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Smart Kalasatama is a platform for innovation 
managed by the City of Helsinki owned innovation 
company Forum Virium Helsinki and linked for five 
years to a housing development in a brownfield 
area. The purpose of Smart Kalasatama is to improve 
liveability of the urban ecosystem focusing on three 
themes: smart mobility, smart energy solutions and 
smart everyday life. Smart Kalasatama is based on 
cooperation between the public and private sectors 
and local residents.

Complex design projects involving a significant 
number of stakeholders and funded with public 
money require detailed evaluation processes for the 
purposes of accountability, informing future projects 
and promoting citizen participation. The communi-
ty-oriented, participatory methods and user-centred 
approach of Smart Kalasatama matched my inter-
est in supporting a city environment that promotes 
wellbeing and considers input from the residents in 
decision-making, which served as the main motiva-
tion for this thesis project.

I use Smart Kalasatama as a case study to create 
and test a method mix for evaluating complex design 
projects from the perspective of the residents. I use 
participatory design research methods to gather 
qualitative data on the impact of Smart Kalasata-
ma on residents’ values, behaviours and attitudes. 
Concretely, I design a six-week long research meth-
od mix, involving interviews, collaborative digital 
boards and other activities, and applied it with sev-
en households. Finally, I use this data to evaluate 
Smart Kalasatama by comparing its impacts with its 
original goals.

My analysis and conclusions are divided in two 
streams reflecting my research questions: the smart 
city and how it has impacted the residents, and how 
these impacts align to the project’s strategic goals.

Residents demonstrated positive attitudes 
towards experimentation and innovation and 
offered concrete feedback about Smart Kalasatama. 
However, findings show that residents are not often 
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involved in strategic planning, suggesting that there 
is potential to further exploit residents’ knowledge. 
Residents reported a high level of trust in institu-
tions and decision makers, particularly in the case 
of complex topics such as sustainability, which 
translates into passive citizen behaviour. Residents 
are perceptive of when their participation is mean-
ingful and when it is used as a tool to justify design 
decisions.

With regard to methods, digital tools proved suf-
ficient for conducting qualitative research at this 
level. The longitudinal strategy for this project ena-
bled me to build trust with participants and allowed 
for a higher level of empowerment. Simultaneous-
ly, it proved to be an organisational challenge and 
required a significant time investment.

A B S T R A C T
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A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S
“What do you call a smart city?” I asked, “for I nev-

er heard the term before.”

“Well, I’ll tell you,” he said; “I was going down the 
Mississippi oncet in a steamer, and the captain, who 
was a most gentlemanlike, was a Mr. Oliver (that I 
used to call Oliver Cramwell, he was such an ever-
lastin’ eater), and we passed a considerable of a 
sizeable town.”, Says the captain to me, ‘Peabody,’ sais 
he, ‘that’s a smart town, and always was. Ten years 
ago, when I was steward of a river boat, we wood-
ed at this place, and there did not seem to be any 
folk there, it looked so still; so as I walked down the 
street, I seed a yaller cotton oil coat a-hangin’ out of 
the shop door; I tried it on, and it fitted me exactly, 
and as there was nobody there to receive the pay, 
I walked off, intending, of course, to pay for it next 
time I came that way. I hadn’t gone a few yards afore 
I was seized, had up afore the justice, tried, convict-
ed, received thirty-nine lashes on my bare back, and, 
upon my soul, it was all done, and I was on board of 
the steamer agin’, in twenty minutes.’ Now that’s what 
I call a smart place.

(Haliburton, 1859)

This fragment was found using an online tool by Google, to map the use of a 
concept through time. This digital tool analyses millions of texts in the web 
and creates a chronological chart of the mentions of concepts. The oldest 
publication recorded that utilised the phrase “smart city” is the one above.

To my colleagues from FVH for their help 
and support during the research, as well as 
the opportunity to work together.

To my supervisor for opening the door to 
this project and his trust.

To my advisor for her commitment to 
my research and her interest in helping me 
improve.

To my family and friends.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N
I was born and raised in a colourful and beautiful 

city, but not one where city services are planned 
through or where I expect to be able to give feed-
back to the city government. In Mexico city, the 
government is more of an entity you must fight 
against in order to survive and residents constant-
ly find alternative ways to improve their quality 
of life. Activities, from waste management to food 
and health services, are often more efficient when 
delivered by the informal and private sectors than 
when provided by the city. Mexico city is a thriving 
space for innovation and culture. It is not difficult 
to find citizen initiatives for cleaning public spaces, 
self-employed security guards to keep the streets 
safe, private citizens recycling garbage or even com-
munity members painting the roads, signalling and 
asking for money from passing cars. To me, citizen 
participation in decision making has been more of a 
political struggle than a tool for the city to improve 
service provision for residents. Also, I am used to 
people being active and interested in improving 
their living environment without incentives from the 
city.

At the beginning of this research project, after a 
little under two years of living in Espoo, I came across 
the concept of smart cities in Finland. I wrote in my 
notebook at that point that “it has become evident 
that our cities are smart and people are adaptable. 
Society somehow prevails and people use their 
creativity to find means of survival in many unex-
pected ways.” I understood a smart city as a heavily 
technology oriented means of urban planning that 
integrates services and living systems using digi-
tal tools. Through the research, I encountered the 
smart city as a complex socio-economic system 
where digital technologies support the interaction 
between stakeholder groups and facilitate adequate 
service provision.

After a summer job at Forum Virium Helsinki 
(FVH), the innovation company of the City of Hel-
sinki, my interest in the term “wellbeing” and what 

it means in the context of Finnish urban planning grew. With an idealistic view 
of the impact of designing cities on community life, inclusivity and equality, 
I hoped the year 2020 could be a moment of calm when I could rethink the 
interactions between communities, economic and social systems and support 
a transformation on how we plan our societies. This motivation underlined my 
belief that the services the city provides to its residents mould their living condi-
tions and influence citizens’ values. I anticipated that proper city planning could 
help mitigate complex problems, but did not have a very clear idea of how. With 
this in mind, I sought to learn from local smart city planners and understand 
how they tackle complex problems and whether they are succeeding, in other 
words, to evaluate the impacts of smart cities.

I experienced first-hand how Finnish cities work to improve the wellbeing 
of their residents when I took part in design projects with the City of Helsinki 
and the City of Espoo during my studies at Aalto and before starting this thesis 
project. During these projects, city staff clearly communicated their interest 
in using design methods to understand the residents and create services that 
were more appropriate for them. The city appeared to be a guiding entity that 
accompanies residents through their different life stages and ensures their 
needs are met along the way. Public services were clearly defined and the roles 
of the city in ensuring their provision were clear. 

Furthermore, the relationship between the city and academia was surpris-
ing. City staff I encountered looked to use academia in a very practical sense: 
to search for solutions to everyday problems not solely for service provision, but 
for their internal management. The barriers between the city, academia and pri-
vate sector were low and communication was happening; people I met seemed 
to take this interaction for granted and were not often interested in challenging 
their role in the system. I found a higher motivation from city staff to include res-
ident perspectives in their decision making than from the residents to participate 
in that process. I recognize my personal limitations of not knowing the Finnish 
language and having lived here for a short period of time, but this seemed to be 
a great environment to challenge the system and push it to be better and, from 
my point of view, residents were not using it. How innovation happens and what 
the relationship of city projects to residents is were important questions for me. 
In other words, I wanted to break the barrier between residents and decision 
makers to know how city projects impact everyday life in the city, particularly 
wellbeing, from the residents’ point of view.

One effort by FVH and the City of Helsinki to improve the wellbeing of its 
citizens is the project of Smart Kalasatama (SK), a platform for innovation linked 
for five years (2016-2021) to a new housing development in a brownfield area 
close to the center of Helsinki. As the SK project was nearing completion, FVH 
began reflecting on its achievements and putting together the learnings from 
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this project to apply them in the future. Initially, I was hired by FVH in the sum-
mer of 2019 to make a series of video blogs to cover the opinions of residents on 
a variety of smart city topics. The purpose of the videos was to produce com-
munication material as SK was receiving significant interest and visitors from 
within and outside of Finland. FVH used the videos as a way to show an inter-
national audience the experience of living and visiting the smart city project.

The vlogs had one topic per chapter as seen from a resident’s point of view, 
such as transportation, waste management or residents’ wellbeing. I spent one 
month full-time walking the streets of Kalasatama and asking people I encoun-
tered about these topics and their opinion on the smart city development. They 
were planned and have been used as promotional material for social media in 
English. This work sparked my interest in researching citizens’ opinions about 
the design interventions and how the smart city impacted their life.

Through my studies at Aalto, I developed expertise in participation and col-
laborative practices in the social context, knowledge that fit FVH’s needs for a 
user-centred approach in their development work. This allowed me to propose 
a thesis project to FVH after I finalised the vlogs. The topic was to evaluate the 
social impact of the design interventions in SK. During the exploration phase of 
my thesis topic, I determined that participatory design research methods would 
be appropriate for evaluating complex projects such as SK and proposed to 
FVH to conduct an evaluation from a social perspective.

FVH was immediately interested in adding a social point of view to their 
analysis of the impacts of Kalasatama as it is something they had been con-
sidering. A couple of months before I started this project, a researcher, who I 
will introduce later, was hired by FVH to review the participatory practices of 
SK, and her material was made available to me as a starting point to develop a 
thorough evaluation process. This thesis project functions as proof for decision 
makers of the effectiveness of FVH’s human-centred approach to innovation 
and development. It is a powerful strategy while looking for external support, 
on which FVH depends, to acquire data that shows how FVH’s projects impact 
the wellbeing of the City of Helsinki’s residents.

The community-oriented nature of participatory methods and the user-cen-
tred approach of FVH in the SK project matched my interest to support a city 
environment that promotes wellbeing and considers input from the residents in 
decision-making. Furthermore, in dialog with FVH, my coworkers and I decided 
that citizen-focused qualitative methods would provide additional perspective 
to an impact assessment that was already being undertaken by an external 
consultancy. This external assessment would focus on innovation, sustainability 
and economic impact of the smart city.

In this thesis project, I use SK as a case study of a publicly funded innova-
tion and development project to create and test a method mix for evaluating 

complex design and innovation projects from a social perspective. In the first 
chapter, I describe the general context of smart cities and the study case and in 
the chapters that follow, I discuss the research method mix I applied, the eval-
uation process I designed for SK and my reflections and conclusions based on 
the data I collected. 

This research project is crystalized in two questions:

• How does SK impact the values, behaviours and attitudes of 
its residents towards their everyday living environment? (Field 
research)

• How do these impacts align with the project goals of SK and the 
goals from the City of Helsinki Strategic Plan? (Evaluation)

I use participatory design research methods to gather qualitative data on 
the impact of SK on behaviours (how people act), values (what people believe 
is important and in what order) and attitudes (feelings that motivate the way 
people act and how they express them) of the community. Finally, I use this 
data to evaluate the SK project by comparing its impacts with its original goals, 
following the City of Helsinki Strategic Plan, which guides FVH activities. 

My analysis and conclusions are divided in two streams reflecting my 
research questions and process: the smart city and how it has impacted the 
residents and my methodological choices and how they affected my results. 
Feedback from both my co-workers and the residents who participated in the 
research has been taken into consideration. Through the research, it has been 
clear that this topic is pertinent for a number of stakeholders including urban 
planners, academics and even practice oriented teams who have been in con-
tact with me because they are interested in the results and are eager to take 
part in some part of the process.

2020 was not a calm moment in which to analyse urban life, but it did pro-
vide a motivating context to explore participatory methods using digital tools. 
This year’s unprecedented circumstances inspired me to find new methods as 
much as they awoke some residents to reflect on their living environment. FVH, 
interested in my research proposal, decided to support me by providing the 
necessary budget to reach the research subjects and by connecting me with 
experts on smart city development in Helsinki. I found a community eager to 
voice their opinions and with a very clear idea of their needs.



12 13

1 
B A C K G R O U N D

The challenge of evaluating a smart city begins 
by defining what a smart city is. The concept has 
changed over time and has been analysed from 
people in human sciences, in engineering, architec-
ture and even economists. In this chapter, I compile 
some of the most relevant descriptions of the con-
cept to form a framework for its evaluation. I narrate 
the particular context of SK, the circumstances 
that led to this evaluation and a brief description 
of the company in charge of the project. Finally, I 
argue why it is important to evaluate SK and how 
this work can impact the field of design oriented to 
urban planning and innovation.

1 .1  SMART CI T Y

Smart city is a vision of urban planning which includes social and technolog-
ical aspects to create a better city. The concept of smart city and what a future 
city should look like can be very ambiguous, it is often defined as technologi-
cally advanced, free and socially inclusive city (Vanolo, 2014). The concept has 
evolved in three different stages transforming from a very technocratic point 
of view to a people-centric approach to urban planning according to Demos 
Helsinki (Bremer et al., 2020). It is not until recent years that smart city planning 
has included power and politics in its development and supported a bottom-up 
discourse. Smart city models now contemplate technological, social, economic 
and political layers.

One accepted definition of a smart city, building up on research at the Vien-
na University of Technology contemplates six characteristics for European 
smart cities: “smart economy, smart people, smart governance, smart mobili-
ty, smart environment and smart living” (Giffinger et al., 2007). In a smart city, 
these characteristics promote sustainable growth and increase quality of life 
through participatory governance (Caragliu, del Bo, & Nijkamp, Smart cities 
in Europe, 2009). The term relates to cutting edge technologies for transporta-
tion, infrastructure and areas with high economic development through public 
and private investments. Smart city strategies are expected to improve resident 
wellbeing, activate the urban economy and create a more equal and functional 
society.

This focus on participatory governance and user-centeredness, even if nov-
el when it was first used, has been challenged in recent literature as it still 
promotes a vertical urban planning process that centralises and takes power 
away from the people. Demos Helsinki’s recent publication People-First defines 
trends in smart cities around the world and how they differ from each other; 
according to them, in urban planning in northern European countries, unlike in 
North America and Asia, people are regarded as the most important asset of 
a city. They claim this to be the third evolution of smart cities, after technolo-
gy-centric and user-centric, and call it the “People-first vision”. The importance 
of strategic design from the social perspective appears to be gaining space in 
literature, as well as in practice. (Bremer et al., 2020)

Smart cities around the world are diverse in shapes, timelines, financing 
structures and partnership models. They have thrived in Europe with cases in 
major metropolises like Paris, London or Barcelona, and extended around the 
globe to cities like Tokyo, Singapore, Seoul, Toronto and New York. They are 
most often situated in new urban areas or parallel to big construction develop-
ments, like the case of SK in Finland, which was built on a brownfield area of 
the City of Helsinki.

Electric rental scooter in the streets 
of Kalasatama, 2020
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The focus of the development of new urban spaces has prioritised some 
aspects of the smart city; some have focused on information and communica-
tion technologies, such as the example of Seoul “Free data city”, while others 
orient towards sustainability, such as Paris, promoting green architecture, or 
efficiency, as Helsinki’s “One more hour per day”. Because of the natural broad-
ness of the term smart city, each project’s set of values coincide with the vision 
of each specific city management and is used to fit their development goals. 
Other than their interest in developing a model or utopic city using technology, 
smart city projects do not share a common narrative.

Calling cities smart is continually used with unclear meanings for commu-
nication purposes and does not have a very “well defined conceptual core” 
(Vanolo, 2014). This highlights the importance of creating a contextualised 
framework for smart cities to analyse and assess their impacts. When the term 
is used in communications or as a marketing tool, it can become a distraction 
to designing for the complexity of a cultural urban system and an impediment 
for democratic practices.

The smart city discourse sometimes communicates a vision that may not be 
comprehensive of the ideal future of the city as it is an oversimplification of the 
urban setting. “it involves simple dichotomous categories like ‘good’ and ‘bad’.” 
(Vanolo, 2014) based on analysis of data obtained through technological infor-
mation which are not necessarily a reflection of reality. Data that is planned to 
be obtained from the beginning of the development to prove performance to 
the financing partners.

Smart cities rely mainly on obtaining digital information to make decisions 
on urban planning and it is not commonly asked who is responsible for the 
processing of information and what the consequences of technology driven 
decision making have in the quality of life. Simultaneously, the use of qualita-
tive data and personalised interactions for smart city research and evaluation 
decreases radically as participation is efficientised through digital technologies 
which produce only simplified quantitative data.

This simplified version of the urban setting is then utilised to create a busi-
ness-focused marketing strategy dedicated to attract investment in the area 
and international attention; “it is no accident that charts are a favourite with 
politicians, since their simple schematics and apparent objectivity can be used 
to justify different political rationales” (Vanolo, 2014), like the vision and values 
of a city. The interest of city governments to promote industrialisation and con-
sumption can transform a resident-based smart city project into a tool to attract 
investments.

Cities are complex and multi-layered socio-cultural, institutional and eco-
nomic systems. The urban space must be analysed including all the different 
stakeholders for the decision making. It is imperative not to forget “smart cities 

are still real places where people live, work and play.” (Bergström, 2015) for the 
sake of new technological solutions. Smart cities respond to a need for bet-
ter urban spaces and improved quality of life in the contemporary urbanising 
world.

Analysing cities is entirely context-based as there are no two equal urban 
spaces. As highly specific entities, smart cities cannot be seen as equal to each 
other. It is possible, for example, that the participatory methods being used in 
Finland are not applicable in different social contexts, or that the digital infra-
structure in New York supports electronic systems that cannot be applied in 
any other city around the world. Societies and urban spaces have very diverse 
assets which make it impossible for a single smart city model to improve every 
community’s quality of life.

1 . 2  PARTICIPATION IN SMART CI T IES

To avoid moving aside from the residents’ interests for the development of 
their cities and following democratic values, some smart cities have includ-
ed in their project rationale specific moments for resident participation. As a 
consequence of the technology centric nature of these projects, digital tools 
and feedback forms become the main methods for participation, supported by 
facilitated workshops with stakeholder representatives. Cases with different lev-
els of engagement, from simple surveys to ask feedback on the city’s service 
provision, to piloting programmes which allow residents to participate in the 
experimental process of developing a new product or technology are common. 
Residents in smart cities can be regarded as evaluators, co-creators, informants 
or producers of data, depending on the strategic approach to each project.

It seems all residents, private and public sector could have an equal share of 
the decision making to plan the ideal city in participatory governance, but the 
capacity and interest to participate is very different among the stakeholders. 
Participation of citizens, in particular when facilitated by decision makers, can 
be used primarily as a marketing strategy and a way to justify certain decisions, 
without actual interest in promoting crowdsourced innovation (Anttiroiko, 2016). 
This can be a limiting factor defined as preconditioned participation. In this 
case, moments and methods for residents to participate are designed by the 
decision makers. Even though residents are asked their opinions, the feedback 
system is designed to gather specific information aligned to the decision mak-
er’s needs. Only those participants who agree with the preconditioned interests 
of the facilitators are listened to, or only the results that align with the original 
project objectives are considered. This participation can be used, instead of as 
a resident-centric approach, as a tool to justify planning decisions. 
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Smart cities are criticised for shifting the attention of the public away from 
important discussions about new social values in the urban context. “Smart city 
aesthetics seem to support a political unconsciousness that relegates social 
importance to the invisible periphery of a technological discourse,” (Vanolo, 
2014) On the other hand, a better integrated technological system in a city can 
promote better quality of citizen participation and even diminish the threshold 
for the average citizen to influence the decision making.

Considering that digitalisation and the relationship with technology varies 
importantly in different social groups and smart city models, the ideal democ-
ratization of participation through digital technologies does not necessarily 
happen in every context, even if it has potential to do so with proper design 
strategies. “The expansion of technological development, which includes 
reductions in the cost of connectivity, has increased the deployment of infor-
mation-centric schemes” (Calzada & Cobo, 2015). These schemes are to this 
day not inclusive of every resident group in the city environment.

Focusing specifically in connectivity and internet solutions for developing 
urban infrastructure can be problematic as it can fail to promote participatory 
governance. “the social adoption of technology and technological evolution 
occur at highly dissimilar rates” (Calzada & Cobo, 2015) within a city. The smart 
city is, in a way, a reflection of a hyper-technological society where people are 
constantly increasing their digital presence. Even if people do not necessarily 
want to live in a smart city, it becomes more difficult for contemporary citizens 
to engage in low tech or “unplugged” social spaces.

Furthermore, how technologies are narrated creates a bigger discourse 
about a society that determines our experiences according to what we experi-
ence through the use of technology (Braybrooke & Jordan, 2017). Similar to other 
conventional urban planning strategies, sectors of the population commonly 
are neglected in the smart city urban discourse; “issues like urban poverty and 
inequality are not discussed at all” (Anttiroiko, 2016).

Even though they often include strategies for citizen participation, smart cit-
ies can further marginalise certain citizen groups: the technologically illiterate 
or the ones with less monetary assets, for example. The focus in participation 
delegates the responsibility for necessary collective actions to individual cit-
izens through allowing a certain level of co-creation but not always a voice 
in real decision making. In other words, smart cities commit their citizens to 
a specific way of life and behaviour that is considered as acceptable by the 
majority. When talking about digital technologies, “Smartness is becoming a 
field of social control that makes intrusion in a person’s private life quite natural” 
(Vanolo, 2014). Residents are pressured to become aware of how their way of 
life affects the system, but simultaneously pay less attention to how institutions 
or private companies affect the same system.

Promoting citizens’ commitment to ideologies such as sustainability or social 
equality can be used as a detractor from demanding from certain groups of 
power to account for their questionable behaviours. In a system where consum-
ers feel responsible for eating sustainable food, separating their own garbage, 
using sustainable transportation and consuming green services, it becomes 
difficult to see if organisations or institutions are responsible to procure a better 
living environment.

The fuzzy concept of smart city is used as a tool to build on a narrative for 
certain political decisions (Calzada & Cobo, 2015). Decision makers utilise this 
term to guide and promote urban development to political agendas which fol-
low their ideology or that of the local government. While living in a smart city, 
people are expected to participate in predefined ways, which reduces political 
polarisation and activism which “tames” or “disciplines” the citizens and guides 
them towards a certain predefined goal.

Talking about the DIY movement, Braybrooke and Jordan mention that in 
the new industrial revolution, we are sold a promise of change in a package of 
technological innovations. These innovations are taken from a variety of fields 
of study and resold as cutting edge. Applicable as well to the smart city par-
adigm, some of the solutions offered have been created outside of the smart 
city era and are not related to the creation of smart cities, but rather reassem-
bled to suit the promise needs. This means that in some cases, smart cities 
are a mere recombination of existing technologies to promote a vision. Some-
times the smartest city (Seen from the sustainability perspective) is the one 
that never evolved into car-based transportation, excessive waste production 
and consumerism. These practices, widely researched before, are being com-
municated as innovations once the failure of the current urban infrastructure 
became apparent. “information technologies inevitably create social and cul-
tural practices on the basis of Western values and the promotion of a neoliberal 
capitalism.” (Braybrooke & Jordan, 2017).

Furthermore, “The focus of the concept of smart city may lead to an under-
estimation of the possible negative effects of the development of the new 
technological and networked infrastructures needed for a city to be smart” 
(Caragliu, del Bo, & Nijkamp, Smart cities in Europe, 2009). Once the discussion 
begins to revolve around the technological solutions, the use of technology for 
specific interventions is not questioned. This can lead to the overuse of gadgets 
and data sources that can be unsustainable or too complex to have a true ben-
efit for the residents. This raises important questions about the agenda of smart 
cities such as “are smart city solutions currently based more on vendor push 
than on city government pull?” (Calzada & Cobo, 2015).

I must highlight that “Technology is never neutral; it has the potential and 
capacity to be used socially and politically for quite different purposes.” (Mazé, 
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2016). Whenever we face such a big scale investment and development pro-
jects, there will be critical political issues to review, which can affect in different 
ways the lives of people. Nonetheless, it is imperative to consider these possi-
bilities when we analyse smart cities to iterate them and create better models in 
the future. An approach of participatory practices and empowered democracy 
is only possible in a context where the stakeholders are willing to truly reflect 
and participate while bearing constantly in mind the betterment of society 
(Anttiroiko, 2016; Calzada & Cobo, 2015).

A term such a smart city encourages deep academic analysis and a range of 
valuable definitions and conceptualisations. Adding critical points of view from 
literature justifies the effort to design improved evaluation strategies for smart 
cities. The scope of these projects impacts a massive amount of people as the 
world becomes increasingly urban. Below, I discuss some of the most relevant 
points of view in literature about smart cities to set a theoretical background to 
this evaluation project. Even though no smart city project fits perfectly within 
any of these points of view, some of their characteristics can be better under-
stood through visualizing them with different lenses.

The Smart City as a Top-down Innovation System
Major funding bodies, such as the European Union finance only the smart 

cities that follow their development ideals; Governments are involved in a top-
down innovation system, where they support certain policies dedicated to 
promote local business development and successful companies through build-
ing an ideal environment for investment and commerce. Once the values for a 
smart city are defined by the local governance system, being by user-centred 
research or as a top-down decision, major investments for urban development 
and cooperation between private and public sector leave little room for citizen 
groups to have an opinion on the city model they wish to live in. This point of 
view mentions that smart cities are commonly accompanied by a strong and 
centralised communication strategy to persuade residents of the added value 
of the development of the area and is endorsed by the city government. 

The private sector benefits of this strategy by utilising the smart city dis-
course as a marketing tool. An example of this can be the construction company 
in charge of the shopping centre and housing development REDI in Kalasata-
ma, who utilised the smart city to convince its clients of the higher value of 
living in the area. As a consequence of the relationship between public and 
private sector, technology and innovation policies become crucial for urban 
development (Anttiroiko, 2016).

The interdependence of cities with other cities and funding bodies for eco-
nomic development separates cities according to their expertise in a specific 
field: some are industrial hubs while others become innovation labs. These 

relationships promote the orchestration of resources, interactions and systemic 
values. In a top-down relationship, this is orchestrated by bigger entities such 
as national governments or international bodies without resident influence. 
It is not always clear whether smart city projects are focused on promoting 
investment and return for companies by the governments, on providing a better 
quality of life for the citizens, on achieving a more sustainable urban future or as 
an excuse to surveil citizen behaviour. (Bremer et al., 2020)

Smart Cities for the Creation of Value
Smart cities have the capacity to facilitate economic renewal through 

supporting transformation of services. In Finland, ”smart city refers to a multi-di-
mensional urban development model, in which technological advancements 
are used to enhance collective intelligence and systemic capabilities aiming 
to enhance competitiveness, effectiveness, quality of life, and sustainability 
in the urban community” (Anttiroiko, 2016) Smart cities are seen as a major 
governmental tool to acquire international funds, promote innovation practic-
es, attract academic research, increase the value of land, achieve sustainable 
goals, enhance internal business development and local commerce and pro-
mote innovation tourism among other things. “Another key dimension of a 
smart city is open data and the ability of the citizens to reuse and redistribute 
it.” (Anttiroiko, 2016), which is seen as another incentive for investment in the 
development of local services.

City as a Service Provider
Other points of view in Finland mention that “Smart cities are really about 

mass customizing the city’s resources to individual citizens” (Joe Pineas cit-
ed in Forum Virium Helsinki, 2020). This point of view defines a smart city as 
a user-centred strategy to provide equitable services for all citizens, which 
resembles the Finnish welfare governance system. This perspective looks at the 
city government as a service provider for its residents, more than a multi-layer 
socio-cultural space, where the distinction between the decision makers and 
citizens is very clear.

A smart city can be seen as a centralised urban governance system where 
information, through the digitalisation of the city’s infrastructure, is gathered to 
build a more efficient service provision to the residents. The residents on the 
other hand, contribute by following the rules and paying their taxes, but do not 
expect the city government to be involved in their private life. Alongside other 
technologies, digitalisation strategies play a major role in Finnish contemporary 
urban planning as it can be seen in the City of Helsinki Strategies.

When the city is regarded as a service provider, face to face interactions 
among the citizens is usually separated from the design of a smart city as more 
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importance is given to infrastructure and digital systems. To illustrate this, we 
can use smart city publicity campaigns which include futuristic buildings and 
digital systems in their imagery, rather than people and urban environments, 
the socio-cultural layer of the city is completely out of the smart city planning.

City as a Platform
Smart cities can be understood as platforms to facilitate change following a 

vision or a city ideal defined by decision makers in a resident-centric process. 
When a smart city is regarded as a platform, the power structure changes and 
it allows, particularly in participation-driven platforms, the evolution of hierar-
chical structures to a more horizontal decision making.

Government’s involvement in the platform creation and the depth of their 
influence in the facilitated projects remains as an open question. If there is 
enough trust between decision makers and citizens, there is potential to use 
the city as a platform to develop better cities. This requires both citizens and 
decision makers to have an interest in learning and listening. This complex 
collaboration network depends on voluntary participation from all stakeholder 
groups, which inherently poses challenges for certain and is a major limitation 
for democratic processes (Anttiroiko, 2016).

A city as a platform promotes a centralised message and marketing strategy 
of a city. A single umbrella englobes different public and private projects and 
includes a wide variety of stakeholders into a single vision is a powerful tool 
to attract more investment and development. Constructing a clear city image 
is useful to attract investments in many economic sectors. (Vanolo, 2014) The 
question of who owns this centralised image and how it is built remains the 
same.

From the Transition Management Point of View
An interesting approach to smart cities is through the lenses of transition 

management (TM). Smart cities are experimental grounds where technologies, 
being social, digital or sustainable technologies, among others, are applied 
in a controlled area in collaboration with research institutions, private and 
public sector and the citizens. “TM focuses on identifying settings for socio-
technical experiments and learning from them so that the experiments can be 
strengthened and scaled up, and eventually displace the problematic aspects 
of previously dominant regime” (Hyysalo, Perikangas, Martila, & Auvinen, 2018) 
These experiments are used to create pathways for the transition to a more 
sustainable and efficient society with improved wellbeing. 

As commented, experimentation and prototyping in the context of a smart 
city prepares the citizens to adapt their personal values according to the tech-
nologies they are being presented with. This approach appears to be similar to 

the idea of the city as a platform because it talks of smart city management as 
an umbrella system to align projects by diverse stakeholders to a single vision, 
but differs in the sense that it highlights the value of experimentation. As I was 
told in an interview I conducted with a member of Demos Helsinki in 2019: 
“Experimentation can provide an approach that enables us to see, in a bit more 
systematic way, what works, what could possibly be, to explore alternatives.” 
(Leppänen, personal communication, May 24th 2019)

This approach to the design of a smart city is utilised in Finnish smart cit-
ies, as we can see from the Agile Piloting programme in SK, which led to the 
Pocket Book for Agile Piloting, a publication with a methodology for enabling 
innovative experiments by the private sector to mature and reach a potential 
market. On the other hand, this approach remains weak when it comes to social 
innovations or citizen driven innovation as well as in not very tangible contexts. 
For example, how do we enable experimental approaches in the context of 
governance?

City with Smart Citizens
Finally, smart cities are referred to as those who have smart citizens. This is a 

complete shift in the perspective of analysis of a city where the human resourc-
es, which are “systemic and collective intelligence” (Anttiroiko, 2016) are valued 
as an asset. In this case, the smart city is seen from a bottom-up perspective, 
with a highly citizen-centric approach. In this version of smart city, connectivity 
and digital systems are a tool to promote the growth of the citizens. Having bet-
ter informed citizens creates a better urban environment where citizens utilise 
connections and information to participate in decision making, which creates a 
space for collaboration and bottom-up innovations.

Some approaches, like that of the United Nations which suggests free 
access to the internet as an enabler of human rights (Borg Psaila, 2011), rely 
on accessibility of information and freedom of opinion and expression to cre-
ate smart citizens who can decide better and therefore build a stronger and 
better educated society. “smart use of information can increase transparency, 
accountability, participation, and collaboration” (Calzada & Cobo, 2015). 

Innovation plays a key role in education, where cities search to have a better 
education and therefore invest money and time on innovative infrastructure for 
younger generations, as is the example of the open plan school in Kalasatama. 
Together with this point of view go the concept of open data and transparency 
on the decision making as I will discuss later. “However, attention should not 
be focused solely on the rate of Internet penetration but on the capability to 
choose whether to be connected—in other words, possessing a critical position 
of why, how, and when citizens are connected or unplugged.” (Calzada & Cobo, 
2015). 
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Simultaneously, the quality of the information provided is key to having 
smart citizens, but can prove to be the biggest challenge of trying to have smart 
citizens. Smart citizens are not necessarily those who are more informed, but 
those who are more capable to discern and act on the quality of the information 
provided.

In all the points of view I described, smart cities are regarded as a group of 
integrated technological and social systems in the urban context, where citi-
zens, decision makers and the private sector interact to create a better living 
environment. The smart city concept has been broadening through the years. 
The model used in the different cities of Finland has had to adapt to the pre-
conditions of the place and the culture of the location, yielding different results.

In the case of Finnish smart cities, governments promote self-action follow-
ing their chosen set of values. This is seen as the public sector functioning as a 
guiding agent for the narrative of the urban landscape (Bremer et al., 2020). “If 
the open platform practices are extended to the city level, the user perspective 
begins to become blurred with resident, community member and political roles, 
and consequently the city itself starts to look like an extended platform or living 
lab” (Anttiroiko, 2016). SK, aimed to create public engagement and collaboration 
between the public and private sector with the residents and can be defined as 
an inclusive and open platform.

The fusion of roles between the city and the citizens make it difficult to have 
clear accountability. Questions between decision makers, private sector and cit-
izens start raising: who is responsible for promoting a more sustainable living: 
citizens, service providers or decision makers? For providing a more adequate 
urban environment? For promoting wellbeing and cultural growth? As respon-
sibility of each party becomes unclear and the values of the smart city project 
are defined through a top-down process, smart cities can potentially become 
a façade where decision makers can freely choose their development actions, 
which leads to the importance of defined evaluation strategies.

Finnish smart cities are created as “adaptive and sustainable, open and 
democratic, creative and well-educated and directed by real-time information.” 
(Bergström, 2015): Values that are close to the values of the Finnish contempo-
rary governance system as mentioned in the City of Helsinki Strategy. Finnish 
smart cities contemplate private sector, institutions and humans as the three 
most important factors of a smart city project following the 4P (Public, private, 
people partnership) to paint a comprehensive picture of Smart Kalasatama 
from the most important stakeholder groups’ perspectives.

1 . 3 SMART KAL ASATAMA :  CASE ST UDY

The Kalasatama harbour was founded in 1874 and it boosted the economy 
of the city that had by then only a few thousand inhabitants. Developed as 
an inexpensive housing area for industrial and harbour workers, Kalasatama 
helped to shape some of the most important and densely populated neighbour-
hoods of Helsinki: Kallio and Sörnäinen. As it can be seen in the map below, 
the land slowly took over the sea and merged the main land with the islands 
of Sompasaari and Lahti, as well as increased substantially the usable area in 
the northern part of Kalasatama, close to the Arabia district. Some of this space 
was purposefully built, but it is even said that some of the landfill that took over 
the sea is made of old broken ceramics and leftovers from the Arabia factory. 

The harbour continued its operations until 2008, when it was closed to begin 
the new urban development of Kalasatama. First residents of the modern devel-
opment arrived in 2012 in the middle of intense construction projects. While 
Kalasatama was being built, because of its big and empty spaces, “the area 
came to be known for its opportunities for temporary uses. This came after the 
interest of allowing development through culture.” (Bergström, 2015). This meant 
that the city allowed these spaces to be utilised for short periods of time for cul-
tural and artistic practices, festivals and other popular spots like Sompasauna 
and the DIY skatepark in Suvilahti.

Suvilahti is a protected group of buildings that once formed a gas plant for 
producing energy for the city residents. It is today a cultural centre and the 
tanks that were part of the factory are being restored for public use. Even today, 
Suvilahti hosts several DIY communities and yearly music festivals, making it a 

Kalasatama 1962
Nihti (left), Sompasaari (center) and 
Kalasatama (above). Image from 
Lehtikuva retrieved from Kuukatasta 
by Katalaurikainen, 2017
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thriving beacon for popular culture in Helsinki. 
Next to Suvilahti is the Hanasaari coal-fired power plant, the only remaining 

operational industrial complex in the area, in operation since the 1960s. With 
newer and cleaner technologies available and to meet the emission goals of the 
City of Helsinki, the city Council decided to close this power plant in 2025. As 
an architecturally significant building, it will be kept and transformed for public 
use (Koski, 2012; Bergström, 2015).

Another key moment in Kalasatama’s history happened when the metro 
station opened in 2007, giving it a much faster connection to the city centre. 
Immediately next to the Metro station is the recently opened REDI shopping 
centre and residential towers. Furthermore, slightly west from the REDI is 
Teurastamo, a former abattoir transformed into a commercial area with inde-
pendent restaurants, bars and other culinary businesses (Mustonen, Spilling, & 
Bergström, N.D. Last print 2019). 

The population of the city is growing and the city government is aiming to 
create “the most functional city in the world” as stated in the City of Helsinki 
Strategy for 2017-2021. According to the strategy, “The city is built together” (, 
which is translated into the collaborative spirit which shaped the SK project 
from the beginning. The City of Helsinki Strategy is a document published to 
communicate the official vision and position of the city’s management; it is a 
comprehensive text that includes a substantial number of topics and detailed 
objectives of the city’s administration. It specifically mentions the intention to 
create an easier and more pleasant life for its residents through high quality 
public services and stimulating living conditions. It continues to identify the 
importance of inclusivity and equality for migrants, children and other resident 
groups. This document includes the vision of a digitalised city, which served as 
a starting point for the Helsinki Region Infoshare, which is a major influence for 
the planning of SK.

In 2013, with the previous City of Helsinki Strategy (2013-2016) in place, the 
City of Helsinki Council decided to use Kalasatama as an example of smart 
city development. Kalasatama began its journey as the Finnish laboratory for 
urban infrastructure projects, digitalisation tools and new social interactions. 
Alongside the urban planning that included modern architectural plans, tech-
nological innovations like the IMU waste collection system and the improved 
energy network, the development project was provided with support from the 
city owned innovation company, FVH to facilitate cooperation between private 
and public sectors and promote innovation in the area. 

As a brownfield area and in such proximity to the city centre, Kalasatama 
was a great opportunity to create new high-end urban developments. To add 
value, improve the wellbeing of the local residents and following the nation-
al interest in creating smart city development projects, Kalasatama, began its 
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transition to become the smart district of Helsinki.
SK began as part of the Six City Strategy (6Aika) that includes the biggest 

cities of Finland, representing about 30% of the country’s population according 
to the 6Aika communications leaflet from 2018. 6Aika was created to “tackle 
their common urban challenges” (of these six cities). 6Aika is co-funded by 
the cities themselves, the Finnish Government, the European Regional Devel-
opment Fund (2015-2018) and is part of the structural funding programme for 
sustainable growth and jobs 2014-2020. 

Important goals of 6Aika from its communication leaflet (Making Cities 
Smarter and Better Together, N.D.) include: creating new business, know-how 
and jobs in Finland, and the opening, use and commercialisation of data by 
the cities, both of which are clearly reflected in SK’s values. The relationship 
between SK and 6Aika has decreased after 2018, when SK started receiving 
financial support from the Innovation Fund of the City of Helsinki.

SK is an urban development project self-defined as an “open innova-
tion testbed of sustainable smart city services for citizens” (Spilling, personal 
communications, March 2nd 2020). It is further described as a platform for 
experimentation where companies come together with citizens and the public 
sector to create innovation. SK is an enabler for communication between the 
city and private companies, as well as a facilitator of public opinion. 

The interest in resident-centric development is present in the way people 
from FVH speak about the project and how it has been communicated publicly. 
SK was created to co-develop the city with the residents and other local actors, 
using the living lab model and a physical co-working and testing space named 
Kalasatama Urban Lab. The whole of Kalasatama is a sort of laboratory, where 
many pilots of projects and services are being tested in real life (Bergström, 
2015). 

Residents are regarded as co-creators of innovation in SK, following Boyd 
Cohen’s view of the evolution of smart cities from technology centric, to user 
centric, to co-created. According to him, citizens are not recipients of services 
but “participants in the co-creation of improved quality of life” (as cited in Forum 
Virium Helsinki, 2020). SK is a smart city development project that involves a 
series of smaller innovation projects ranging from urban planning to educa-
tion, sustainability and technology, among others. In the words of FVH, SK is a 
“Smart city experimental innovation platform to co-create smart & clean urban 
infrastructure and services” (Forum Virium Helsinki, 2020).

FVH undertook, among other projects within and outside SK, a co-creation 
workspace and a large-scale experimentation project called Agile Piloting. This 
became one of the most iconic projects of SK. The pilots, in cooperation with 
private sector and academic partners, were meant to be strategically scaled up 
when successful and tested in Kalasatama. 

The agile piloting programme searched for technological ideas around 
Helsinki to support them in their prototyping process and connected them to 
potential investors. This is an example of using the city as an experimental 
platform for the creation of new services relying on the existing assets of the 
community and with the express purpose of nurturing innovation and econom-
ic growth. SK can be conceived as a testing site for companies to co-create 
innovative services and benchmark with the public sector and other compa-
nies (Mustonen, Spilling, & Bergström, N.D. Last print 2019).

Following the interest of the City of Helsinki in becoming carbon neutral by 
2035, SK aimed to make Helsinki more efficient in terms of use of time and more 
sustainable in terms of ecological footprint. “Time is city residents’ most pre-
cious resource” (Forum Virium Helsinki, 2020) is a clear statement of value by 
the organisation, but it is not the only one the residents have communicated. SK 
focuses as well in three core topics: smart energy, smart living 24/7 and smart 
mobility, as stated in the communications brochure titled Smart Kalasatama – 
Co-creating urban futures, made by FVH.

In an interview with one of my colleagues, she explained that a co-creation 
workshop conducted at the beginning of SK resulted in the vision “One more 
hour a day”, which became the most important slogan of the project. It can be 
seen in all of SK’s communications materials, making it the better-known prom-
ise of SK by the residents, the companies and the media. (Bergström, personal 
communications, February 18th, 2020)

SK’s vision is to create the most innovative and efficient neighbourhood of 
the City of Helsinki and transform it into a model for planning cities around the 
world. The population of the area is expected to increase by the end of the pro-
ject from a few thousand to 25 000 people, including the new towers in REDI 
shopping centre, which will be among the tallest in Helsinki.

Not all the projects tested in SK ever became permanent, which makes this 
case an interesting example of temporary interventions. In the words of the 
planners of SK, the main values of the project are citizen-driven innovation 
and participatory methods, technological applications and experimentation. As 
framed by smart cities scholar Anttiroiko, there are “Three key elements that 
frame the work of the Six city Strategy: open innovation platforms, open data 
and interfaces, and open participation.” (Anttiroiko, 2016) 

Open data and how it is procured to the citizens is key in the design of a 
smart city and also: it “connects the smart city discourse to inclusive, open and 
user-driven innovations as critical elements of smart urban development” (Antti-
roiko, 2016). An inclusive city is smart and engages citizens avoiding centralized 
control models and vertical power structures. This democratic approach to 
urban planning accepts that a city is populated by a very complex and diverse 
pool of people. Thus, the urban landscape includes layers of social interac-
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tions, economic development, governance models and “new technologies do 
not form a sufficient condition for the creation of a smart city.” (Anttiroiko, 2016) 
when regarded as the sole focus.

The projects within SK are part of its strategy to promote certain values and 
stir urban life to follow sustainability and collaboration goals. Simultaneously, 
SK is part of a major agenda by the City of Helsinki to create the new urban 
future. In addition to SK, the City of Helsinki’s smart city inspired development 
portfolio includes the Helsinki Region Infoshare, Open Ahjo, Helsinki Loves 
Developers and other smart city developments.

Following Manzini’s definition of social innovation, SK can be seen as a 
hybrid social innovation, with bottom-up and top-down interventions engulfed 
in a single project with a massive scope (Manzini, 2013). The strategic vision is 
to provide a framework for the smaller interventions within SK and to allow res-
idents, universities and other stakeholders to innovate on their own according 
to some pre-set values.

When talking about hybrid social innovations, Manzini finds three shared 
characteristics: “(1) They aim at sustainable changes on a regional scale; (2) they 
share the explicit goal of achieving set objectives by activating citizen partici-
pation; and (3) they have been started and are driven by some specific design 
initiative”. SK is a large-scale innovation process formed with smaller-scale inter-
ventions, driven with a designerly mindset and utilising local knowledge and 
strengths of the stakeholders to generate sustainable change. When I mention 
a designerly mindset, I refer to the type of methods and user-centric approach 
of SK. As argued by Manzini, these characteristics make it possible for this pro-
ject to scale up and be long-lasting (2013).

SK is a design initiative that encompasses several design interventions that 
are part of a larger social conversation about how to build cities. The SK project 
was planned to have a five-year duration and will end in 2021. FVH has utilised 
some learnings from the experience of SK in the planning of future smart city 
projects. Some of SK’s interventions have been replicated outside of this con-
text, as is the case with the Agile Piloting Programme, which has been revised 
and is now being applied in other development projects.

1 . 4  FORUM VIRIUM HELSINK I

FVH is a City of Helsinki-owned innovation company. It is responsible for 
several development and technology projects, such as the national coordina-
tion of 6Aika and SK. From conversations with my co-workers at FVH, I gather 
they do not see FVH as a theory-oriented organisation, but rather as a prac-
tice-based company. The company utilises consultants and cooperates with 

universities to gather information and facilitates its application. Research is not 
part of FVHs core activities and this is related to its origins as a co-owned, pri-
vate sector entity.

The City of Helsinki saw the potential of the company and bought FVH from 
the partners in an attempt to have more citizen-centric innovation projects in 
Helsinki. This company represents the city’s effort to move away from central-
ised governance models and vertical power structures in order to promote 
participation through networks (Anttiroiko, 2016). Even today, several of the pri-
vate partners take part in FVH’s steering group and influence the decisions of 
the company, but it has a certain level of autonomy. FVH is constantly applying 
for international and private funds to be self-sufficient. 

Moderating the relationship between the public and private sector is a key 
role of FVH, sometimes promoting resident participation. FVH must work in 
accordance with the City of Helsinki, but through experimenting with a big 
innovation portfolio, a “successful development project” structure has been 
extrapolated. It involves the following steps: “(1) identify problem; (2) ensure 
commitment of key partners; (3) involve users; (4) test; and (5) improve and 
collect feedback.” (Anttiroiko, 2016) Even though these steps have been defined, 
FVH needs time to be able to properly evaluate their development projects as 
many of their impacts are yet to be seen (Spilling, personal communications, 
March 2nd 2020) As these impacts are oftentimes long-term, they require con-
stant monitoring and longitudinal evaluations to visualise change. (Horne, 2019)

To the eyes of private stakeholders and the divisions of the City of Helsinki, 
the value of FVH is that it brings unexpected points of views to the conversation. 
FVH has a facilitator role as a neutral party with no allegiances, as it is not part 
of the city itself. The middle ground where FVH stands promotes collaboration 
between the different parties. Not being a city division, FVH has a certain level 
of freedom and autonomy, which positions it as a good negotiator between the 
public and private sector.

1 . 5  EVALUATING SMART KAL ASATAMA

Why is it necessary to evaluate Smart Kalasatama?
According to Springett and Wallerstein, evaluation is a reflective process 

of documenting the learnings from past experiences; it is an important part of 
the natural learning cycle to create a knowledge base in design, as much as in 
any other field (2008). Scalability and replicability of public projects relies on 
evaluations as it is a systematic way of synthetizing learnings and making them 
usable in practice. In this section, I describe the complexity that led to the deci-
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sion of applying participatory evaluation for Smart Kalasatama, as well as some 
important points to consider during the process.

In the design environment, it is common to talk about solutions, this comes 
from the object-oriented beginning of the design discipline, when a problem 
was solved with a tangible object. I want to clarify that I avoid using the term 
solutions except when I talk about “technological solutions” as this is the term 
used in FVH to refer to technology-oriented innovation projects that have a 
tangible result for the residents. For any other project, I see the result as a cata-
lyst for change and not as the end of a problem. Focusing on solving problems 
when working with high levels of complexity, such as urban design and inno-
vation, is an overly simplified approach which can lead to unexpected results. 
Considering that complex problems are usually conditions of a system, design 
projects can be thought of as interventions to catalyse change in a system, and 
not solutions to a problem. Once enough interventions are made following sim-
ilar values, the conditions of the system may change with time. In this case, the 
neighbourhood is the system, SK is the platform and the design projects within 
SK are the interventions. Strategic planning and a proper space for evaluation 
can provide the conditions for achieving societal change and mitigate unex-
pected results.

Analyzing the systemic complexity as well as skill in analytical abstraction 
is necessary to work in the contemporary understanding of the urban context. 
This more ethnographic approach to design entitles the researcher to interpret 
situations. The skill and personal values of the designer can influence, through 
the method planning and facilitation, the possible outcomes of the participa-
tion. The designers’ sensitivity and capacity to empathize take an important role 
when talking about community-based research and co-creation practices such 
as participatory evaluations (Le Dantec & Fox, 2015).

As complexity of stakeholder involvement in design processes increases 
and ideas are crowdsourced, it becomes more difficult, as mentioned before, to 
make people accountable for the decisions made. This is directly proportional 
to the complexity of the required evaluation methods: the more diverse per-
spectives involved in formulating the goals of a project and interests and levels 
of involvement of the stakeholders, the more difficult it becomes to evaluate it.

The need for better evidence-based evaluation of public projects is rising 
partly due to the “increasing demand for accountability in the public sector” 
(Springett & Wallerstein, 2008). Accountability and transparency are neces-
sary for a democratic system to function, voters require clear and visible results 
to support a political agenda. In public projects such as SK, a key stakehold-
er group is the population of the city, which on its own is extremely diverse 
and difficult to describe. In the planning of a project, properly defined goals 
and thorough evaluation processes can support transparent development and 

spark people’s interest.
But not only the public sector benefits from having the support from the 

population, but residents where the developments are happening have sub-
stantial knowledge and experience on their own lives to support better design 
for urban planning. Once the realization that “Public organizations can benefit 
from involving citizens in their design and development activities” and it was 
seen that the value of user knowledge had not yet been exploited, collaboration 
became an important tool in the design practice, motivated by “strong polit-
ical background” (Hyysalo & Hyysalo, 2018). A democratic system by nature 
requires participation for decision making, which in the 2010s crystallised as 
active participation and co-development by citizens in decision making, devel-
opment and service provision (Mattelmäki & Jäppinen, 2015).

Participation and evaluation
One important political trend in design research, following Finnish demo-

cratic values (and other northern European countries), is that of participatory 
design. In this school of thought, the user is regarded as a person with valuable 
skills and knowledge and the motivation to collaborate and influence design 
decisions (Mattelmäki & Jäppinen, 2015). In the past couple of decades, con-
sumers were beginning to be included as part of the design process and not 
merely as part of the market. This eventually led to collaborative design prac-
tices and an increase in the human benefits of the public projects (Hyysalo, 
Jensen, & Oudshoorn, 2016). To bring community perspectives and voices into 
decision making in addition to other stakeholders continues to be a challenge. 
This transforms the design practice into a more complex process of cocrea-
tion of value, but has the advantage of promoting inclusivity, better and more 
focused use of resources and higher public acceptance.

Alongside the shift in the Finnish economy to a post-industrial era, with 
important changes towards digitalisation and international competition in man-
ufactured goods, the value of innovation increased radically. Urban landscapes 
transformed from industrial hubs to centres of innovation. This “democratization 
of innovation”, a concept created originally by Von Hippel in the early 2000s, 
means that users (citizens) have become more involved in the innovation of 
products and services. User participation helped to produce innovative out-
comes, which shifted the design focus towards a more analytical and planning 
role during the projects. Even though in some cases user-designer communi-
ties are even today organised as test beds merely intended to inform previously 
made decisions instead of the production of knowledge, the interest of organi-
sations to understand the user perspective and utilise the user’s knowledge is 
clear (Hyysalo, Hyysalo, & Hakkarainen, 2019).

In Finnish innovation platforms, as it can be seen with the example of SK, 
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the emphasis on democratisation and stakeholder involvement, together with a 
shift towards participation in urban governance and urban planning “makes it 
plausible to assume that they are mutually reinforcing factors in community life, 
contributing to social and economic inclusion.” (Anttiroiko, 2016). In other words, 
the Finnish concept of smart city works in tandem with participatory methods. 
Even though valuing users’ knowledge and accepting the possibilities of the 
design discipline as a moderator of social interactions and strategies is rela-
tively recent, Finnish design has been a pioneer in ensuring equality, inclusivity 
and sustainability. In Finland, design was explored as a “research activity need-
ing an objective, scientific approach” (Savola, 2018). It is a logical consequence 
to apply participatory methods for evaluating smart city projects in Finland, not 
only for the development process.

Knowledge generated through participatory evaluation is based on positivist 
methods similar to those in social sciences. The first assumption in participa-
tory practices is that people can generate valid knowledge based on personal 
experience which may be more accurate than information gathered by the 
researcher or evaluator only. In the SK project, an important part of the partic-
ipatory process is experimentation and prototyping. A participatory evaluation 
process corresponds to the first step of an iteration in design.

The democratization of the evaluation process means that the evaluators, 
closely working with the different stakeholders, are less likely to be manipulat-
ed by managers in favour of their own agenda (Springett & Wallerstein, 2008), 
which is of course fundamental for transparent development. There are other 
advantages to participatory practices, such as the reflective effect it has on 
the people who engage in it, which on its own contributes to social change. 
The evaluation as a catalyst of reflection and change is seen most commonly 
in development cooperation projects, which often require detailed reporting 
of the impacts of the project to secure funding and utilise this opportunity to 
increase their impact.

Using participatory design tools to assess value requires carefully defining 
what is valued and for whom as an increasing number of points of view are 
constantly being included. An evaluator needs to have a point of reference or 
a standard to measure against the results of the participatory design process 
(Mazé, 2016). For the practice of evaluation, this means it is crucial to shape a 
thorough methodological process and theoretical base, as well as understand 
the purpose of the project and the evaluation (Springett & Wallerstein, 2008). 
The agenda behind participatory evaluation should be considered; Is the eval-
uator inside or outside of the project planning? It is important to search for 
motivations that may be unclear or hidden as they may define the outcomes 
of a project. Questions about who is benefitted by design and how, allow us to 
work against other issues of power, class, ethnicity and gender (Mazé, 2016).

Goals as qualitative reference points for evaluation
In FVH, acquiring public funds for a project is most often done through 

applications to investors, for example the Helsinki City Innovation Fund. These 
applications include goals and projected outcomes that must correspond to 
the purposes of the investors in order to be approved, which may not neces-
sarily align with the public interest. This top-down structure can translate into 
approved applications that in practice differ from the everyday needs of citi-
zens. This is particularly challenging when international or transgovernmental 
interests are involved, as with the case of SK.

The city is responsible for communicating and meeting citizen needs, in this 
case this is translated into the City of Helsinki Strategic Goals, a document pub-
lished by the city government that includes the detailed goals and visions of the 
city for the future. During the strategic planning which led to the development 
of SK, the City of Helsinki Strategic Goals served as a guideline to creating the 
project goals (Bergström, personal communications, February 18th 2020)

After the goals of a project have been approved by virtue of the project 
receiving funding it is key, to achieve resident-centricity, to include the resident 
perspective and analyse the success of a project by evaluating its impact. It 
is not until projects happen and strategic goals are tested in practice that the 
accuracy of the City of Helsinki’s interpretation of resident’s needs are con-
tested. All these layers of interpretation add to the complexity of evaluating a 
project. If the evaluation fails to consider these points of view, it may lose per-
spective into whether the goals were achieved with a project or not.

The goals of SK and the latest city strategies aim to promote citizen empow-
erment in decision making, as well as to use technological interventions to 
improve efficiency, quality of life and sustainability (2.1). The relationship 
between empowerment and participatory practices is important. When talking 
about evaluation, empowerment refers to the possibility for citizens to voice 
their views on the use of public resources for urban planning, but an evaluation 
is an empowering process only if it is intentional and informed and satisfies the 
needs while creating social change (Paradiso de Sayu & Chanmugam, 2015).

The dialogic role of design plays an important role, not just bringing disci-
plines together through collaboration, but in voicing the public’s criticisms at 
a decision-making level. In an interview I had with a Kalasatama resident in 
the summer of 2019, he defined a smart city as one where citizens feel the city 
has been designed for them. According to Paradiso de Sayu and Chanmugam, 
“Empowerment suggests that individuals, organisations and communities have 
control and influence over conditions in their lives.” In a smart city, residents 
must feel the city environment was designed taking their views into consid-
eration (2015). To support this, a colleague from FVH commented that people 
create an identity of a place linked to everything that populates that space. The 
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place itself cannot create its own identity, which in a way, makes it impossible 
to define the identity of SK without listening to what the residents have to say.

Project goals indicate a direction, more than what concrete results to expect. 
Evaluation allows for critical perspectives on projects, which in turn lead to 
better decision making and more efficiency in future strategies. When we see 
complex projects as social innovations, as Manzini describes them, a group of 
local design interventions are oriented coherently through a vision provided by 
the goals. A smart city is an utopian vision of urban planning more than a model 
(a technocratic term according to Bremer et al., 2020) or a tangible design (as 
seen from the architectural point of view). The technological, social, economic 
or sustainability goals of a smart city can provide a sufficient framework to 
create social innovation.

As I was hired by FVH to evaluate the citizen perspective on SK, an external 
consultancy (MDI) was hired not long after to evaluate the relationship between 
the public and private sector and its implications for the project.

MDI began their evaluation by establishing metrics that can be compared 
across a common scale. Metrics are useful for the perspectives they were work-
ing with because they can be visualized in a standardised way across projects, 
which is useful in the private and public cooperation environments. However, 
by increasing the complexity of the evaluation by adding the residents’ point of 
view as an extra layer of analysis, the abstract and high-level nature of scales 
can fail to grasp social impacts. The notion of “performance” and the use of 
metrics to demonstrate it can be unreliable as projects increase their complex-
ity and the maturity of their participatory practices. (Björklund, Hannukainen, & 
Manninen, 2018)

Different to the work by MDI, to be able to evaluate a complex problem from 
a social perspective, a more qualitative, open-ended approach is necessary. 
Furthermore, it can capture unforeseen feedback that falls outside the metrics 
and promote innovative practices. To achieve this, I use original project goals as 
qualitative points of reference to evaluate the success of the project.

During my interactions with colleagues from FVH, I had the opportunity to 
confirm my assumptions. One of my colleagues commented that the evaluation 
has to be tied to the research goals of the project and highlighted the impor-
tance to not to over-evaluate by applying standard metrics to a project when 
they are irrelevant to that specific context and leave enough space for feedback 
outside of the expected research results.

The outcomes of design are not related so much to rationality, but more of a 
natural flow of decisions influenced by situational characteristics. Results of a 
complex problem often differ from the expectations. In that sense, change from 
a social point of view is “more of a result of the practices rather than an intention 
by the planners” (Bergström, personal communications, February 18th 2020). 

Following this idea, it is impossible to accurately predict the results of the pro-
jects we plan, especially those with such a large scope as SK, which highlights 
the importance of evaluating impacts through longer periods of time.

In collaborative and participatory practices, the outcomes of the design pro-
cess are not always planned ahead, but co-created during the process itself. 
Distinguishing between what can be taken forward as learning and what must 
be seen as a consequence of the practice is important as well. Learnings can 
be applicable in future interventions while the consequences of the practice are 
highly contextual and can be used for the researcher’s skill building, but not to 
condition the decision making.

When the smart city is conceived as a vision for urban planning, more dimen-
sions come into place. Citizen participation in smart cities, for example, is part 
of developing a new governance model. The urban development team must 
then plan who participates, what part of the process requires participation and 
how influential each stakeholder is on each part of the process. Facilitating par-
ticipation is a major discussion; capacities, design knowledge and familiarity of 
the stakeholders with the working topic become important factors to consider. 
The strategy for engagement with the different user groups ends up influencing 
the results of the participation and cumulative results when gathering such a 
big amount of information in complex design projects becomes challenging 
(Hyysalo, Hyysalo, & Hakkarainen, 2019).

This thesis project is one of several projects that have searched for residents’ 
participation in Finland. As we can see from the example of Oodi mentioned 
by Hyysalo, Hyysalo and Hakkarainen in 2019 or the participatory budgeting 
programme from the City of Helsinki; Finnish society is accustomed and pre-
pared for collaborative initiatives. People in Helsinki have a high average level 
of education and a highly supportive welfare state; they know what to expect 
from participatory projects, how to act, and the importance of their opinion in 
the strategic planning of the urban ecosystem.

Disadvantages of participatory evaluation
Not all about participation is advantageous for the population. Participation 

can happen in many different levels of the system and with varying quality. Par-
ticipation can be understood as a way to gather information and researchers 
drain users as much as possible for knowledge, without necessarily being open 
enough to accept criticality. Participatory design on the other hand, can be an 
enabler criticality if conducted by neutral parties. Furthermore, the perspective 
of participatory design, widely accepted in certain governments like that of 
Finland, can be a tool to express interest in the public and mitigate discon-
formities. Participatory practices can tame the creative process and take the 
voice away from innovators and creatives while justifying design choices in the 
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decision-making level.
Participants in a design project can be frustrated about the lack of impact 

that their input may have in decision making (or at least the long time it takes 
to be reflected in real life), but the fact that their input even asked of them is 
remembered. To what extent can participatory practices be a marketing strat-
egy aimed to ease discomfort and persuade an audience of a project is an 
aspect to consider. It is very important that the process of participation does 
not become a façade for internal decision making. Participation requires a safe 
space, as well as honesty and skill from the facilitator in conflict resolution, 
observation, pragmatism and empathy. The evaluator not only facilitates, but 
moderates, and is creative with questions and perspectives (Springett & Waller-
stein, 2008).

Furthermore, relying solely on the opinions of participants erases those who 
willingly decide not to take part, which in a way, is an act of participation in its 
own. Ken Dooley, a researcher from Aalto University, defined this as “passive 
participation”. In Aalto University Living+ Forum in February 2020, Dooley par-
ticularly questioned data obtained from methods where the users are not aware 
of their influence, such as some statistical and computational methods, as they 
can lead to unintended biases as they marginalise a segment of the population 
that is consciously not using a service. He further distinguished between users 
of a service who are political actors, from those who are consumers. The first 
group, political actors, actively attempts to use a service to follow an ideology, 
while the consumers are not aware or interested in how their use of a service 
may influence decision making.

For Dooley, the definition of smart city is more of a political question and 
depends on the interest of the stakeholders involved in its creation, which is 
constantly evolving. (Bull et al., 2019) To support this, Springett and Wallerstein 
refer to the importance of participation and political power. They believe that 
engaging citizens in dialogue through all parts of the evaluation process shifts 
the power in favour of those who are being researched (or in favour of those 
who willingly participate in the evaluation process, which are not usually the 
majority) (Springett & Wallerstein, 2008). As much as participatory evaluation 
democratizes power, it further alienates those who are not interested or capa-
ble of participating. When applied to smart cities this can potentially create 
non-inclusive urban spaces that segregate certain groups of the population.

Another disadvantage of this type of evaluation, where project goals are 
used as guidelines, is that the goals do not necessarily relate directly to the 
results.  They are often written to sell the idea to investors without reflecting the 
real purpose of the project strategists. It is important to first analyse the project 
context carefully to see details of unknown or unclear goals and other motiva-
tions and then have an open mind when analysing the results. In other words, 

to compare goals with impacts, an evaluator must decipher the real motivations 
that led to a set of project goals. 

Even in the privileged context of Helsinki, citizens and researchers’ perspec-
tives may not be shared with that of the decision makers. These contradictions 
are an interesting challenge of participatory practices and are a natural result 
of democratic practices (Hyysalo, Hyysalo, & Hakkarainen, 2019). Participa-
tory design promotes democratic values, including diversity of opinions and 
perspectives, and works as a tool to build more representative projects better 
rooted in the value of the citizens.

Designing an evaluation process
When societal or systemic change happens, it involves a shift in values, 

behaviours and attitudes of the community, concepts that, interrelated, influ-
ence one another. For example, in Kalasatama, as the value of sustainability 
increases its importance in a society because of media coverage about eco-
logical crisis or first hand experiences, the community changes their attitude 
towards consumption. This eventually leads companies to change their product 
offering into a more sustainable portafolio, which can change everyday behav-
iour of the population. The opposite can happen: if behavior is forced to change, 
for example by building shared laundry spaces with the neighbours, this can 
lead to a shift on values that eventually translates into a more positive attitude 
towards collaboration or communal spaces. Analysing values, behaviours and 
attitudes can allow for understanding of how a society is changing and in what 
direction. Comparing this change to the goals of a project is an evaluation.

I started my project by gathering material about participatory design research 
methods and the context of SK and organising small, informal interview ses-
sions with my co-workers. I graphically presented all the projects, stakeholders, 
departments within the City of Helsinki and resident groups, connected them 
with arrows to represent relationships such as decision-making power, money 
flows, knowledge and expertise.

From these informal interviews, I created the simple system map (p.38-39) 
including projects and stakeholders related to SK and FVH seen below. This 
system map is a representation of how I understand the role of FVH in relation 
to other projects and other stakeholders and, even if it is not absolutely accu-
rate, it helped me understand the conditions of my working environment in the 
SK project team in a short period of time.

It is noticeable from the system map, that SK has been funded by the Euro-
pean Union through the Innovation Fund of the City of Helsinki in its second 
phase (2018-2020). Different sub-projects under the SK programme run by FVH 
are funded through alternative funding programmes (for example ERDF, H2020, 
City of Helsinki Innovation Fund or AIKO) and to some extent are supported 
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by private companies. Some agile pilots, for example, have been funded by 
companies such as Kesko or SRV. Other innovation and development projects 
are running simultaneously in Kalasatama, such as Helsinki Energy company 
Helen’s development projects, which are related to the topics and values in 
SK. FVH, even if not an official partner in these projects, cooperates through 
exchanging information. FVH appears to be in between the stakeholders, facil-
itating and promoting interactions. Its neutral nature makes it ideal for FVH to 
work as a networking agent.

I discovered SK as a mature case which has gone through extensive, 
although not very rigorous or interconnected, application of design methods. 
SK has employed a number of designers, consultancies and planners who 
have each created their own methodologies for each sub-project. Examples 

of these sub-projects are the Agile Piloting Programme, the Kalasatama Urban 
Lab or the IMU waste collection system, made in collaboration with corporate 
partners, among many others. Each of these projects had a full life cycle and 
employed different people for research, development and application. In some 
SK sub-projects, FVH has had an active role as manager or facilitator, while in 
others it has only been present for the debriefs and project proposals.

A complex history of stakeholder involvement made it challenging to agree 
on a single set of actions, or goals, to apply throughout the five years of SK. 
Simultaneously, as I have learnt from my colleagues, the project leadership and 
project direction have shifted in response to the City of Helsinki’s Strategy as 
well as interests from funders and members of FVH through time. My analysis 
considers the original goals after which SK was created because they deter-

The system map is an excercise to 
understand, in a short period of time, 
the basic structure of FVH in relation 
to other relevant stakeholders in the 
design of the smart city.
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mined how the original project funding was to be used, as well as the second 
application for funding, which guided the last years of the project.

In general, when the sub-projects are not organised by the FVH team, the 
members have not communicated their learnings and have not shared working 
methodologies. SK is a platform for strategizing which interventions are more 
relevant for achieving the development goals and is a facilitator for innovation 
projects, but the details of the sub-projects are rarely known within the SK 
stakeholders and are not reported in detail outside of the project managers. 
This means that the learnings from the sub-projects and the effort spent on 
research cannot be adopted or iterated afterwards by other teams.

SK until now has not been analysed as a single unit and its methods have 
appeared through an experimental, almost organic process. This is not nec-
essarily a negative critique; the malleable nature of the project allows for 
interesting and unexpected design and innovation possibilities, but the lack 
of proper documentation about the processes and methods let go valuable 
learnings for the future. There is a good practice of sharing information inside 
FVH, although it is limited to those projects that are conducted completely by 
FVH employees, particularly within the SK team, leaving out the many projects 
undertaken by other stakeholders.

When talking about this project with my superior at the beginning of my 
work in FVH, he specified three questions he suggested me to explore for my 
research: 

• Has participation in the SK project increased the residents’ knowledge 
about technology?

• Has being part of the SK pilots changed the way the residents act?
• Were the services that the residents tested available or usable after the 

pilots ended?

These questions clearly communicate the interest of FVH on how SK has cre-
ated transitional pathways. Furthermore, understanding whether the planned 
pathways have been successful in influencing residents’ behaviour is crucial for 
evaluating the success of the project as a whole and being able to discriminate 
those strategies that were popular from those that were not. These learnings 
can be taken forward when planning similar projects to locate aspects that 
require more or less resources and planning.

Because of my position as an evaluator of the SK project, I decided to deep-
en my understanding of these methods and create an appropriate method mix 
for this specific context. Following Johnson et al. (2014), it became apparent that 
the complexity of the problem that is being analysed is directly proportional to 
the complexity of the research methods to choose. Each method can be meas-

ured and used in different proportions according to the nature of the problem 
and the decisions on these proportions will directly influence the results of the 
process.

FVH’s involvement with stakeholders is not limited to the residents of Kala-
satama, but to other groups such as companies and universities. The 4P model 
after which SK was planned is an “attempt to move from dual partnership of 
public and private, towards a more democratic multi-stakeholder companion-
ship” (Bergström, 2015). This model naturally requires participatory methods 
to build a connection between stakeholders that is very difficult to achieve. 
Although the model has some limitations when it comes to inclusivity and 
equal weight of stakeholders’ opinions, as I can derive from the system map, 
it does intentionally include perspectives of the residents/citizens/users of the 
smart city. This model can be called a “user-centred approach”.

From now on, I will use the term residents, as it is commonly used in material 
related to smart cities as well as in the FVH office, to refer to citizens and users. 
In this case, the users of the smart interventions are mostly Finnish citizens who 
reside in the area. I do not consider occasional users of the smart interventions 
who are not citizens or do not reside in the area such as tourists or researchers.

Although unclear at the beginning of my work, the focus given to me by 
FVH of researching social impacts of SK hints at the type of methods I should 
use and the nature of the data I should acquire. For instance, I would need 
to manage mostly qualitative data as much of my research is related to res-
idents’ perceptions and I would deal with personal information and everyday 
life problems. I would first of all need to build a certain level of trust with my 
research subjects in order to explore topics about private life and promote an 
environment of reflection and introspection to find the motivations behind their 
opinions. 

By clarifying my methodological choices, such as how the field site is con-
structed, the time and context of the site and the background of SK, I can build 
a basis for insights and justify creative decisions. Societal conditions are key 
to understanding the value that a community can bring through participatory 
methods (Anttiroiko, 2016). It is then fundamental for a researcher to visualise 
social structures and cultural cues of the context she is working on to be able 
to sustain the information gathered, avoid decontextualized assumptions and 
to situate herself in the system. Undergoing a design-based process requires 
making decisions regarding the method mix to be used in different contexts (Le 
Dantec & Fox, 2015).

Furthermore, once the stages of this research were decided and the purpose 
for each was defined (structure I will explain in the next chapter), I anticipated 
important challenges to consider when conducting research with these char-
acteristics with my colleagues in FVH:
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• Challenge 1: Firstly, diverse demographics in Kalasatama: This has 
been encountered and mentioned by Lindsey Horne, and one of her 
suggestions to tackle this issue was to conduct thorough longitudinal 
evaluations to review whether all resident groups’ needs have been met 
equally during the project. Horne is a New Zealander researcher who 
has done a two-month intensive research project on SK in the summer 
of 2019 and created a series of suggestions for FVH about how to tack-
le challenges she identified. The content she created has been shared 
with FVH’s employees as a source of insights to our work (Horne, 2019). 
Reflecting on her work, many people, ranging from children to elderly, 
from wealthy homeowners to price controlled residences, from urban 
backgrounds to recent migrants or from Finnish nationals to immi-
grants, live in the area and interact with the smart interventions on a 
daily basis. Horne recommends longer and continuous research with 
different methods to promote engagement so people get used to the 
evaluation process and can build trust with the researchers. Diverse 
methods are useful to conscientize the community about the ongo-
ing projects and to empower them through a culture of participation. 
As people get accustomed to new and different methods, the barrier 
for them to participate diminishes. Participatory evaluation processes 
support the narrative of SK as a transparent, safe, for-the-people pro-
ject, where everyone is entitled to have an opinion and influence the 
decision making.

• Challenge 2: Despite this social diversity, whenever participatory 
practices take place, a very distinguishable minority is active, making 
some quantitative methods inaccurate in representing all of the resi-
dents’ opinions. This second challenge can be explained with Dooley’s 
concept of unintended bias I have mentioned before.

• Challenge 3: The third major challenge is that SK contemplates inter-
ventions in a very wide variety of topics. Most of these topics are 
related to services and technology, but there are projects about shared 
spaces and social networks, urban gardening, public art, wellbeing 
and sustainability, among others. To cover all of these topics would 
have taken substantial time and effort, beyond the scope of my project. 
On the other hand, I did need a general understanding of the residents’ 
position on the interventions to pinpoint areas for improvement. To 
add to this complexity, each sub-project is run by different groups of 
stakeholders, so where the work of FVH ends is unclear.

• Challenge 4: Finally, residents could support or dislike parts of SK 
because of how they perceive it and not necessarily because of a 
rational analysis of it. Because of the nature of SK, residents interact in 

different ways with the interventions. Some interventions may be pres-
ent in their own household, like the energy metering systems, while 
others may be invisible to them, like the Katri Vala heat pump. The lev-
els of expertise in smart interventions are as well very diverse among 
the residents. This is important because as an evaluator, I must dis-
tinguish experiential feedback from the residents, which can be very 
accurate and valuable, from opinions based on social media, publicity 
campaigns, neighbor’s chatter or personal taste.

From my colleagues in FVH, I was encouraged to consider households as 
my research units instead of individual residents. To analyse the impact of SK, it 
was clear that I must understand this research from the collective and the social 
network point of view and how it is affected by human and non-human factors. 
Several of the smart interventions in Kalasatama are designed to be placed in 
the households or in public areas and are not designed for individual people.

I did not research the adequacy of the City of Helsinki Strategic Goals, as 
this is outside of the scope of this project. My method choice was defined by 
human and economic resources, as well as by the COVID-19 pandemic that 
interrupted the process. For FVH, the Deep dive is an experiment of how partic-
ipatory evaluation can be made in future innovation projects.
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2  F I E L D 
R E S E A R C H

To acquire data on values, behaviours and atti-
tudes, I needed to create a research strategy that 
would both have a low threshold for participation 
and allow for the collection of detailed qualitative 
data. Seeing that social impacts can be analysed 
only through longer periods of time (Anttiroiko, 
2016; Horne, 2019) and considering my limitations in 
resources, I decided to divide my research into two 
different stages. In this chapter, I will explain these 
stages in detail and their results. Finally, I analyse 
the results in chapter three and use this analysis to 
compare them to the goals of this project in chapter 
four.

The first stage of the research was planned 
based on interviews and conversations with my 
FVH colleagues and an analysis of the SK’s goals. 
The first stage also served as a recruitment process 
for research participants. The second stage was 
planned to respond to the results of the first stage 
by deepening into the topics that the residents con-
sidered important with the recruited residents.

2 .1  SMART KAL ASATAMA’ S ALIGNMENT WI TH THE 
STRATEGIC GOALS

As I have mentioned in the previous chapter (Chapter 1.5.3), the aim of the 
evaluation is to use the goals of the project as a guideline to assess its success. 
In this section, I list the goals of SK as well as of the City of Helsinki. The goals 
tend to be abstract and not always written for the residents, which is why its 
analysis requires an interpretation. Some of these goals are written bearing in 
mind other stakeholders such as the private sector and not the residents, they 
are used at the strategic level and are not always pragmatic. The goals are 
used to set a project direction as much as to attract investment and coopera-
tion. These aims serve as general guidelines for projects, but must be flexible 
enough to allow for different paths. 

The table in page 46 includes selected goals communicated by the City of 
Helsinki in two strategy documents, as well as goals for SK in its first and sec-
ond stages, as written by FVH in the funding applications. I have identified with 
my colleagues at FVH the most relevant goals to SK and this research project. 
I selected the ones related to the role of the residents in urban planning as well 
as those related to human-centric approaches. The goals that were not includ-
ed in the table, refer to other topics such as economic growth, management 
of resources, carbon emissions, etc. Some of these documents were originally 
published in Finnish and I used online tools for translating them. I separated 
the visions of each document (top of the chart) from the concrete aims of the 
project (bottom of the chart).

Some of the goals have a linear relation between all the documents, such 
as achieving a more sustainable urban environment and promoting citizen 
engagement. Digitalisation remains a recurrent topic in these documents. 
Functionality and efficiency are major motives as well. Communication and 
international recognition are aims of the smart city project and are not clearly 
present in the City of Helsinki strategies.

From the first to the second of SK documents, the emphasis shifted from a 
very collaborative approach with the residents, to including new stakeholders 
for accelerating scaling up, such as building companies and urban planners. 
This helped increase the long-term influence of SK by creating more permanent 
experiments. The second application of SK has a deeper focus on sustainability 
after the City of Helsinki sustainable goals 2035 were published. It includes the 
creation of indicators to “measure the effectiveness” of the smart city, which is 
the first attempt at a retrospective evaluation.

Construction work in Sompasaari 
and the Kalasatama School, 2020
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COMPARISON OF 
THE GOALS TABLE

The goals for Helsinki/SK related 
to participation, wellbeing, data 
privacy and evaluation from different 
documents are represented in this 
table.
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2 . 2  THE DEEP DIVE

I refer to the process of field research as the Deep dive after a colleague 
suggested making deeper studies of different topics in Kalasatama. With no 
other name to call it, it was adopted as the official project name. This evalua-
tion is a deep dive into the consequences of SK after five years of its start and 
is the only memento to analyse residents’ impacts in retrospective. Deep dive 
contemplates all the research methods designed and applied to research the 
social impacts on values, behaviours and attitudes of the residents towards the 
services provided by the City of Helsinki and corporate partners facilitated by 
FVH. I had the support of a colleague from FVH when the language of the inter-
actions was other than English.

The Deep dive took place during April, May and the beginning of June of 
2020 and had the financial support of FVH through the SK project funds. FVH 
provided contact information of relevant stakeholders to look for research par-
ticipants, personal computer and phone, and a home base for me to work. My 
colleagues from the SK team in FVH have accumulated important knowledge 
about the residents of Kalasatama from previous projects, such as the nature of 
the households, key residents to contact, etc. This helped orient my research 
and gather appropriate data.

I describe in detail the timeline of this research below. The Deep-Dive was 
considered by FVH as an individual sub-project of SK and I was often asked to 
participate in the weekly team meetings and update the team on how the pro-
cess was going. The wider FVH has shown interest in the Deep-Dive and how 
the research was conducted.

2 . 3 RESEARCH T IMELINE

Street crossing between 
REDI shopping centre and 
Sörnäistenniemi, 2020
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2 . 4 HORIZONTAL RESEARCH:  RESIDENT SURVEY

The first stage would paint a broad picture of the residents of Kalasatama 
and provide certain useful data representable in quantitative ways. It would pro-
vide me with a starting point to recruit people for the following research phase. 
The indicators that I used during this part were related to level of participation, 
perceived achievement of the Kalasatama’s goals and overall satisfaction of 
the residents. The method to be used began in REDI shopping centre, where, 
together with my colleague, we prepared big poster maps with pins for people 
to approach and printed questions about their favourite locations and routes in 
Kalasatama. We had prepared a survey that we would share with the people 
using a couple of tablets so they could answer right there and then. The final 
question of the survey was whether they were or not interested in participating 
in the second phase of my research.

We planned a series of small events in REDI’s Vapaakaupunki, an indoor 
space open to the public and equipped with lounge sofas and working tables 
where a number of people spend time studying, working or relaxing. I aimed 
to use the affluence of this space to recruit research subjects. I invited people 
through social media and contacted several of the neighbours associations with 
a newsletter about these events. FVH financed coffee and other refreshments 
to attract more people to participate. Unfortunately, the first of these events 
happened the same day the lockdown because of COVID-19 was announced. 
Even though we did get participants in that event, they were not nearly enough 
to cover our research objectives and we could not have any further events hap-
pening for an indefinite amount of time.

2 . 5 VERTICAL RESEARCH:  ONLINE INTERVIEWS

This stage would require more commitment by the participants and would 
analyse values, behaviours and attitudes of five to ten households in Kalasa-
tama. The type of methods used here would look for detailed qualitative data 
on several key topics for SK. This process would happen through six weekly 
meetings with each recruited household. Each week had different probes and 
materials specific to that week’s topics. Purposefully, the most difficult or per-
sonal topics were left for the latter weeks, aiming to have built a better and 
trusting relationship with the households by then. Some examples of the meth-
ods planned for this stage are drawing maps of daily commutes, personal value 
charts and interviews with visual aids. I will go into detail of each of these 
activities later.

To stay on track for the vertical research, as I find gathering qualitative data 

sometimes very disordered, I designed a journal with the planned activities that 
I filled during my weekly meetings with each household. I left a big part of this 
journal as open space for comments and even drawings. I wanted the research 
to be ordered, but flexible enough to not miss important unexpected details 
from the conversations. Looking back, the creation of this research journal is a 
very interesting design practice on its own and has potential to be analysed as 
a tool for design research in the future.

2 . 6 RESEARCH DURING A PANDEMIC

Because of the public health crisis that happened during the spring of 2020, 
both research stages originally planned as a face to face processes, underwent 
a transformation. With no possibility to meet the participants, I reformatted 
them as for digital mediums. Although this was at first a big setback, it eventual-
ly helped me reformulate the research questions and have a more appropriate 
method mix to my research goals. When the research started and the public 
health crisis was clearly not going to recede anytime soon, I was forced to 
re-explore my method mixes and transform them into fully remote research.

Alongside my team in FVH, we decided to change the inicial Vapaakaupunki 
events into an online survey. We included more questions as it was faster to 
provide answers in a digital survey than in our original face to face interaction. 
Some of the questions we included were given to us by MDI to create one sin-
gle survey and join efforts to gather respondents. This survey form was shared 
by several associations, companies and social media channels and got much 
more attention than we could have anticipated. 183 residents responded to the 
survey and 59% of them answered positively to being interested in participat-
ing in the second stage. We raffled ten gift cards among the respondents, each 
worth 30 euro, as a motivation to participate.

The vertical research on the other hand stayed almost unchanged. Only the 
tools I used were different. I utilised the online software Miro to create the week-
ly activities and Google Meet to have the conversations. I contacted personally 
one by one of the survey respondents who were interested in participating 
further and got a 20% response rate. I booked my first 30 minutes online meet-
ing with them through email and stopped recruiting once I had surpassed my 
goal of more than five households. I intentionally contacted households that 
were demographically diverse. To do this, I used the household categories that 
I created together with my colleagues from FVH and had been mapped in the 
online survey. I refer to these categories in the results section. 

When the Deep dive was over, I had accumulated seven copies of the journal 
with notes about our conversations and details on the activities the research 
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subjects had done, seven online boards with all the results from these activi-
ties including value maps, drawings in geographical maps, several charts and 
mind maps and videos and pictures taken by the residents. How the data was 
going to be used, as well as shared our privacy statement and contract, was 
explained to all the participants at the beginning of the research. FVH support-
ed the research by supervising GDPR compliance.

2 . 7 PROCESSING OF THE DATA

The challenge of processing the diverse data I registered in the online sur-
vey journal and the Miro boards was undertaken in different stages reflecting 
its type. The most clear processing happened with the survey results, which 
were translated to a spreadsheet and using basic statistical analysis was sum-
marised into charts. 

The notes and qualitative data in the journal was processed by separating 
the statements written from the interviewer notes and finding affinities in topics 
or content. For this, I created a single mind map in Miro with all the statements 
I gathered. This mind map separates into different branches containing insights 
about data and privacy, about architecture, urban planning, technology or gov-
ernance, among others. My co-worker and I then discussed the statements 
in the map to create a set of insights that would summarise the key learnings 
of each topic. This was an iterative process that included several discussions 
and revisions between us, sometimes including other colleagues from FVH and 
even one of the urban planners of the City of Helsinki.

The content in the weekly working boards for the interviews was treated 
differently depending on the exercise, some were translated into basic charts, 
like the one referring to privacy and data, while others were simplified into geo-
graphical maps, like the one for safety in Kalasatama. It was important to me to 
process the results in a way they could be utilised by FVH and the planners, so 
we organised meetings with both parties and asked specifically, after explain-
ing the process we did, how they thought the information would be more useful 
to them. FVH required a short leaflet version of the results to publish, while the 
urban planners asked for a package of concrete points to change in the built 
Kalasatama and another one for the planning of the newer areas of Kalasatama.

2 . 8  RESULTS OF THE HORIZONTAL RESEARCH

All the questions of the survey were written in both Finnish and English. The 
survey registered only three answers in English, the rest were in Finnish. As I 

mentioned earlier, the resident survey had a surprising number of respondents, 
mostly women (68%). There was a higher participation by households formed 
by two adults without children. Even though according to population statistics 
of Helsinki we should have obtained a more balanced gender response, we 
unwillingly achieved a better promotion of the survey among women.

The survey began by asking the respondents to share three words they 
would use to describe Kalasatama, which produced the clusters in page 54. 
The size of the word is proportional to the amount of respondents who used 
it. The words were originally written in Finnish and have been translated by 
my colleague. This question was purposefully located before others, to avoid 
distorting the word choice. Note that the word functional is used in the City of 
Helsinki communication campaign.

From the next questions, it was interesting to note that people in Kalasatama 
appear to feel generally well informed about the SK project as 87% responded 
they know about the project from which 18% believe they know the project very 
well.

The locations within Kalasatama where respondents of the survey live are 
somehow a reflection of the stage the housing developments are in. We have a 
proportional representation of people from different locations. Likewise, when 
talking of the years that participants have been living in Kalasatama, we have 
a balanced range of respondents with the biggest group being newcomers 
(under one year).

We had good participation by most age groups except from the youngest 
(under 19 years of age). Even though the survey was not oriented specifically 
for the youth, it is notable that the data from this evaluation is not representative 
for that age group and further research would be needed if it is considered 
necessary.

The survey contained a series of Likert scale questions with five possible 
answers: Completely agree, somehow agree, neutral, somehow disagree, com-
pletely disagree. These questions were created by mixing both MDI questions 
and the Deep dive questions. I decided to separate the answers within age 
groups in the chart as the differences were substantial and could allow for 
interpretations. All the respondents were considered for these averages, even if 
they had answered exclusively five or one.

The next part of the survey inquired about values and motivations of resi-
dents of Kalasatama to live there. Connectivity to the transport network and 
location outstood, as well as nature and the environment.

From the answers, a very varied and balanced use of feedback channels 
became apparent, where the Facebook group of Kalasatama-Fiskehamnen was 
the one more people referred to. It is important to note that this survey was pro-
moted in this Facebook group (5260 members), as well as through SK’s official 
social media, the City of Helsinki’s official social media.

Summary of these results on pages 
54 to 57

Pages 64 and 65
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The survey continued by asking about the organisation of the public servic-
es in Kalasatama. According to our answers, respondents generally believe that 
the services are very well organised (64%).

2 . 9  RESULTS OF THE VERTICAL RESEARCH

One representative of each household was in charge of the communica-
tions with us during the six weeks when the research took place. All the notes 
and content of these meetings was recorded in the printed research journal 
attached in the appendix and the activities were done using the online software 
Miro. The participants had an open Google Drive folder to upload multimedia 
content for the afterwork activities. Each household was numbered at this point 
to make the information anonymous and the participant names were not regis-
tered in either the printed journal or the online boards.

For the first meeting, I included a detailed explanation of the project and 
answered questions about the privacy statement the research subjects had 
received beforehand. Because of the health crisis, we could not gather auto-
graph signatures, so I asked the participants to copy and send the privacy 
statement to my FVH email account if they agreed with it. 

The topic for this week was changes in everyday life before they lived in 
Kalasatama and after they moved to Kalasatama. For the sake of the current 
moment we are living, I included a column for changes because of the COVID-19 
lockdown. This was a good activity to promote a safe space for the research 
subjects to share their opinions. It served for me to build a profile of each of the 
participants considering where they come from, what types of activities they do 
and some details of their social context.

For the second week, we started using the online board that contained 
activities and exercises for the research subjects. The first participatory activity 
was a set of concepts taken from the survey we had conducted to describe 
SK. During the interview, the participant had to take these concepts and locate 
them in a circle according to how important they were for them personally. The 
center of the circle meant they were more important while the outside of the 
circle represented concepts that were less important.

People were given the task of finding all the smart interventions they used 
in their everyday life and either take a picture, a video or make a note on them 
to share for this research as individual work after our meeting. Even though 
the material to gather in this activity has proven to provide interesting prac-
tical feedback on the use of the technological solutions, the main intention of 
this activity was to make people aware of the different smart interventions and 
begin to reflect on them and how they influenced their activities on a daily 
basis.
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The third week contemplated the topic of smart city and what the under-
standing of the research subjects was on this concept. For this, I created two 
simple boxes with the legend smart city and not-smart city with a list of con-
cepts related to technology, smart solutions and other design interventions 
already in place in Kalasatama. The research subject divided them into one box 
or the other and we had a conversation about the reason to separate them in 
such a way. 

The fourth week was organised as an interview. The residents used the online 
board for making notes and following the process of the interview more than 
activities for the participants. To answer how engaged people were to certain 
topics related to smart solutions, sustainability and their concept of Kalasata-
ma’s community, the respondents were asked describe common conversations 
with their friends and family and identify topics they usually complained about 
or complimented. They were asked to create a persona of a local person from 
Kalasatama and describe whether or not they saw themselves as that person. 
This activity aimed to identify patterns of behaviours from the residents of Kala-
satama and stereotypes of the residents. Even though these stereotypes cannot 
represent the whole population of the area, it is useful to generalise on what 
is valuable for a majority of the residents. Finally, they were asked to give sug-
gestions to the urban planners on a pinboard, which transformed into several 
concrete requests.

The fifth week was originally planned as an open space to ask more details 
about a topic that each household was interested in. In dialogue with my cow-
orkers from FVH, we decided to utilise some questions we had received from an 
architect and a landscape architect from the Länsisatama-Kalasatama urban 
planning team. As a key person working closely with land use, zoning and 
architectural planning in the district, the architect requested us to ask certain 
questions about the layout of Kalasatama. We transformed these questions 
into a set of geographical maps where residents could draw and talk about 
their everyday commute, their leisure walking routes around the area, feel-
ings of safety in different areas and which activities they related to different 
locations. These maps will be used by the architecture team to reflect on pos-
sible improvements for future urban development in Helsinki, and the concrete 
comments will have been shared with the urban planners aiming to get minor 
changes that can improve the liveability of Kalasatama. An example of these 
minor changes can be to add signaling in the waterfront to warn about its dan-
gers or place bigger garbage bins in specific locations in public areas.

For the last week, we collected feedback on the research methods, the top-
ics of the research, final comments and gave the participants 100 euro worth 
incentives for participating to be used in local stores and service providers.

Restoration of Suvilahti’s historically 
significant buildings, 2020

Results on page 78

Results on pages 69-71
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3 
D I S C U S S I O N

In this chapter, I present some of the results in 
detail and discuss their possible interpretations. As 
in the last chapter, the results are separated between 
the horizontal and the vertical research stages.

3.1  DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS:  HORIZONTAL 
RESEARCH

The high interest in participating in the survey is an insight of the relevance 
of smart city topics for the residents of Kalasatama. People are knowledgea-
ble of the project and its promotion among locals appears to be succeeding. 
Residents are not just interested in participating, but on voicing their opinions 
about the urban planning in Kalasatama. The results, represented in the chart in 
pages 64 and 65, dictated the focus for the activities that were later done during 
the vertical research. The questions that have the most important difference 
between the age groups are highlighted in red.

With the first two statements represented on the chart, basic positive and 
negative questions allowed the respondents of the survey to answer within the 
whole range of one to five. I consider this important, from the method perspec-
tive, to allow better and more accurate answers for the following more difficult 
questions. 

From the two first statements, residents apparently appreciate smart solu-
tions and do not have trouble using them. There appears not to be a significant 
difference in perception between the age groups. The responses from the mid-
dle age group suggest they are the less comfortable group while using smart 
solutions. Commonly, research participants mentioned as a limitation to tech-
nological solutions that they are not inclusive for all age groups. As we can 
see from the results, the 65+ age group did not believe using smart solutions 
is complicated differently to the other age groups. From these results, smart 
solutions appear to be inclusive even of seniors.

Respondents are aware of the SK project and interested to learn more about 
digitalisation and technology. People appear to value smart solutions more after 
they moved to Kalasatama. From the answers to the survey, most residents are 
aware of the project and even 18% claim to know it very well. The answers to the 
statements four and five suggest a positive feeling of the respondents towards 
smart solutions. As far as SK’s communications to keep people informed about 
the consumption habits and acceptance of the smart city project by the resi-
dents, SK appears to be succeeding. 

Some smart solutions, such as home monitors for water and energy con-
sumption and phone applications have been implemented in the area. 
Statements six, and statement seven had a low average, particularly among the 
younger age group, compared to other statements. This can have more than 
one interpretation: either the information people are getting is not adequate for 
their understanding of their consumption habits or they are unable to compare 
their consumption data to evaluate it themselves.

I have discussed with my colleagues the possibility of the respondents not 

1 - Smart solutions make my 
everyday life more convenient

2- I find using smart solutions 
complicated

6 - Smart solutions allow me to 
gain more information about my 
consumption habits

7- I have been informed about the 
impact of my consumption in relation 
to Helsinki’s Climate Goals

Street of Kalasatama looking 
towards the Hanasaari coal power 
plant and Suvilahti.
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being aware of the City of Helsinki Strategic plan which includes the Climate 
Goals and therefore not understanding the impact of their individual consump-
tion in it. When meeting with an urban planner from the City of Helsinki, she 
interpreted the differences between age groups as a gap in knowledge about 
sustainability and consumption. Younger people probably are more knowl-
edgeable about sustainability and consumption and therefore answer more 
negatively while older people, being less aware, are more confident about the 
impact of their lifestyle in the environment.

In the next statement, taken literally from the questions MDI, respondents 
are asked about the amount of time they have gained while living in Kalasata-
ma. This comes from the vision of SK “One more hour a day”. To prove whether 
or not time is such a valuable asset during the survey, we included two ques-
tions about perceived value of living in Kalasatama (p.56). The top responses 
for these two questions were related to transportation and location, and nature 
and environmental concerns. This can support the assumption that time (in this 
case specifically commuting time) is a top priority of residents but can also 
be interpreted in different ways; During vertical research, residents mentioned 
ease of use of transport systems, safety and comfort as important aspects as 
well. On the other hand, when we asked residents for words to describe Kalasa-
tama, the concepts of efficiency, transportation or time did not come up in any 
form while concepts such as functional, communal and service oriented were 
repeated often (p.54). 

A significant number of people use the Kalasatama-Fiskehamnen Facebook 
group as their main communication channel with their neighbours. This plat-
form has become a major means of communication for the residents and it is 
common to see daily posts regarding Kalasatama’s services. During the survey, 
75% of the respondents included this Facebook group as a main channel for 
gathering information and giving feedback (p.57). This space is not monitored 
by the city or by FVH and has grown organically from active residents. accord-
ing to the answers of the survey, unofficial channels of communication such as 
this are substantially more inclusive than any of the official ones, such as the 
Helsinki website or the SK official social media.

In the statements nine, ten and thirteen, about participation and residents’ 
opinions being considered for the development in their living environments, 
answers have had a neutral average. It is apparently a low percentage of the 
residents who feel they have been heard during the decision making process. 
Simultaneously, residents feel the service offering in Kalasatama is suitable for 
their needs. This raised the question during one meeting for discussing results 
with my colleagues of whether people really need to participate in order to 
create more appropriate services or not. Following my background research, 
participation in different levels is key to promote a better service provision, but 

in SK it appears that service provision is adequate, even if the residents do not 
feel like they are included in the decision making. 

I interpret from these answers that people are used to active participation in 
Helsinki when it comes to urban planning and there is a high level of trust from 
the residents to the City of Helsinki, as well as high expectations on the quality 
of their participation. To deepen on this reflection during the vertical research, I 
have created an exercise to compare life before and after Kalasatama.

The widest gap between the age groups who answered the survey is in 
statement twelve. Clearly, older people feel more entitled to participate in the 
decision making, even if they may not be the majority of the people who live in 
the area or they may not be the most knowledgeable group when it comes to 
smart solutions. This, together with the answers to statements nine and four-
teen where the younger groups of people answered visibly a lower average, is 
a clear representation of one disadvantage of participatory practices. Groups 
who will use the services for a longer period of time and are the majority of the 
population are underrepresented because of barriers in communication and 
attitude towards the decision making. 

As we can see from statement thirteen, the younger group represented feels 
its opinions are considered less in the decision making compared to other 
groups. I believe this is a clear indication to reconsider the feedback channels 
and participatory methods during project planning, to adjust them to promote 
equal participation of the different age groups. Leadership of such projects is 
to some level failing to represent the interests of all resident groups. This brings 
me back to underline inclusive participatory practices as a key factor for an 
appropriate service provision.

This section of the survey concluded by asking about the level of partici-
pation. This statement confirms that residents feel Kalasatama has not been 
different to their previous residence areas in the level of participation required 
for developing their living environment.

3. 2 DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS:  VERTICAL RESEARCH

To analyse the results of the vertical research, I will go through the recurrent 
key topics identified through the affinity diagramming process from the notes 
of the research journals and add the summarised insights in the explanations 
of each topic. The insight as it was taken from the affinity diagrams is bolded.

8 - Estimate on a scale of 1-5, how 
much more time do you think 
you have gained while living in 
Kalasatama compared to the time 
before

9 - I have been asked about my 
opinion on the urban planning of 
Kalasatama

10 - I have been asked about my 
opinion on the development of new 
services in Kalasatama

13 - My opinions have been 
considered in the decision making of 
Kalasatama

12 - I feel entitled to voice my opinion 
on public services in Kalasatama

9 - I have been asked about my 
opinion on the urban planning of 
Kalasatama

14 - I know who to contact when 
I want to give feedback about 
Kalasatama’s infrastructure or 
services

13 - My opinions have been 
considered in the decision making of 
Kalasatama
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Urban planning and services

Transportation and location
A recurrent topic during the first week’s conversations was how living in 

Kalasatama has improved the residents’ means of transportation. Alternative 
means of transportation are praised. People are interested in giving qual-
itative feedback about the experience of using these services. Kalasatama 
is a very central area, close to the city centre and to any necessary service, but 
its bigger advantage is its connectivity to the Metro station. The future tram line 
that will cross the area and the alternative means of transportation such as the 
electric scooters and the city bikes are appreciated by the residents. 

Confirmed by both the resident survey and the comments of the research 
participants, residents are willing to sacrifice other commodities for a cen-
tral location, good connectivity and proximity to public transport. On the 
other hand, households who use private cars complain about the lack of street 
connectivity (particularly coming from the east), lack of public parking spaces 
and very expensive parking space rentals. One of the participants even men-
tioned “This (Kalasatama) is not an area for private cars, even if the reality is 
that we still have cars.”

The following map compiles the commutes participants take to work or 
study on a normal day. All of the participants leave Kalasatama often and use 
public transportation on a daily basis. The participants walk one to two kilome-
ters in their daily commute on average.

Infrastructure
Residents have a positive view of SK, they most often consider it a great 

place to live. When I started conversations with them about how they used the 
residential area to find the motivations for this positive perception, I often found 
that residents do not enjoy spending their free time in Kalasatama. Residents 
want more indoor entertainment, including library services, cafes, bars 
and restaurants. They believe the offer in Kalasatama is not enough. A 
respondent commented: “If I want to do something, I feel like I have to leave” 
when talking about hanging out with friends, going out at night, going to a cafe 
or out for lunch; “I do not want to spend my money in a shopping centre”

Residents constantly commented on the lack of small businesses, restau-
rants, cafes and shops around Kalasatama. They do not believe the choice of 
these businesses is enough, particularly considering the walking distance to 
REDI, Teurastamo or other areas. Residents have communicated their interest 
in supporting local commerce, which is not often available in REDI. Similarly, 
there are no outdoor gyms in Kalasatama. The nearest is in Mustikkamaa and 
residents believe it is too crowded and not enough for their needs.
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About how the buildings are organized, research subjects use the Kalasa-
tama park and Mustikkama for recreational purposes. In any occasion did the 
research subjects mention their building’s central courtyards as an option for 
spending time. The majority of the research subjects do not feel comfort-
able while using the central courtyards. The perception of these spaces 
changes substantially with people who live at the ground level as they 
have a private area within the courtyard. Generally, courtyards are seen as 
an unclear mix of public and private space. People do not do private activi-
ties there, such as meeting friends, as it is public and they have no ownership of 
the spaces. They communicate feeling observed and judged by the neighbours 
while using these spaces. This makes residents very conscious about what they 
do, particularly about the noise of their activities. People regard these spaces 
as areas for parking bicycles, for young children, as utilitarian spaces, or as their 
walkway out of the residential area.

Residents feel that Kalasatama has enough services for the people who cur-
rently live in the area. As the population is increasing constantly, certain areas 
and services are getting overcrowded, like the availability of green areas or of 
student spots in the Kalasatama school. Residents are very concerned about 
the increasing population in Kalasatama and the impact it will have in 
their quality of life. They often mention the new towers above REDI, the new 
connections to Helsinki’s central area and how they will bring more people 
than Kalasatama can support.

The IMU waste management system is an incremental kind of innova-
tion that does not impact behaviour of the residents in a substantial way. 
The same conception comes from other infrastructure improvements such as 
the Katri Vala heat pump. These types of interventions in the city environment 
do not change residents’ behavior and therefore do not have a high impact on 
their lives.

Nature and the environment
One of the most attractive landmarks of Kalasatama is the Mustikkamaa 

Island, connected by the Grandfather’s bridge to Kalasatama. This is a well-pre-
served natural spot just walking distance from most Kalasatama residences. 
Having this area so close to the households increases both perceived and eco-
nomic value of the apartments. Because of its beauty, Mustikkama has become 
a major attraction where many people from around the city are spending their 
summer days. Research participants utilize this area commonly to spend their 
free time. They often find the waste management on the island to be insufficient. 
During the warmer days of the year, the waste system is overloaded, becoming 
a hazard to the natural environment, according to some residents (from Kalasa-
tama-Fiskehamnen facebook group and other conversations). Kalasatama park 

has very few trees, which is why Mustikkama is so crowded, according to some 
participants.

Residents perceive their life in Kalasatama to be more sustainable than it 
was before they moved into the area, even if their behaviour towards sustain-
ability has not meaningfully changed. People value the environment and are 
conscious of ecological crises, but their attitude is passive.

Governance
There is a general good impression about the involvement of the city in the 

residents’ everyday life. People were, with the exception of those who had par-
ticipated in pilots before, unaware of the role of FVH in the urban environment. 
There have been no comments during the research regarding feelings of inva-
sion of privacy, excessive involvement or intrusion by organisations in private 
lives of the citizens. There is a very high level of trust from the residents to 
the governance system of the City of Helsinki. City of Helsinki is seen as 
a service provider more than a governmental institution. As a consequence, 
residents demand specific changes to their living environment from the city as 
they would to any other service provider and have generally a good attitude 
towards paying for these services through taxes. From one household owner: 
“In my family, we do not complain about taxes”.

Residents try social media for communicating with decision makers but are 
not aware of the impact of their comments. Some residents use contact phone 
numbers to give feedback directly to service providers, but the majority search 
for online tools. As discussed with my colleagues, we often find a small number 
of people who are active in workshops, surveys and social media. These active 
residents are key as catalysts for behavioral change in the community and have 
a positive attitude and interest in collaboration. Future strategic design projects 
have a lot of potential in working together with this group of residents as they 
can communicate with the community better. The rest of the residents appear 
to be passive, even if it was mentioned that in Kalasatama, people are more 
active than in other areas of Helsinki.

Safety
The surrounding areas of Kalasatama, such as Suvilahti and Mustikka-

ma are mentioned to be dark when the sun is down and potentially unsafe 
for people walking alone. This creates a feeling of discomfort when visiting 
these areas in the evenings or during winter time. Also, the abundant build-
ing sites near Kalasatama create an environment that can promote conflictive 
behaviour.

Kalasatama is generally perceived as a very safe area. The map shows 
an overlap of the spaces participants noted as safe (green) or unsafe (red). The 

Safety map (p.71)

Leisure routes (p.70)
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oldest development area in the centre of Kalasatama is regarded as the safest 
by the respondents. The Kalasatama park and the surroundings of the school 
are children friendly, well-lit and have very good traffic signalling. On the other 
hand, participants have highlighted specific spots of the waterfront which can 
be dangerous for children, they are shown in the map. This conversation has 
brought up many spaces where kids may be at risk and a number of practical 
suggestions. Talking with my team, we have decided to forward these sugges-
tions to relevant people from the city. 

The unsafe areas in Kalasatama are very clearly defined and avoided 
by residents: The space under the Kulosaari bridge and the Metro sta-
tion, Mustikkama and Suvilahti during dark hours. The bus stations under 
REDI are perceived as a hub for alcohol and drug abuse and are avoided by 
the participants, particularly during the night. During festival season, the are-
as where these events happen are avoided, particularly by participants with 
young children.

Other safety hazards, such as the heavy traffic and the environment near the 
construction sites are clearly linked to the development and will end as Kalasa-
tama is finished. The street crossings between REDI and the Kalasatama park 
have been noted as confusing and potentially dangerous. Other streets have 
been pointed out for having constant heavy traffic because of the construction, 
like the accesses to Sompasaari.

An important issue raised during the conversations about safety in Kala-
satama has been that of stealing inside the housing buildings. Particularly in 
Kotisatama, the respondents complain about a series of organised break-
ins where a substantial amount of computer equipment and kitchen 
equipment has been stolen in their building. These situations are unac-
ceptable to the community and threaten to disrupt the whole social fabric of 
Kalasatama.

Technology
Digital solutions clearly are comfortable to use and simplify many 

everyday activities. As a participant mentioned, “Corona-virus has proven that 
digital services make life easier, maybe not for elderly people”. A general con-
ception that elderly people will feel more uncomfortable with digital solutions is 
apparent, but both in the survey and the senior research participants opposed 
this conception and clarified the problem is with the adoption of a new system, 
not with its use after the initial phase. This means digital solutions are inclusive 
as far as they are properly facilitated to all the different resident groups.

People use digital solutions and accept that their data may be record-
ed from it. One of the participants commented “I know I say I wouldn’t share 
certain data, but it is likely I already do” and concluded by stating “Data we pro-

duce at home is very sensitive, for example, Alexa can record or take pictures”. 
Other participants mentioned “I don’t feel that I have any secrets” when talking 
about sharing data or “If we post things online, it is because we want people 
to see them”. The two latter comments suggest a lack of understanding of how 
data is being produced, recorded and used. Participants seem comfortable 
with their data being utilised even if they are not fully aware of how. They 
point out their limited knowledge about data protection but decide to use 
digital services anyway.

I had a conversation with the participants to separate data into different 
types and find out which were more or less sensitive for them. I recorded in the 
following chart the choices of the residents about their data use. “It is easier to 
share with strangers than with people I know. If data is anonymous, then it is ok.” 
Payments and money related data is considered as the most personal. Portraits 
are regarded as private.

There is a feeling that digitalisation is unavoidable and there is noth-
ing participants can or will do about it. On the other hand, the regulation 
around digitalisation does come around as an important aspect to con-

����������������������������������
���������������������������������
	
���������������������������������������������


�������������
	�����������������������������������������������

����������������������������������������������������

���������
	��������������������������������

������������������������������������

����������������������
	���������������������������������

�������������������������������

���
	������������������������������������

���������������������������

���������������
	���������������������������������������

�����������������������������������

��

���

���������

����������������
Colleagues from other projects in 
FVH communicated their interest 
in learning about data and privacy 
from the residents of Kalasatama, 
which led to an activity that resulted 
in this table.
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sider. Participants generally expect the city to procure these regulations and 
keep their data safe.

Participants are in favor of technology-oriented projects as far as their 
life is made more comfortable. This means they will not actively engage 
in sustainable activities if it implies discomfort or extra effort. Participants 
were occasionally aware of how they engage with technological solutions 
without reflecting on them carefully. Kalasatama is seen as a living environment 
with many technological solutions to improve their quality of life; sustainability 
and inclusivity come in lower in the participants’ prioritization of values, even if 
they are aware of these problems. 

Residents believe there must be a conversation at the strategic or deci-
sion-making level about technological interventions and how they affect 
residents’ quality of life. “There should be serious discussions about technology 
based on values and how it influences human rights”, but are not proactive to 
bring this conversation forward.

Piloting and experimenting are seen as positive actions. Participants 
were open to experimentation and appreciated their living environment has 
become a space for piloting of new ideas. Some participants expect these 
pilots to return and become permanent. They believe the communication 
between the piloting programmes and the local services could be improved: 
Decision makers should “engage local services in pilots” as commented by a 
participant when talking about the library bus. This participant believed servic-
es such as the library bus had high potential to take part in a technology pilot, 
which did not happen.

There is certain resistance to adopt new digital solutions, particularly 
by some resident groups, such as seniors. On the other hand, once a work-
ing pilot is implemented, people engage and appropriate it. When the initial 
resistance barrier is broken, technological solutions seem to be inclusive and 
useful. When participants compared their actions before and after they had a 
solution, it was easy for them to list concrete benefits of its use. 

Participants explained they believe problems in the use of technology 
come from the user’s lack of knowledge about it, rather than an improper 
implementation. They believe the city should provide adequate education and 
reglamentation about these tools to protect residents from abuse through dig-
ital technologies. “Internet crimes most often come from lack of education”. 
“Technology should be clearly explained to people”.

Communications
People have heard about SK and other smart city projects in Helsinki through 

social media, but the major promoters of these projects are the housing compa-
nies as they offer new residences. Participants, even if they mostly knew about 

SK, do not have a clear idea of what the project implies or who is responsible 
for it.

People

Participation
Residents feel confident about voicing their opinions, although they 

may prefer not to do it. Surprisingly, participants never shared concerns about 
their opinions being unheard or misinterpreted, but they did communicate it 
was not a common practice to voice them. The channels for communicating 
their opinions are not very clear and residents prefer to use non-personal 
means of communication such as written social media comments over phone 
calls, or anonymous forms than face to face meetings. People claim not to be 
afraid to support or criticise the decision making, but are not very actively 
doing so. There is a very high level of trust on the governance system, as men-
tioned before.

Residents do not talk about complaints or negative aspects of the urban 
planning. Participants have stated openly that they prefer not to give neg-
ative feedback nor complain about services they dislike, even if they do 
have a negative opinion. “I don’t ever leave bad reviews”, “It is difficult to say 
when I don’t like something” Together with the mentioned trust in the system, 
this unwillingness to communicate complaints can weaken the adequate ser-
vice provision. The need for thorough project evaluation to record invisible 
problems in everyday services is very clear.

People in Kalasatama appear to be more involved in the development 
of their living environments than others around the City of Helsinki. “Peo-
ple who are interested in technology and smart projects are the ones who end 
up in Kalasatama” This implies that the smart city project has attracted a cer-
tain segment of the population and that Kalasatama residents participate more 
in the eyes of the participants.

Residents who are active in social media and communicate to the city are a 
well-defined minority. In the case of the Deep dive research, a majority of wom-
en participated and, with two exceptions, only white Finnish citizens responded. 
The participants helped me define a stereotype of a Kalasatama resident, and 
some of the common preconceptions are the ones shown in the diagram below.

Community
Kalasatama’s average residents are perceived as young, white, well 

educated and economically comfortable. There is little diversity in Kal-
asatama compared to other areas of the city, probably because of the 
starting prices of the living areas. The exceptions to this stereotype seem to 
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be the residents of Hitas apartments which are price-controlled by the City of 
Helsinki. Respondents from these lower-cost apartments complain about very 
inflated maintenance and service fees that do not allow them to use the local 
services fully, so they use services elsewhere. Respondents perceive a higher 
population of dogs in Kalasatama than in other areas of Helsinki.

Cooperation between neighbours has been mentioned often and does 
not seem to be difficult for basic household tasks. Several of the partici-
pants hint at a better relationship with their neighbors in Kalasatama than in 
their previous living environments. Some of them believe the demographics in 
Kalasatama to be less diverse and the population to be more open-minded than 
in other areas of Helsinki. Another aspect that promotes interactions between 
neighbors is the organization of the living environment; the respondents seem 
very complacent of the shared spaces/infrastructure and appreciate it. 
They do not communicate an expectation of bad use of this infrastructure 
by other residents.

Children and families
Severe complaints about the design of the waterfront have been mentioned 

repeatedly. Residents believe the coastline in Kalasatama not to be children 
friendly and not to have an adequate infrastructure to provide safety for fami-
lies. The main concern places are signaled in the safety map above. 

Simultaneously, the school services in Kalasatama are not enough for the 
population of children. One participant household, with three primary school-
aged children, had to enroll them in schools in other neighbourhoods because 
there were no open spots in Kalasatama School, which led this participant to 
define Kalasatama as a “Not children friendly area”. Furthermore, Kalasatama 
according to the participants does not provide free or affordable entertainment 
for children, compared to other areas of Helsinki such as Kallio.

Ecological footprint and sustainable living
Coming back to the high level of trust in the City of Helsinki with the service 

provision, a similar attitude when it comes to ecological footprint and actions 
towards sustainability came across. The responsibility appears to have shift-
ed from the individuals or the private sector towards the City of Helsinki. 
One research subject mentioned when answering the question: What do you 
do in your everyday life to be more sustainable? That “Governments should give 
us the tools to do the right thing”.

The same idea came through in conversations about consumption with 
other participants: “We have too many choices when buying products, I do 
not know which one is better”. This respondent continued by recommending 
having products indexed by the Government of Finland according to their eco-
logical impact, carbon footprint, fair trade and just labour. Answering whether 
the respondent felt the residents’ actions were enough in sight of the contem-
porary ecological crisis, the answer was the following: “I will not concern myself 
with something I cannot control”.

It ’s easier and less stressful to monitor consumption when living in Kal-
asatama. Residents do not feel monitoring their consumption has a real 
impact on their consumption habits. Even though households appreciate the 
energy and water monitoring systems and say awareness has increased, they 
seldomly influence everyday choices of the households. Trust that energy pro-
duced and water provision is sustainable leads residents not to pay attention 
to their consumption. An example of this comes from one respondent who stat-
ed that after the change from incandescent to LED lighting, they do not turn 
their lights off anymore or worry about their electricity consumption. Similar 
attitude comes with water consumption, where residents expect waste water 
management to be sustainable and therefore are not cautious about its use. 
Furthermore, water and electricity payments are automated, so the respond-
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ents were not aware of the price of their consumption.
Respondents mention recycling as their first way to contribute to the 

environment. None of the respondents are active in environmental actions 
besides recycling. The residents do not find the motivation to take action for 
sustainability as they prefer to have a comfortable life or have not found time in 
their daily routines to do it.

About the research methods
Even though I planned to get feedback on the choice of methods and 

the facilitation, because of the health crisis, the choice of methods and tools 
became central to the research project analysis. When I asked respondents 
about our meetings, they communicated that the meeting time (30 minutes) 
was enough for the planned activities, sometimes slightly short. The six 
week duration of the research was seen as appropriate, interviewees did 
not seem tired of the meetings and the level of commitment remained 
through the process. A couple of respondents mentioned the individual activi-
ties after our meetings as too much effort. “I would need to have more motivation 
to do the homework” The majority did all of their individual activities to a higher 
level than expected.

A very clear introduction and objectives has been seen as the most 
important part to have a comfortable process. Some respondents showed 
appreciation for how clear the research process was from the beginning. They 
felt comfortable sharing the information because they knew privacy was con-
sidered and the use of their data was anonymized.

The use of online tools such as Miro has been easy for most participants. 
It has been more challenging when there is no computer available (only cell 
phone or tablet) because the respondents decided to take the meeting outdoors 
or in the public transport. It has not been apparent that certain minorities 
have more trouble using the online tools. All age groups managed to use 
the online tools successfully with the facilitation we provided. Even some res-
idents mentioned that they would be less active if the research did not 
happen online as remote working decreased the effort they had to make 
to participate.

When asked about how the methods had motivated participants to reflect 
on smart technologies and urban planning, they commented the Deep dive 
helped respondents to think about the smart solutions and pay attention 
to new topics and technologies. They mentioned having had new conversa-
tion topics within their households about smart cities. Participants declared 
enjoying the more challenging days more than those when the workload 
was lighter.

3. 3 CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE METHODS

The survey format of the horizontal research is the fastest and less labour 
intensive way to obtain information from a big number of people. Processing 
this information is convenient, as it is easily analysed numerically and can be 
represented visually through simple charts. Mixing open ended, concrete and 
Likert scale questions to this survey gave the possibility to analyse the results 
from many different angles. The accuracy of the conclusions taken from these 
results depends on the researcher’s point of view and experience, as well as the 
statistical interpretation of the results.

A key aspect that made this particular survey relevant, was the information 
gathered beforehand and the experience of my FVH teammates. From this pro-
ject, I gather that this kind of research method is very useful as a starting point 
for an evaluation process but requires followup methods to guide the interpre-
tation of the results. The type of data gathered with this method was mostly 
numerical and value driven.

In the case of the horizontal research, a number of respondents utilised 
spaces meant for single word answers to write long paragraphs expressing 
their opinions about the smart city project. This is seen as a problem of the sur-
vey design because it allowed a resident to give a different answer to what was 
required, sometimes including personal or sensitive information, but it makes 
me question the rigidity of the survey method in the first place. These examples 
reflect the residents’ need to communicate their opinions and the limited pos-
sibilities of the feedback systems in place to do so. 

The horizontal research is limited when it comes to resident empowerment 
and trust building. The survey questions are designed considering the pos-
sible results beforehand, which limits unexpected results and therefore does 
not allow for innovation to happen. It simplifies participation and disengages 
the resident with the decision making process in a non-dialogic environment. 
Simultaneously, the element of trust building does not happen, residents rarely 
see the results of their contribution in their everyday life and regard the survey 
provider as a distant entity. After processing this data, I can see how some 
responses are easily used to justify design decisions without a real interest in 
participation.

On the other hand, the vertical research produced detailed qualitative data 
and often included topics and feedback I had not included in the evaluation’s 
content. The vertical research provided descriptive information about  values 
in a way that is different to the horizontal research. An example of this relates 
to sustainability and environmental concerns. Even though in the horizontal 
research this topic appears to be the second most important one for the res-
idents, in the vertical research, most of the participants communicated that 
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they are unaware and inactive when it comes to the environment. While the 
horizontal research proves people value the environment, the vertical research 
suggests people are not very aware of how the environment affects their every-
day life or how they can affect the environment. Even though the feedback is 
not contradictory, it can suggest that people are more prone to answer surveys 
following socially appropriate opinions and are more honest in a face to face, 
open-ended conversation.

On the vertical research, in the words of one research participant, the six 
weeks went by a little too fast. During the final stages, the participants had 
become comfortable with  the format of our meetings and would engage in a 
meaningful discussion about the week’s topics without much input from my 
side. They had more critical comments and appeared less anxious about the 
pertinence of the information they shared with me. 

The format of these discussions aimed to create enough trust so the par-
ticipants would be able to talk honestly about their living environment,was 
definitely a success. The substantial amount of work required to engage all 
the households for this longitudinal research was beneficial for trust building 
and criticality. The vertical research proved how useful it is to empower the 
residents by lowering the barriers of participation and improving the quality of 
their input.

The online meetings proved to be an effective way of gathering information, 
it allowed residents to be comfortable at home and not feel their privacy being 
threatened, saving them time and effort. According to the residents themselves, 
they did not feel I used too much time and were very comfortable with the 
conversations we had and the amount of work they did. The pandemic allowed 
people more time to spare in online calls and motivated them to reflect on 
their lifestyle and their home environment. I was impressed by the commit-
ment of some of the research subjects who took substantial time outside of our 
interviews to gather visual material that they were sharing with me constantly 
during the week.

The choice of methods, even if appropriate for the qualitative nature of my 
research goals, became an organizational challenge. It required a clear calen-
dar of activities and a detailed protocol of action during the six weeks of “field” 
(digital) research. Luckily, forced by the health crisis, all of the meetings hap-
pened online, which decreased the amount of commuting time for me or the 
participants. 

Even though the impossibility of being face-to-face with my research sub-
jects may have decreased my ability to perceive qualitative details of our 
conversations, I believe that the digital tools used for my research were suffi-
cient to gather the necessary data. The amount of data was overwhelming at 
some points and required creative processing methods. It is clear that applying 

a Deep dive evaluation process requires a full-time worker and substantial sup-
port from the organisation when done in such a limited amount of time. Ideally, 
this evaluation would be planned at the beginning of the project and extended 
throughout its duration. This would not require a full-time worker and could be 
done by the project team in several short phases.

Some of the residents enjoyed the after-hour activities and produced good 
quality material while others simply decided not to do it and limited their com-
mitment to the weekly meetings. The economic incentive for participating in 
the research was appreciated by the participants although most mentioned 
they would still have participated without it. The quality of the results  depend-
ed on the interest of the participant more than the time they could spare. I came 
to this conclusion because some participants with similar living conditions, 
including commuting, full-time work and children, had very different results for 
the after-hours tasks.

After conducting this extensive research remotely, I can say that contem-
porary digital technologies are enough for decision-makers, researchers and 
urban planners to reach a wider population and improve the quality of their 
participatory practices. The residents demonstrated their capacity to participate 
and provide relevant feedback about each aspect of their living environment. 
Utilising a methodology similar to the Deep dive, focused on facilitating quali-
tative participatory evaluation, can improve the quality of the feedback by the 
residents and allow more user-centric urban and innovation design.
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4 
C O N C L U S I O N S

In this chapter, I utilise the results from Deep dive 
to give a critical analysis of the impacts of SK. As the 
final stage of the evaluation process, this chapter 
includes the conclusions about the impacts com-
pared to the goals, the importance of the vision for 
the analysis of SK, the conclusion about the research 
methods and the limitations of the research.

Chapter three details the results of the research 
and some of their implications. In this chapter 
I reflect on the impact of SK on residents’ values, 
behaviours and attitudes towards their everyday 
living environment. The relationship between these 
three concepts is important to note. 

4.1  VALUES,  BEHAVIOURS AND AT TI T UDES

Values: From the research participants, values of the population are: Resi-
dents value their personal comfort more than anything else, and this holds true 
even for those participants who have a higher level of understanding about 
societal problems and sympathise with political activism. This reflects a very 
safe environment, both economically and physically, where people do not feel 
threatened by external crises, even during COVID-19. All of the participants con-
tinued to have job or income security during the COVID-19 health crisis.

Residents value smartness in their everyday lives, but it is not until the 
relationship between smart city and resident wellbeing is made during the 
interviews, that people begin to consider non-digital aspects as part of the 
smart city. As stated by one resident, once innovations become a normal part 
of life, they stop being smart.

SK has successfully communicated a set of values about efficiency and sus-
tainability that are definitely relevant to the residents. Some other values of the 
residents, such as inclusivity and culture are not satisfactorily addressed by the 
smart city.

Behaviours: People have changed their behaviours because of SK. The 
research subjects have reflected more on the role of technology in their urban 
environment because of living in Kalasatama and participating in this research 
project. Residents utilise shared spaces and technologies in their everyday 
lives, as well as the public infrastructure (parks, transportation networks, gar-
bage system, etc.) differently to how they did before moving to Kalasatama.

On the other hand, some behaviours, such as their shopping or working 
habits have been influenced more by the health crisis than by the smart solu-
tions, but some of these solutions do make the behavioural change during the 
pandemic  more manageable, such as the remote space booking systems or 
the proximity to shopping areas. Residents believe Kalasatama is appropriate 
for remote working.

Sustainability remains a controversial topic and one that I encountered often 
in the research. Even though it is valued by the residents and their attitude 
towards the environmental crises is realistic with a feeling of discomfort and 
even hopelessness, behaviours don’t seem to change in any significant way to 
address this issue. I discussed this in the previous chapter when I talked about 
citizens trusting the government to take care of complex issues.

Some SK projects have impacted behaviours, particularly the shared solu-
tions like bikes, cars, parking spaces and common areas. On the other hand, 
some projects have had a limited impact on behaviour, such as the waste man-
agement system and the consumption data monitoring technologies, where 
residents may not notice change in their well being or routines because of 
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them. 
Attitudes: The research participants showed a generally positive attitude 

towards the smart solutions, experimentation and their neighbourhood. People 
appear to trust the city’s government to know their values. Disinterest towards 
the government actions were visible in our conversations, as well as skepticism 
towards how their participation can influence the decision making. 

The participants were generally enthusiastic about the Deep dive research. 
The feedback was generally practical and constructive, which communicated 
an acceptance of the overall project with criticism limited to practical details.

4. 2  EVALUATION

Some visions of the smart city such as “The most functional city” (City of 
Helsinki) or “One more hour a day” (Smart Kalasatama) are farther away from 
the residents than the goal of procuring a “stimulating and enjoyable life” (City 
of Helsinki, 2017), but gain more momentum when used in marketing with busi-
nesses and decision makers. The values of SK overlap with the values of the 
residents and those of the private sector, although they do not completely align. 
Criticality of when and at what level participatory practices should happen is 
important, as well as to consider which stakeholders should participate in each 
part of the project. As much as participation may vary through the project, 
remembering the purpose of the urban environment of providing a better qual-
ity of life for the residents is important.

SK is achieving its purpose of becoming a business and innovation centre, as 
projected in  the City of Helsinki Strategy and reflecting SK’s interest in promot-
ing scalability of the pilots. Economic growth is closely related to SK through a 
culture of innovation and entrepreneurship. The level of participation in SK has 
been very different throughout the project and for each stakeholder group. Very 
little of this participation appears to have happened during strategic decision 
making, whereas a substantial amount took place during the prototyping and 
testing of some smart solutions. Even though participatory practices are not 
intended merely to justify design decisions, they do serve as a promotional tool 
that makes initiatives falsely appear inclusive as criticality about the strategy 
itself is not expected.

The fact that collaboration with the residents happened mainly in private 
sector-oriented projects makes me question if SK is resident-oriented or tech-
nology and business-oriented. Even though all approaches are valuable and 
follow the interests of the City of Helsinki, prioritizing technology or business 
moves away from the promise of a user-centric approach to urban planning. 
Efficient and integrated services function as a dual discourse: on one side for 

people who are interested in improving their quality of life and on the other side 
for businesses, who aim to increase their reach within a community for cap-
ital. Clarity on these discourses while communicating SK can result in better 
acceptance by the public.

Community and Participation in Kalasatama
As I have mentioned before, centralised decision making with high quality 

of life and trust promotes superficial citizen participation and a disconnection 
between the residents and political issues. As an example from the vertical 
research, the participants were unable or disinterested in taking personal action 
in favour of a more sustainable lifestyle. The responsibility for action towards 
the environment was clearly delegated to the government; the only moments 
when people felt capable of taking action were when they separated recyclable 
garbage at home or bought “greener” or organic products. The residents are 
disconnected from big systemic problems that do not affect their everyday life, 
capital or comfort.

The alienation of the resident from bigger social problems creates a space of 
uncertainty that allows for products and companies to position themselves with 
simplified solutions that both provide a service and ease of mind for the resi-
dent. Interestingly the piloting programmes that are currently being launched to 
promote startups and innovation projects are related to bigger systemic issues 
such as urban mobility or carbon footprint instead of neighbourhood projects 
or social entrepreneurship. This communicates a success of the city into orient-
ing the private sector to a certain ideology of urban mobility and sustainability, 
but a passive attitude of the residents.

Furthermore, Kalasatama is seen by the residents as a place to live, not a 
place to produce: I have found that all the research participants who reside 
in Kalasatama, work in different areas, while all the workers I encountered in 
Kalasatama (in restaurants, shops, construction workers, etc.) live elsewhere. 
The image of Kalasatama is of an urban bubble, a comfortable residential 
space, where residents consume services. Residents leave Kalasatama to work 
or socialise and produce enough money to live in high-level residences with 
prime quality services, which then encourages interest of private companies to 
have a service point in the area. In a highly educated population that spends 
an important amount of its time working, migrating to remote service provision 
and using digital tools happens organically. These contextual factors support 
a passive community disinterested in good quality participation and a weak 
social fabric, and a private sector that regards residents as consumers.

Not surprisingly then, some of the most commonly mentioned and praised 
projects by the residents within the smart city platform have to do with social 
innovations (or technology applied to social innovation). Residents are interest-
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ed in not being only regarded as consumers and improving their community 
life, but struggle to do so in a purely residential environment. Strengthening the 
social fabric becomes the responsibility of decision makers in such a system, 
where design for social interaction must happen consciously in order to create 
a community. A culture used to equality and individuality appears to be search-
ing for organised communal spaces to improve their quality of life, which are 
not yet provided in Kalasatama. I expect this to change slightly now that the 
park in Kalasatama has been completed and the REDI shopping centre increas-
es its capacity, but even then, spaces such as a library or a cultural centre, 
sports clubs or fields and even restaurants and small independent businesses 
are clearly missing.

Smart Kalasatama or Urban Planning?
At many points of my research, talking about smart cities led to philosoph-

ical and political conversations about the urban landscape, but most often it 
led to talking about urban planning. The research participants had concrete 
complaints about the urban planning and the service provision in Kalasatama. 
In some parts of the research, instead of following the activities I planned in a 
disconnected way, participants had already prepared comments of each of the 
topics and were able to identify changes they would prefer to see or problems 
they would like to solve. In general, I believe this clarity on the feedback is a 
positive sign about the functionality of the city.

While organising the insights of my research, my colleagues asked me to 
separate the feedback on the smart city project from that of the urban planning 
in Kalasatama, which proved very difficult to do. The reason for this request 
was that some participants’ responses were dealing with concrete aspects of 
infrastructure planning in Kalasatama which were outside of this evaluation’s 
scope; as an innovation project, SK is not involved in the urban planning per 
se. In reality, there is not a clear distinction between urban planning and smart 
cities and analysing these two separately seems impossible. The integration of 
innovations in digital or social systems happens from the creation of the physi-
cal space; The smartness of the city must be considered from the beginning of 
its planning process. Therefore, the social challenges of Kalasatama, as I men-
tioned earlier, are indirectly a consequence of how this neighbourhood was 
developed from the urban planning stage. For example, the decision to use a 
shopping centre as the central community meeting point in SK or the long, thin 
layout of the Kalasatama Park precondition how people interact and the quality 
of the social fabric.

In some cases, what is seen as smart by the residents is more of a return 
to analog technologies, such as sharing spaces, bicycle systems, community 
gardens or neighbour meetings. Many of these actions though, are successfully 

supported by new digital technologies which make them more functional. In 
this sense, smart technologies do add to the functionality of public services. 
Clearly the best designs come when a physical infrastructure is linked to a 
social strategy and supports the political agenda of the city as well as the 
values of the population. This is definitely a difficult set of characteristics to 
achieve and only a handful of the projects happening in SK have it, but they are 
appreciated by the population and easy to scale up. A clear example of this is 
city bikes, the staple project of smart cities around the world. In the case of SK, 
Kalasatama Urban Lab is a good example of a successful space used by both 
residents and decision makers for collaboration, which indirectly promotes a 
healthy democratic environment.

Technocracy and the Use of Data
The fact that some innovation projects may displace certain minorities from 

work and create inequality, be more expensive, have a bigger environmental 
impact than traditional methods or damage the social fabric of the community 
often came up in the conversations. For this reason, who these projects are 
designed for and who is affected by the technology, should always be consid-
ered. To question how the smart solution affects the living environment from a 
wide perspective is crucial from the strategic planning point of view.

An example of a controversial project in the eyes of the research participants 
related to data driven decision making in SK is the monitoring of energy and 
water consumption data. With these projects, residents have the possibility to 
review their consumption data, which is often too abstract for them to take 
any action based on it. The infrastructure to provide this data to the residents 
is remarkable and has taken significant effort from several stakeholders into 
planning, designing and installing the hardware. This infrastructure is a great 
example of integrated systems that were planned before the housing develop-
ment was built and was embedded in the constructions. It is important, before 
such an investment of resources, to question the value of these technologies as 
the impact of this infrastructure on consumption and quality of life, is limited.

At the same time, urban planners may utilise data obtained about consump-
tion to make design decisions for infrastructure. This means that decisions will 
be made in future projects based on how much water or energy was consumed 
and not on why it was consumed. This use of data is motivated by efficiency 
rather than the larger human impact. It might require fewer resources to strate-
gize on the reasons for consumption than to rely on changes in infrastructure for 
sustainability. Relying solely on numeric data for decision making assumes the 
wellbeing of the population is dependent on the efficiency of services, which as 
my research demonstrates, is not always the case.
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Roles of the Public and Private Sectors
The city government is delegating the innovation process to the private sec-

tor and taking the leading role in stimulating change. This can be beneficial as 
the city should be a more knowledgeable entity regarding residents’ needs and 
bigger problems such as ecological or political crises than private organisa-
tions. According to Demos Helsinki, in thinking about people-first smart cities, it 
is important that governments are responsible for creating a vision of a utopian 
city and supporting the private sector and the population to achieve it (Bremer 
et al., 2020). Assuming the government is genuinely interested in the improve-
ment of the quality of life of the population, this strategy can work. The high 
level of trust by residents in institutions in Finland, as well as in the welfare sys-
tem, may provide the conditions necessary to build this vision of a people-first 
smart city.

The responsibility of fighting systemic issues or designing to better the 
social network of a community is transferred to the private sector. Even if the 
private sector has the best design intentions, it is not obliged to follow the dem-
ocratic processes inherent in the public sector, which makes them more prone 
to respond to corporate or economic interests. The residents are then left in 
a vulnerable situation where, as mentioned in chapter three, they rely on the 
government to protect their data and privacy, but the service provision, that 
utilises this data, comes from outsourced private companies. As the use of the 
data widens to include more stakeholders, privacy and security also becomes 
harder to control. The blurred distinction between private and public compa-
nies as service providers particular to Helsinki adds a new layer of complexity 
to this system.

4. 3 REL ATIONSHIP BET WEEN THE PROMISE OF ONE MORE 
HOUR PER DAY WI TH THE GOALS

The vision “One more hour a day” has been controversial during my time 
at FVH. While on the one hand, MDI (the consulting company hired by FVH) 
has taken it as a key part of their evaluation process, I hear often in FVH that it 
is not measurable and should not be taken as a specific objective. This vision 
was created in a collaborative workshop at the beginning of the SK project that 
included the public and private sector as well as resident representatives. This 
phrase has been printed in most of the communication materials of SK and is 
even present in the graphic designs of the Kalasatama Urban Lab’s walls, so 
I wonder if it should be included in the evaluation process. When I spoke to 
residents, they would immediately quote “One more hour a day” to refer to the 
project, and they understand it from the efficiency perspective.

Discussing the implications of the “One more hour a day” vision used for 
project marketing is important as it has become a promise to the community in 
Kalasatama. The fact that FVH does not intend to measure its vision during the 
evaluation of their project leaves space for misunderstandings between the res-
idents and the decision makers. Residents, who do not have or take the time to 
review the project details or the City of Helsinki Strategy, rely on public commu-
nications to build their expectations. A mismatch between project impacts and 
project promise can lead to dissatisfied residents and negative public opinion.

Public funds in a democratic system generally support projects that follow 
the public’s best interests. Residents’ interests on the other hand, can be manip-
ulated based on communication strategies by both the public sector or private 
companies. It becomes difficult to distinguish at what point the vision of a city 
is created following the public’s interest, guided by a preconceived idea by 
the facilitators of the participatory practices or motivated by the possibility of 
profit. The vision of SK is unique in the way that it is resident-centric (focused 
on providing the resident with one more hour a day), but it assumes that the 
community values time saved above all else. 

In a project of this nature, an accurate communication strategy is necessary 
to have a realistic picture of the support SK has from the public. Residents may 
support an idea, communicated by a vision, rather than the actual project. Hav-
ing different expectations of the reality of a project can have a negative impact 
on how the results are perceived by the residents. 

Furthermore, the assumption that time is the most sought after asset for 
Kalasatama residents may be misdirected. Citizens did respond during the 
horizontal research that low commute time and proximity to downtown was 
valuable for them, but assuming it is the only value for them is an oversimplifi-
cation. Of course the vision can be interpreted as efficiency outside commute 
time. Digitalisation, for example, does provide time saving through more effi-
cient processes and remote work. The question is how the residents interpret 
this vision and how this interpretation creates expectations which may or not 
be fulfilled by the project. I have encountered several residents who, without 
knowing the details of SK, are skeptical about it because of the vision, which 
appears to be very   efficiency oriented.

For these reasons, I believe FVH should be very attentive to how the vision is 
created and provide a detailed description to the public of how that vision influ-
ences each of the strategic decisions of a project. Although “One more hour a 
day” has proven to be successful in reaching a wide audience, for reaching the 
private sector and as a marketing slogan, it appears to be somehow separated 
from other valuable aspects of SK.



92 93

4. 4 LIMI TATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

I have mentioned some limitations and possible challenges for SK before 
and reflected on their implications. In the next section, I consider some of the 
limitations my research and my chosen methods.

First of all, it is important to consider who is in charge of the evaluation 
processes and how the profile of the evaluator can produce objective results 
(Springett & Wallerstein, 2008). I must clarify that, as an employee of FVH, I can-
not be completely objective as an evaluator. My choice of topics to review is a 
reflection of my experience working in the company, as well as the information 
that was shared with me by my co-workers.

Another limitation of my research is the impact of its results in practice. 
Through this research, I obtained relevant feedback on topics that FVH is not 
involved in, such as urban infrastructure and planning. Even if some of this infor-
mation is valuable, it is difficult to find people capable of taking action on it. For 
this reason, my colleague Mette Hiltunen and I have contacted people from the 
city and presented the learnings from the Deep dive in a couple of conferences 
and webinars, aiming to increase the reach of our learnings.

Furthermore, between the public and private sectors and the residents, it is 
still difficult to define who is responsible for promoting more sustainable living 
and who is responsible for improving the urban environment. The limited scope 
of this research does not allow for defining the position of all the actors in such 
a complex system in detail. For this reason, the importance of strategising an 
evaluation process as soon as the project planning starts is clear. FVH has 
taken this suggestion for the future Helsinki Smart Districts project, where the 
concept of evaluation has been included early on.

On a practical note, language use is one important personal limitation, as I 
do not speak Finnish and some residents are not comfortable in English. Fortu-
nately, the support from my colleagues in FVH has made it possible to conduct 
the research even with non-English speakers.

4. 5 FURTHER RESEARCH

In the SK project, certain groups, specifically migrant groups, people with 
disabilities, youth and working age adults, are seldomly addressed in the pilot-
ing programmes or technological solutions. Future research could focus on 
understanding the needs of these overlooked groups.

Even though this is outside of this project’s scope, it has been suggested to 
apply computational data analysis to understand citizens’ behaviours better. 
The potential for digital data together with qualitative insights obtained from the 

Deep dive methodology could prove useful for the development of user-cen-
tred smart city projects.

This project is relevant to the conversation about the impacts of smart cities 
around the world and could be used as a starting point for further research 
on the influence of these projects on behaviours about consumption and the 
quality of their local social network. During the six months of this project, I have 
encountered a growing amount of literature about smart cities and how they 
are transforming into more open and democratic systems. Together with the 
health crisis that accelerated the migration towards a more technology driven 
urban life and the increasing interest of governments in involving private stake-
holders in development of innovation, this is an important time to question and 
evaluate how smart cities can help us live in the future.

After concluding this project, I decided to list the most recurring indicators 
people referred to during my conversations with the residents. Some of them 
have been to some extent addressed in my thesis, but others require designing 
new research methods. I propose this list as a good starting point for future 
evaluation of FVH’s innovation projects. 

• Smartness of the living environment to the residents
• Ecological impact of the living environment
• Innovativeness of the services to the residents
• Relevance of the services to the residents
• Availability of the services for the residents (particularly through digital 

channels)
• Quality of community life for the residents
• Efficiency, ease of use and convenience of the services for the residents
• Level of participation/engagement of the residents in the decision 

making
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6

A P P E N D I X
This research journal is the tool I used during 

the vertical research to gather the necessary infor-
mation in an organised way. The booklet had one 
chapter per household.
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One of the biggest D.I.Y. skateparks in 
Europe is located in Suvilahti, 2020
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