improve participation experience in ~ Information, Agile piloting
Kalasatama the newly developed area. ambitions for co- Co-creation events
_ Smart City Develop an ULL. creation and Innovator’s club
Community-driven planning. consultation Trial Troops
GIS-tools
B.Green — Smart Design data-driven, participatory Consultation Agile piloting
City approach. Survey
Co-design green infrastructure. Co-creation events
Participation in data collection. Testing sessions
City walk
Helsinki Broaden participation. Enhance Consultation Agile piloting
Innovation dialogue. Street polls
Districts — Smart Improve visibility and Green pop-ups
understanding. Testing sessions

City

Strengthen the sense of inclusion.
Gather ideas, data, and feedback.
Special focus on seniors and youth.

City walks
Workshops

Gameday for children
Surveys

Real-life interaction

UrbanAge — Data

Improve co-design.

Design a user participation strategy.
Enhance interaction and
understanding.

Identify real needs.

Co-create participatory data
collection device.

Feed the data model through
participant input.

Co-creation,
Information

Citizen science
Participatory data
collection

Data collection sessions
Workshops for device
development
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Mobility Urban Gather input and feedback. Co-creation, Co-creation workshops
Values — Smart Collaborate and empower. Information Testing campaigns
Mobility Co-design the game.
Promote mobility behavioural
change through gamification.
Data collection through the game.
HOPE (Healthy Increase understanding and Information Citizen science
Outdoor Premises  €mpowerment. Participatory budgeting
for Everyone) — Promote behavioural change. application
Data Implement co-design and Measurement campaigns
participative budgeting. Feedback sessions
Co-create data collection device. Online surveys
Gather views and attitudes. Events for sensor
Individuals from diverse distribution
backgrounds. Trial Troops
Jatkdsaari Develop a ULL for smart mobility. Consultation Agile Piloting
Mobility Lab — Foster a culture of community Surveys
Smart Mobility participation. Testing sessions
Involvement in various activities. Workshops

Identify technology reception.
Co-define challenges.

Info webinars
Trial Troops/ VIP-pool

Note. Source: Author's compilation based on interviews and written material.

As shown in the table 3, participatory process objectives across the seven projects introduced

showcase important aspects related to the role of an innovation intermediary. More

specifically, a non-player enabler innovation intermediary’s role, aiming for the well-being of

innovation ecosystem and seamless cooperation, aligns well with these objectives. Objectives

observed can be divided into themes:

1) Building foundational elements to an area:

e Establishing ULLs: focus on the physical and digital platform needed for

community participation

2) Enhancing participation processes

e Designing new participatory approaches and tools

e Enhancing the experience of participation and inclusion

¢ Broadening the number of participants

3) Empowering and educating the community

¢ Raising community understanding and awareness

e Empowering the community
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e Promoting behavioural change
4) Driving innovation
¢ Gathering input for the innovation development

Establishing and enhancing ULLSs in various areas encompass creating a physical and digital
platform for participation. This involves establishing networks, communication channels, and
participatory approaches suitable for each area as well as fostering dialogue between the
innovators and the community. Designing new participatory approaches involves innovative
thinking how to involve community as efficiently as possible. Raising the community
understanding and awareness, involves the responsibility to educate, being present and
enhancing visibility. Empowering the community may involve supporting them to take action
based on information about their surroundings and promoting therefore a behavioral change.
Input to the innovation development involve gathering ideas, feedback, existing challenges,
real needs, concerns as well as views, attitudes, priorities, and preferences. When it comes to
new technology and practices, understanding the attitudes is crucial, as it may reveal valuable

insights into the factors that influence successful adoption (interviewee 5).

Methods employed to achieve these objectives are versatile, encompassing a range of
traditional and innovative approaches. These include agile piloting methodology, traditional
ways to participate, such as surveys, interviews, street polls, and feedback sessions, as well as
community meetings and local participation. Additionally, less traditional approaches like the
participant pool, citizen science devices, participatory budgeting, applications, city walks, and
gamedays, as well as approaches related to gamification, are employed to generate
community participation. In most cases, projects engage community members as surveyors or

testers to validate pilot programs or gather feedback.
Communication and networking

Utilizing diverse communication channels is essential to reach a broad community outreach,
as different channels cater to different preferences and habits (interviewee 3). Proactive
communication throughout the project supports its impact. This includes clearly
communicating participation objectives, explaining data collection and usage, and providing
timely feedback on pilot results to the community. (B.Green, n.d.). Such transparency fosters
trust and long-term engagement for future pilots as well (Spilling et al., 2019). Moreover,

managing expectations of participants is important through the whole process.
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A significant aspect of community outreach involves the variety of media used, both
traditional and non-traditional approaches. To foster trust, inclusion, and participation, a
multifaceted combination of community strategies should be utilized. Furthermore, all
possibilities of communication should be explored as widely as possible to maximize

community participation in pilots. (Private project self-evaluation).

Projects have made use of diverse physical spaces like cafes, restaurants, libraries, and other
meeting places alongside social and traditional media, with Facebook’s neighbourhood
groups often highlighted as the most important one (interviewee A, 3, 5). In Jitkésaari, a
dedicated webpage for pilot testing was created to inform the community about all the
activities occurring in the area. It served as a successful and valuable tool for communication
for years (interviewee A). While Facebook and other media are common, direct outreach,
including physical media like posters and flyers, remains necessary for comprehensive

promotion in some cases (interviewee 3).

Leveraging existing community structures, such as neighbourhood events, evenings, festivals,
and meetings offers valuable opportunities to organize testing sessions in natural and familiar
settings, where people are already out and engaged. (Interviewee B, C, 5). As community
participation happens on a voluntary basis, it is essential to plan participatory activities with
this consideration in mind (project self-evaluation). Therefore, casual and effective

approaches like these tend to be effective.

While diverse communication channels are important, diverse methods used to foster
participation are equally crucial to ensure the adoption and diffusion of innovations. Game
days, city walks, gamification, and various events indicate to a commitment to making the
participatory process more engaging and enjoyable, particularly for different age segments.
However, despite these efforts, there is a lack of ambition to reach more passive members of
the community. To address this, several objectives have defined target groups based on
criteria such as age or location, for example children or seniors in urban renewal areas.
Currently, FVH is organizing several projects that aim to foster participation among
vulnerable groups (personal communications). This focus in inclusivity aims to ensure these

groups have equitable access to innovation initiatives.
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Communicating with the community is not an easy task, taking a lot of time and effort

(private project report, interviewee 3). Therefore, it is essential to identify the key local actors

and cooperate with them to comprehend the local context, with its challenges and

opportunities. Furthermore, to maximize the impact and efficiency, it is recommended to

leverage previously established good practices and networks in subsequent initiatives.

Within the FVH, there is a recognized need for the systematic handling and utilization of

contact information. However, there are challenges related to General Data Protection

Regulation (GDPR) for contact sharing and other barriers related to gathering information,

such as the place of residence of participants.

5.1.3 Output and Impact Dimension

This chapter intends to identify major changes achievable through participatory processes,

rather than laying out all possible outputs, outcomes, and impact. The following table is the

last part of the COPP framework and gathers the main outputs risen from the materials and

possible impacts observed. Furthermore, barriers and drivers are laid out for more in-depth

understanding of the methods and tools.

Table 4. Adapted from COPP framework (Hassenforder et al., 2015; Veeckman & Temmerman, 2021).

Outputs & Main outputs of the Barriers for Drivers for Impact on actions
Impacts participatory participation participation implemented by
process participants
6Aika Innovator’s club Low support for Living lab space Valued feedback.
Smart success. community-driven fostered community- Steering innovation
Kalasatama Community enjoyed innovation. driven activities. development.
participating. Resource challenges. Community-driven
“1/3 of the Lack of systematic smart city
community has handling and utilization development inspires
participated in co- of contact information. abroad.
creation activities.”
Over 100 co-creation
events with
stakeholders.
B.Green Around dozen COVID-19 pandemic. Easy involvement of Steering innovation
participants for each schools. development.
pilot. Visualizations enhances ~ Survey played a big
App was co- communication. role for the city.
developed and tested. Community’s feeling
Active survey of being heard.
responding.
Demonstrated the
potential of digital
tools for
participation.
Helsinki Enhanced dialogue, Focus on technology Proactive and Cooperation with the
Innovation  Visibility and and innovation, rather systematic community
understanding. than the community. communication. increased.

Districts
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Partly oriented
towards the needs of
the community.
Hundreds of
participants in events
at pop-up space.

Gathering new
participants.

Youth as a challenging
target group to engage.
Resource challenges.
Smart city development
mindset alienating for
seniors.

Immaturity of the
innovation.

Reaching schools and
broad audiences.
Monitoring testing,
rather than relying on
surveys.

Engaging directly
(fieldwork), over
expecting them to
initiate contact.

Pop-up spaces
created opportunities
for interaction.

HOPE Community pool Participants aged 18-35 Professional support. Successful
created. under-represented. Personal data access. crowdsourced data
Over 100 participants  Females had higher rates  User pages for data collection, quality
in data collection of participation. follow-up. data.
campaign with 1 COVID-19 pandemic. Interest in target system  Community pool
million Low participation elements. kick-off.
measurements. despite marketing Motivation in Clean air route
Nearly 600 voters in efforts, methods, and participating in science.  planner created
the app. budget allocations. Motivation strategies,
Participants Participation limited to such as competition,
decreased after each those already interested.  app enhancement, and
round. Technical issues vouchers.
decreased motivation.
UrbanAge 2 co-creation sessions  Lack of time Civic duty Enhanced
(barriers (online) with older Physical health barriers Having fun understanding of
and drivers adults. Bad facilities Self-efficacy community’s needs
identified Participation rates Bad past experiences Good awareness and experiences.
by 3 low. Bad awareness Visualisations available. ~Co-creation
Too many events workshops helped
E'urqpean No feeling of ownership determine possible
piloting Limitations in use cases.
cities) inclusiveness, e.g.,
varying capabilities to
use digital tools.
Jitkasaari Participation in COVID-19 pandemic Collaboration with local ~ Establishment of a
Mobility various pilots. Delays in solution associations and smart mobility test
Lab Formation of VIP development hindered existing activities. area.
community pool. testing. Focusing activities Qualitative feedback
Certain pilot got Changing old behavior within an area enables and error reporting
terminated due to patterns to new ones. greater synergies and highly valued.
lack of participants. Convincing to download ~ familiarity for Perception surveys
anew app. participation. valuable to the city.
Inclusivity and Tangible pilot. Identification of
accessibility challenges. ~ Facebook marketing the = communication
Immaturity of the pilot. most efficient platform  requirements and
for recruitment. customer
expectations.
Mobility During demo phase Concerns over privacy Jétkdsaari community’s  Increased awareness
Urban dozens of policies. enthusiasm for and engagement.
Values participants. Convincing to download  development. Growing sense of

anew app.

Finns are “population of
mobiles”. Competition
aspect with a reward.

community in
Jéatkésaari.

Note. Source: Author's compilation based on interviews and written material.

Community participation has played a central role in multiple projects employed by FVH, as

highlighted above. These efforts are not only aiming to foster community participation itself

but, perhaps more importantly, they aim to cultivate a sense of ownership and empowerment

among the community. Across the projects, the reported impacts are positive, suggesting that
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the chosen methods have successfully fostered some level of participation among the

community. Moreover, the nature of the impact varies as objectives vary.

However, all projects did not achieve the desired amount of participation or did not achieve
the objectives stated for participatory process. For example, certain pilot got terminated due to
lack of test users that was required to achieve the objectives. That incident gave a valuable
lesson of how challenging it is to foster community participation and how important it is to

cultivate user motivation and added value from the beginning (private project document).

There is a need for active monitoring of community participation, in order to observe
emerging challenges promptly. Implementing early interventions is crucial to address these
issues effectively and maintain participation throughout the lifecycle of the project. (private
project document, interviewee B). This emphasis on monitoring highlights the importance of
understanding how different factors can either foster of hinder participation. The following

sections will delve deeper into the various barriers as well as drivers encountered.
Barriers

A range of challenges impacting community participation emerged from the materials and

interviews, encompassing the following aspects:

e Resource and management issues: Relates to lack of resources, like funding and
capacity, allocated to participation. There is a lack of systematic processes for

participation in FVH. This partly results from GDPR restrictions.

o Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic: Affected to all participation activities during
2020-2021, participation took place online which hindered participation and made

it less accessible and engaging.

e Technological barriers: Sensor or device malfunctions, low approachability or

usability as well as immaturity of solutions decreased motivation.

o Inclusivity concerns: Difficulties in gathering a diverse sample of participants.
Some demographic groups, such as individuals aged 18-35, males and youth were
challenging to involve in some cases. Seniors have faced difficulties with

technology resulting in digital inequality.
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o Perceived lack of user benefits: Inability to gain immediate benefits for

participation affected participation.

e Motivation strategies: For instance, maintaining motivation throughout the data
collection campaigns caused difficulties. Shorter campaigns were suggested

afterwards by participants.

e Behaviour change: It is challenging to change people’s behaviour and habits, such

as downloading a new app turned out almost an impossible task.

An important insight from one of the interviewees was the challenge of making participants
download a new application (interviewee 3). The recommendation is to adapt new features to
already existing applications. This same ideology is applicable elsewhere: always aim to
integrate new practices into established ones to enhance acceptance and effectiveness (project
self-evaluation). This approach decreases the barrier to participate, but also leverages the

already created familiarity and trust, community has for the existing platforms.

Drivers
On the other hand, the drivers of community participation that emerged include:

o Familiarity with established practices: Utilizing familiar channels decreases the

threshold to participate.

o Focusing on a single area: “Warming up” the area supports new activity. Existing

familiarity of FVH and innovation activities is considered valuable.

e Collaboration: Engaging with local associations, organizations, and especially schools
is an effective way to reach broad audiences at once. Simultaneously, it validates the

target group and location automatically.

o Changing themes: Changing themes were introduced to maintain interest and

reactivate the community.

e Clear communication: Clear, consistent, and accessible communication about the
project, along with explaining how participant input was utilized, encourages ongoing

participation.
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e Fieldwork: Face-to-face interaction is crucial rather than expecting participants to

approach the organizers.

o Competition and Rewards: Additionally, elements such as competition and small
rewards have stimulated participation at some level. There is a preference to avoid the
use of extrinsic rewards, with the expectation that intrinsic value of participation

should outweigh the need for incentives (interviewee A).

Collaborating with schools has proven to be efficient and mutually beneficial, as educators are
keen to integrate new technologies and learning opportunities to children (interviewee 3).
Furthermore, reaching broad audiences through schools and community organizations helped

validate the project’s target group and location automatically (interviewee B).

Seen from the case studies, it is evident that reaching the community requires clear and
immediate benefits and attractiveness as well as maturity and usability from the piloted
solution. Usability and immediate added value must be direct to encourage piloting. (Private

project document).

A crucial aspect is maintaining open and informative communication channels. In addition to
providing project information, it is crucial to transparently showcase how participant’s
contributions were utilized and valued in order to encourage further participation, foster the
sense of ownership, and increase motivation for behavioural change. This approach is
necessary for collaborative projects. Interactive user interfaces serve as one solution to
disseminate information and facilitate assessment (Virtanen et al., 2023). To serve diverse
target groups, diverse and complementary activities, participation modalities, and

communication channels are recommended. (Private project document).
5.2 The Participatory Processes

This chapter builds on the previous analysis by examining each stage of the project cycle
individually, according to the previously presented four-stage categorization by Almirall et al.
(2012): contextualization, concretization, implementation, and evaluation. Within each stage,
the level of participation is also evaluated according to the level of participation
categorization by Menny et al. (2018): non-participation, information, consultation, and co-

creation. This section introduces the most intriguing cases from all seven projects, showcasing
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successful approaches and providing detailed insights into each stage’s participatory

processes.

There are specific participatory methods and tools connected to each specific phase of an
open innovation project as intermediaries’ responsibilities during the project also varies.
Distinctions also exist regarding the target group, in the selected projects, only older adults
and children or youth are addressed if any target group is specified. With this analysis I aim to
provide deeper insights into the participatory processes and methods used by the innovation

intermediary.

Table 5 presents a practical tool for breaking down the process for analysing and planning a
participatory process. Laying down all the objectives the project wants to achieve during each
stage and listing all the methods and tools used provides a clear visualization of the life cycle
of the process. In this table, no lines separate each stage, as they are iterative and not strictly
delineated. Similarly, the level of participation is fluid rather than rigidly defined. I have
positioned methods according to their most appropriate placement based on my analysis.
Table 5. Summary of the methods within each stage of the process and the level of participation

assessed: Levels of community participation along the life-cycle phases (adapted from Menny et al.,
2018).

co-creation Co-creation
workshops for
tool/game
development
consultation Surveys Surveys
Workshops Polls
Green pop-ups Interviews
Interviews VR-experiences

Group discussions
Innovator’s club

information Recruitment through Participatory
social and traditional budgeting
media, previous

networks, targeted ads,

Trial Troops and VIP-

pool

Local events,

associations, and

organizations

no participation

contextualization concretization implementation evaluation
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As seen from the Table 5, consultation emerges as a prevalent mode of participation. It
appears that workshops remain as the only observed method for fostering co-creation within
the community. Furthermore, community participation is notably emphasized in the first

phase of the process, with a resurgence during the implementation phase.
5.2.1 Contextualization

Early stage of a project, contextualization, involves identifying challenges, priorities,
expectations, and relevant stakeholders for the focus determination. A popular way to
generate some community participation at this stage of the process is applying surveys for the
general public about their perception towards some new technology or other practices for
instance. This method works for a larger number of participants, gathering a large volume of
insights. Workshops are another preferred solution when the aim is to involve a smaller
group. They work well with exploring broader concepts, while surveys are easier to employ

once the topic has been more narrowed down.

At this point of the process, multistakeholder approach is often highlighted to validate the
initial ideas. Most of the methods that employ multistakeholder approach are nevertheless not

targeted towards the community, but rather companies, experts and other professionals.

As this stage of the process lacks tangible elements, participation might be more challenging
to generate compared to later stages when tempting the community to participate is easier.
Moreover, the community participation is fully voluntary and therefore participatory activities
are necessary to design to be easily approachable and simple. For this reason, connecting the
activities to existing and already familiar meetings and events, and to people’s everyday lives

1s crucial.

As previously mentioned, FVH’s projects have recently expanded to older neighbourhoods of
Helsinki. Expanding into new areas entails a vast amount of work to familiarize oneself with
the area and locals. Therefore, the creation of green pop-ups, urban living lab spaces, and

events has played a crucial role in initiating engagement with the community.

Green pop-ups are green oases in urban areas, built from modular elements like benches and
urban nature. They were first piloted in 2021 as part of the Helsinki Innovation Districts -
project in Malmi and Malminkartano, and they received a great deal of positive feedback from
the community. The initiative provided a practical way to engage the community and initiate

cooperation with local actors. It also served as a communication platform to inform the public
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about future changes to the space. The future pilots were provided with solid experience

through green pop-ups._(Fiksu Kaupunki, 2021).

Figure 7. Green pop-up in Malmi, Helsinki (Rotko, 2021).

FVH not only reaches out to individuals but mostly seeks support from local community
networks, organizations, schools and other initiatives. These entities provide important
contacts and crucial communication channels for information dissemination. In addition, Trial
Troops are often used, but usually reaching out to them is not enough and recruiting new
participants is necessary. Especially, within new projects in urban renewal areas, where Trial

Troops has not been yet promoted, therefore lacking individuals from these areas.
5.2.2 Concretization

The concretization stage involves gathering ideas, planning of solutions and prototypes
interactively and iteratively. Idea generation activities typically entail brainstorming sessions,
workshops, and other creative processes. However, the community is rarely involved in this

type of participation and participatory methods used appear to be more passive at this stage.

This stage appears to have relatively low participation rates, as most solutions and prototypes
are predominantly suggested by companies. Nevertheless, gathering ideas for innovation

development can be facilitated through surveys, polls, and interviews as well as participatory
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budgeting applications, such as the one implemented in the HOPE project (Private project

document).

In certain projects, there have been some co-creation methods used at this stage of the
process. For instance, the UrbanAge project employed an iterative, co-creative approach to
fevelop a feedback tool in collaboration with the target group (senior citizens). This approach
ensured that the device needed for collaborative urban planning was tailored to the specific

needs and preferences of the elderly population. (UrbanAge Project Deliverable).

Another example is from the Mobility Urban Values project, where the product, a game
designed to promote behaviour change in transportation, was co-created with the community
through workshops. This fostered a sense of ownership within the community, thereby
motivating them to play the game during later stages of the project. (MUV Project Report).
Simultaneously, the players collected data that informed urban planners about traffic patterns

(Forum Virium Helsinki, n.d. -b).

In addition, design sprints can be employed as a strategy to collect ideas from the community,
these workshops often target company representatives, local stakeholders, and experts,

thereby placing less emphasis on community participation.
5.2.3 Implementation

During the implementation phase, learning is maximized through piloting, trialing, testing,
and appropriation. Innovation intermediary’s responsibilities in increasing the community’s
awareness and understanding relate to the role of non-player enabler intermediary identified

by Ayviri (2021).

The agile piloting concept is widely leveraged at this point to enable iterative adjustments
based on community feedback and observations. Often, community participation occurs only
when the real experimentation starts. The level of participation varies depending on the pilot

and needs of the piloting company, often positioning the community as test users.

Testing sessions are organized as events, workshops, or integrated into everyday activities.
Testing can occur both supervised and guided or independently, thou gathering feedback is
more effective when testing is observed by the organizer, as supported by one interviewee

who highlighted observational methods and mini-interviews, rather than requesting simple

survey answers that lack quality and depth (interviewee B). However, in some cases, the



59

service provider conducting the pilot manages the process independently, including reaching
test users without any challenges. The innovation intermediary provides support in this

process, if necessary, within the scope of their resources.

FVH has employed certain innovative methods and tools to enhance the participation
experience and community’s understanding of target system elements. For instance, in the
B.Green project, virtual reality equipment was leveraged to provide testers the opportunity to
visualize, experience and test alternative urban realities. Within this project, participants were
able to implement and visualize different green infrastructure scenarios in an immersive way.
Mobile devices offered similar opportunities, allowing testers to engage with these scenarios
in real or substitute environments. The handbook published by this project emphasized the
role of digital solutions to serve as an information source on their surroundings, like in this
case, of project’s local greening initiatives or seasonal uses of green spaces. (B.Green

Handbook, 2022).

Another tool, UrbanistAl, has been utilized in a workshop with a similar idea of visualizing
possible scenarios using artificial intelligence. While these tools do not necessarily provide
official plans or design solutions, they serve as an efficient enabler for enhancing
communication with community members unfamiliar with reading architectural plans. By
describing their preferences to the Al, community members could see their ideas translated

into visual formats, fostering a better understanding of potential urban developments.
Participatory Data Collection

Data collection is another key participatory method during the implementation phase. More
passive approaches, as seen in the HOPE project, involved community members were
recruited to collect data using small devices. This method did not require large efforts from
participants, who only needed to carry the device, yet it allowed participants to track the
collected data through an application. This approach not only facilitated the project’s data
collection but also enhanced participants’ understanding of the surrounding environment and
its impact on their lives. In addition to the data collection itself, some participatory activities
took place, such as the distribution of the devices and a starter session as well as feedback
sessions after each collection. (Interviewee 4). This provides an excellent example of how
intermediaries fulfil their responsibilities and provide opportunities for learning and

empowering while serving as an innovation facilitator.
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A more active form of data collection was employed in the UrbanAge project, when a device
(Figure 8), co-created together through multiple workshops with both elderly participants and
experts, was distributed to a sample of older adults. This device was created to facilitate
crowdsourcing of data on slippery streets, unsafe or untidy areas, poor street lighting, and
positive feedback regarding green and pleasant spaces. The city organized data collection
sessions, and the gathered information was utilized to inform decision-making concerning

improvements in these marked areas. (Virtanen et al., 2024).

Figure 8. Participatory data collection tool. (Ella Keinonen, 2024).

5.2.4 Evaluation

The last phase of the project cycle, the evaluation phase, refers to generating learnings and
knowledge through feedback and observations. This phase is necessary in order to understand
the effectiveness of the project and to inform future projects. However, this stage often lacks
active community participation. Surveys and interviews can serve as a potential method to
gather feedback from the community, while more in-depth reflection workshops are organized
mostly with project partners and piloting companies rather than with the community. As a
result, the perspectives of community participants are often underrepresented during the
reflection on the outcomes, especially regarding their motivations, what they learned, and

whether the project will have a longer impact on their lives.
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Participation at this stage is mostly focused on the dissemination of project results and sharing
of new knowledge. This can occur through public events, webinars, or forums. Additionally,
platforms created for the project serve as a tangible resource for participants to revisit,
enabling them to revisit the impact of their contributions. In some cases, participants must

seek out the follow-up information themselves.

A critical gap in the current approach is the lack of a systematic mechanism for collecting and
handling comprehensive feedback on the overall participation experience. Therefore,

opportunities to learn from the community are often missed.
5.2.5 Participation Levels at Various Stages

After the analysis of the different stages of the project cycle, I will provide some more
insights into the levels of participation and how it varies throughout these stages, highlighting

the challenges and opportunities for achieving relevant participation.

Co-creation is a process of collaborative innovation where all stakeholders have equal
influence over the outcomes. The term is nevertheless often used quite loosely to describe
participatory activities when they often fail to involve equal collaboration, especially with the
community. Even though, most interviewees and overall atmosphere around the subject
consider co-creation as the most ideal level of participation, its actual implementation and
effectiveness differ between different stages. Participation can and should occur at various

levels, and objectives can be achieved without always striving for co-creation.

More active participatory activities are more easily achieved during the contextualization and
implementation phases, where most of the participatory activities occur. These phases provide
more intuitive opportunities to create participation. However, the concretization and
evaluation stages often rely on more passive activities with the community, while the
participatory activities are more focused on the traditional innovators side as well as experts.
This may result in underrepresentation of the community when considering crucial moments

of reflection.

Certain participant articulated a critical challenge related to participatory processes, stating
that "one moment it seems too early to share ideas and concepts, and the next moment it’s
suddenly too late to provide feedback" (translated from Finnish). (B.Green). This observation
highlights the importance of maintaining a continuous information flow towards the

community and providing timely opportunities for influence.
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The success of participation activities relies on countless factors. Although it seems like
projects that include some type of consultation or co-creation activities already early on, like
Urbanage and Mobility Urban Values, are able to maintain higher levels of participation

throughout the project lifecycle.
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6 Conclusions

This study explored community participation within urban open innovation projects in
Helsinki, with the aim of understanding the objectives and methods related to generating
participation across different phases of these projects. The analysis focused on observing
these different phases of the process, recognizing that each encompasses distinct objectives
and dynamics. To effectively understand participatory processes, it is necessary to view them

as iterative and evolving phenomena rather than static or linear projects.

Differentiating levels of participation was another significant consideration. While the level of
co-creation with the community is frequently emphasized in materials, findings, and
definitions of participatory concepts revealed that such level of participation rarely
materialized in practice. Instead, most of the methods observed generated consultation- or
information-level participation. Categorizing the participation into fewer levels enabled a

more focused and clear evaluation of the observed practices.

The study employed the Comparison of Participatory Processes (COPP) framework due to its
emphasis on contextual factors alongside the participatory process and its outcomes.
Considering the nuances within piloting areas was deemed necessary. Moreover, the COPP
framework enabled a nuanced analysis of various project types. However, its consideration of
participants' perspectives required adaptation, as this dimension extended beyond the initial

scope of the study.
6.1 Answering the research questions

1) What types of community participation methods does the innovation intermediary

FVH employ to facilitate community participation in its open innovation projects?

Forum Virium Helsinki employs varied participatory methods to foster community
participation across its open innovation projects, with the form and intensity of participation
varying across the project lifecycle. In the contextualization phase, participation is relatively
active, focusing on gathering input through surveys, public events, and informal engagement
like green pop-ups. These methods aim to ground projects in local needs and priorities,

largely through consultation and information-level of participation.

During the concretization phase, community participation is limited, as solution development

is led by companies and other professional innovators. However, this stage includes the only
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observed co-creation activity, when workshops were held to design the solution with the
specific target groups to answer to their specific needs. The implementation phase re-engages
the community through testing sessions, both supervised and independent, feedback queries,
and occasionally utilizing digital aids like VR and Al to support understanding and
involvement. Participatory data collection also enables low-intensity engagement during the
implementation phase. Community participation during the evaluation phase remained
minimal, as reflections and learnings are mostly shared with other stakeholders. The
community remains underrepresented during a critical stage in which key learnings are

generated, which limits the inclusion of valuable insights from their perspective.

2) What are the primary objectives of FVH regarding community participation in its open

innovation projects, and how are these objectives accomplished?

Forum Virium Helsinki’s objectives for community participation in its open innovation
projects align with the established roles of innovation intermediaries identified in the
literature. Objectives, like raising awareness and understanding of the community,
establishing and maintaining an urban living lab, designing new participatory approaches,
promoting behavioural change and empowering the community in addition to gathering the
actual input for the innovation development, highlight the role of innovation intermediary in

shaping an urban innovation ecosystem.

While most of these objectives are at least partially achieved, the extent of their realization
varies. Efforts to raise awareness, engage communities through urban living labs, and collect
input are well-supported through various participatory methods. However, objectives related
to co-creation are not consistently matched with appropriate methods or sustained actions,

revealing a gap between intention and implementation.

3) What are key drivers and barriers to community participation in FVH open innovation

projects?

This study revealed a complex interplay of barriers and drivers affecting community
participation in Forum Virium Helsinki’s projects. Key barriers include limited project
resources and the lack of systemic processes for participation and its methods. Another
significant barrier emerged was the COVID-19 pandemic, which shifted many activities
online and reduced accessibility and hindered participation overall. In addition, innovations’

immaturity, malfunctions, usability issues and lack of immediate or visible benefits. Ensuring
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diverse and inclusive participation across diverse demographic groups proved challenging

without targeted outreach strategies.

On the other hand, several strong drivers for participation emerged. Participants were often
motivated by a desire to contribute to the improvement of their urban environment. Projects
offering immediate tangible and personal benefits were particularly effective, especially given
the voluntary nature of participation. Ongoing and transparent communication fostered
familiarity, trust and a sense of shared ownerships, encouraging long-term engagement.
Moreover, this study highlights the importance of embedding participatory activities within
existing local structures to lower barriers to entry and to foster a more receptive environment
for new initiatives. Lastly, this study found that projects engaging the community in the
solution design phase through co-creation workshops were more successful in sustaining

participation throughout the later stages as well.
6.2 Implications for Future Research

This study opens multiple opportunities for future research. Most importantly, while the
COPP framework was initially conceived as a tool to analyse participation processes from
multiple perspectives, including that of the participants, the scope of this study necessitated
focusing primarily on the organizer's point of view. Therefore, a significant avenue for future
research lies in more directly capturing the experiences of community participants
themselves. Investigating how participatory methods are perceived, experienced, and valued
by community members would provide a more holistic understanding of the participatory
processes within urban open innovation projects. This could involve qualitative studies
centred on participant narratives, motivations, and their assessment of the impact of their

involvement.

In addition, more comparative research between different types of innovation intermediaries
and their practices and between cities could help contextualize the findings of this study.
Understanding how different institutional setups, cultural contexts, or funding models
influence participatory practices would contribute to the broader development of inclusive

urban innovation ecosystems.
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