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In this era of increasingly ambitious environmental policies, the capacity 
for efficient collaboration and implementation of decisions is stressed. How-
ever, research and practice indicate how complicated and challenging collab-
oration can be, even though it may be needed now more than ever. This thesis 
examines the collaborative approach as a remedy for challenges with enact-
ing political decisions by investigating a case study. In the focus of this case 
study is an intra-organisational intervention, which was conducted at the Ur-
ban Environment Division of Helsinki. The Division faced challenges with the 
implementation of the City Strategy 2021-2025, hence, an intervention was 
commissioned from an external facilitator. The intervention was informed by 
the theoretical and methodological framework of ‘consensus building’, which 
is still in Finland a relatively unknown approach. The following study looks at 
the intervention from an insider action researcher’s perspective and is based 
on in-depth interviews, which were investigated according to guidelines of 
qualitative thematic content analysis. The organisational intervention can 
be seen as an example of a new way of collaborative problem solving, which 
may offer respectable possibilities to create sustainable solutions in cases of 
complexity and controversiality. By highlighting features of the methodology, 
both through research and action, it is possible to promote the introduction of 
collaborative approaches also in Finland. 
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1.1 TOPIC AND OBJECTIVE

The increasingly ambitious environmental policies emerging, for 
instance, the SDGs (The 17 Goals, UN), the Paris Climate Agreement (The Paris 
Agreement, UNFCC), the EU’s Green Deal (A European green deal, 2019), as 
well as national and regional goals, highlight the need for efficient and com-
plex implementation capacities. Even though uncertain if sufficient for a re-
generative future, various public authorities seem to struggle already with 
the realisation of the current agreements. This is blatantly visible with the 
devastating figures on global performance to meet the Paris Climate Agree-
ment 2030 (Emissions Gap Report 2021). Solving environmental issues re-
quires collaboration of public administration, companies, and civil society 
actors (Peltonen et al., 2022), however, research and practice shows that col-
laboration can be extremely complicated and challenging (Bryson at al., 2015).  
 There are indicators that the factors feeding the need for collabora-
tive governance will become more pronounced in the future. Still more com-
plex, challenging and internationalising environmental problems, challenges 
in implementing political decisions, changing role of the state, the strength-
ening public role of companies and an active civil society, combined with a 
growing understanding of the links between human and environmental sys-
tems will increase the need for fair and collaborative, but at the same time 
goal-oriented and effective approaches (Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.37). This study 
investigates particularly what role a collaborative process can play in guiding 
(public) organisations faced with challenging and conflictual implementation 
tasks and an overwhelm of complexity.
 This research is a case study of an intra-organisational interven-
tion in the City of Helsinki, more precisely in its Urban Environment Divi-
sion (UED). The City of Helsinki is home of 1,3 million inhabitants (World-
populationreview, 2022). It is the logistical hub, as well as centre of business 
in the most important urban region of Finland. The need for the studied 
organisational intervention arose from the tension and conflicting goals 
of the recent City Strategy for the years 2021-25 issued by the City Council. 
The strategy outlines ambitious goals: on the one hand, for creating more 
housing (8000 new apartments/year) and urban development through stra-
tegic planning and zoning, and, on the other hand, ambitious goals related 
to climate change (carbon neutrality by 2030), nature conservation (creat-
ing five new conservation areas/year), and preserving and enhancing bio-
diversity and urban green in the city. This seems to represent a key tension 
that needs to be managed in all urban areas globally in the coming years.  
 The UED is comprised of multiple units, each responsible for par-
ticular sub-tasks, such as strategic urban planning, housing production, envi-
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ronmental services, exedra. The tensions between these 
equally important areas of responsibilities, and the diffi-
culties in integrating them in the everyday work practices 
had led to tensions between the various unites of the UED 
and frustration of professionals working in them. To find 
a way forward from the difficult situation and success-
fully carry out the implementation of the Urban Strate-
gy an intervention was commissioned from an outside  
facilitator. The outside facilitator, Akordi, is a small  
not-for-profit company and team of experts  
specialised in conflict resolution, mediation, and con-
sensus building. The theoretical and methodological  
framework of consensus building (Susskind et al. 
1999) informed the intervention, which together  
with  the broader field of collaborative processes  
offer the theoretical foundation for this research.  
 This research investigates the intervention 
from an insider action researcher perspective (Unluer, 
2012) and is based on semi-structured interviews (Drave, 
1995), which were conducted with employees of the UED 
and Akordi. The data was analysed using thematic con-
tent analysis (Mayring, 2014). Objectives of the study are 
to create information on how collaborative methodolo-
gies were utilized in a Finnish public organisation, inves-
tigate its immediate effects and applicability. In a broader 
sense, examine the relevance of collaborative approaches 
when organisations are facing challenges with realising 
complex and perhaps controversial political decisions. 
The following section highlights the relevance of this at-
tempt.

1.2 SCIENTIFIC RELEVANCE 

The field of collaborative governance 
emerged already in the 1970s in the United States (Inness 
& Booher, 1999, p.412) and is by now attached to hun-
dreds of managed cases (https://www.cbi.org/resources/
area-of-expertise/resource-type/case-study/), however, 
it took until 2014 that the approach and methods were 
brought to Finland by the creation of Akordi. Akordi is 
still the only actor in Finland specialised on applying 
methods of collaborative governance on disputes or chal-
lenges related to the environment, resources, climate, or 
land usage. Besides familiarity there are also still chal-
lenges in Finland with separating the methodology from 
other approaches that have similar features, such as par-
ticipatory planning practices, deliberative democracy, 
local cross-sector partnerships, network management 
and forms of network cooperation (Kotilainen et al. 2021, 
p.13). By highlighting features of the methodology, both 
through research and action, it is possible to promote a 
sophisticated introduction of collaborative approaches in 
Finland (Luoma, 2019, p.1).
 Research indicates, that collaborative approach-
es could particularly assist implementation of political 

decisions (Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.37; Inness, & Booher, 
1999, p.419). However, it is still a widely unknown ap-
proach for assisting policy enactment, and indeed, most 
research on collaborative approaches focuses on pro-
cesses conducted between multiple parties (Kotilainen 
et al. 2021, p.16). Therefore, the scientific relevance of this 
thesis can be described by (a) generating more research 
on organisation internal processes that apply a collabo-
rative approach, and (b) the potential of such a process to 
remedy challenges on realisation of political decisions. I 
am aware that some publications suggests that there is 
already a saturation of single case studies (Douglas et al., 
2020, p.2), however, I appeal to the relevance of (c) gener-
ating context specific research, which is also highlighted 
by the CORE-project, a recent noteworthy research pro-
ject on collaborative governance in the context of Finland 
(Peltonen et al., 2022). 

1.3 PRACTICAL RELEVANCE 

 
The practical relevance of this case study oc-
curs in three ways. Firstly, this thesis may serve the two 
organisations that are immediately involved in the study, 
namely the UED and Akordi. For them it may function as 
a supplementation to mapping the process and possible 
allies to pursue from now. The second practical relevance 
draws from earlier observations of Kaisa Raitio, who de-
scribes Finnish public reconciliation processes as a “black 
box”, due to the lack of transparency on how the
reconciliation of different interests is realized (Raitio, 
2007, pp.20-21). Thus, a practical outcome of this study is 
to create openly available knowledge on a reconciliation 
process carried out in a Finnish public entity and intro-
duce the methodology applied. Third, this thesis may be 
relevant for other actors struggling with similar complex-
ity and implementation challenges. Especially for public 
actors, which need to justify spent tax money, knowledge 
from multiple researched examples originating from a 
similar context might be required, before a new practice 
becomes truly approachable. Based on the internation-
al experience and growing number of cases in Finland, 
there is reason to assume that collaborative approaches 
can remedy multiple type of challenges (Inness & Booher, 
1999, pp.413-414; Kotilainen et al., 2021, p.37).

1.4 PERSONAL INTEREST

My personal interest in the topic of this research 
is grounded in curiosity towards remedies for tackling 
the wicked challenges of our time, such as various en-
vironmental crises, and the polarisation and observed 
challenges of democratic processes. The desire to under-
stand better the methodologies, theories and practices of 
collaborative forums was boosted during my internship 
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at Akordi in spring 2022. As a part of my internship I assisted the interven-
tion at the UED, which offered a unique perspective on this particular col-
laborative process. The methodological approach and its potential to enable 
complex collaboration and problem solving were intriguing, which supported 
the decision to research the intervention. This allowed me to take a scientif-
ic approach on the case and deepen my understanding on related theories 
and research. Furthermore, I suspect that my gravitation towards methods 
emphasizing collaboration and inclusiveness also reflect my inner search for 
wholeness. An elaboration on my position as

Introduction
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2.1 CITY OF HELSINKI URBAN ENVIRONMENT 
DIVISION  

 
The UED of Helsinki is responsible for planning, construction, main-
tenance, building supervision and environmental services in the city of Hel-
sinki (fig. 1). Approximately 1,700 employees work in the sector under execu-
tive director Ville Lehmuskoski. The Urban Environment committee, together 
with its two subcommittees; buildings and public works and the environment 
and permit, guide and supervise the operations of the division. These com-
mittees started operating on 1 June 2017 and the division moved in 2020 into a 
shared building in Kalasatama, before which the departments existed and op-
erated as separate offices in different places of the city. The UED is comprised 
of four departments; Land Use and City Structure, Buildings and Public Areas, 
Services and Permits and Administration and Support Services. Each of these 
departments are further divided into (3-7) smaller units, each responsible for 
particular sub-tasks. For example the Building and Housing Department is 
divided into Housing Production, Facilities, and Public Areas (Organisation 
and presentation of the division, 2022). At the beginning of the intervention 
the steering committee identified the units most relevant to the intervention; 
the units that in their daily operation work with the reconciliation of urban 
growth and environmental values. Those are: Strategic Urban Planning, De-
tailed Planning, Land Property Development and Plots, Traffic and Street 
Planning, Urban Space and Landscape Planning, Public Areas, and Environ-
mental Services. The intervention was started mainly in collaboration with 
these units, although, the issue is seen as a concern of the entire UED.
 The increasingly ambitious environmental policies emerging, for in-
stance, the SDGs (The 17 Goals, UN), the Paris Climate Agreement (The Paris 
Agreement, UNFCC), the EU’s Green Deal (A European green deal, 2019), as 
well as national and regional goals, highlight the need for efficient and com-
plex implementation capacities. Even though uncertain if sufficient for a re-
generative future, various public authorities seem to struggle already with 
the realisation of the current agreements. This is blatantly visible with the 
devastating figures on global performance to meet the Paris Climate Agree-
ment 2030 (Emissions Gap Report 2021). Solving environmental issues re-
quires collaboration of public administration, companies, and civil society 
actors (Peltonen et al., 2022), however, research and practice shows that col-
laboration can be extremely complicated and challenging (Bryson at al., 2015).  
 There are indicators that the factors feeding the need for collabora-
tive governance will become more pronounced in the future. Still more com-
plex, challenging and internationalising environmental problems, challenges 
in implementing political decisions, changing role of the state, the strength-

CONTEXT OF THE CASE2
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ening public role of companies and an active civil society, 
combined with a growing understanding of the links be-
tween human and environmental systems will increase 
the need for fair and collaborative, but at the same time 
goal-oriented and effective approaches (Kotilainen et 
al. 2021, p.37). This study investigates particularly what 
role a collaborative process can play in guiding (public) 
organisations faced with challenging and conflictual im-
plementation tasks and an overwhelm of complexity.
 This research is a case study of an intra-or-
ganisational intervention in the City of Helsinki, more 
precisely in its Urban Environment Division (UED). The 
City of Helsinki is home of 1,3 million inhabitants (World-
populationreview, 2022). It is the logistical hub, as well 
as centre of business in the most important urban re-
gion of Finland. The need for the studied organisation-
al intervention arose from the tension and conflicting 
goals of the recent City Strategy for the years 2021-25 
issued by the City Council. The strategy outlines ambi-
tious goals: on the one hand, for creating more housing 
(8000 new apartments/year) and urban development 
through strategic planning and zoning, and, on the oth-
er hand, ambitious goals related to climate change (car-
bon neutrality by 2030), nature conservation (creating 
five new conservation areas/year), and preserving and 
enhancing biodiversity and urban green in the city. This 
seems to represent a key tension that needs to be man-
aged in all urban areas globally in the coming years.  
 The UED is comprised of multiple units, each re-
sponsible for particular sub-tasks, such as strategic urban 
planning, housing production, environmental services, 
exedra. The tensions between these equally important 

2.2 TENSIONS ARISE ALONG THE 
URBAN STRATEGY 2021-2025

The Urban Strategy is the most important city 
level strategic document pointing the direction of devel-
opment for Finland’s capital city. It is issued by the City 
Council, which is Helsinki’s highest decision-making 
body, and elected in municipal elections every four years. 
For the officials of the city of Helsinki, the strategy func-
tions as a guideline – directing and authorising their op-
erations, investments, and planning.
 The strategy for the years 2021-2025 is called 
‘A Place for Growth’ and it outlines ambitious goals (Hel-
sinki Urban Strategy 2021-2025, p.7); “Finland’s capital 
is well on its way to becoming the best functioning city  
in the world”.  The strategy is structured into 13 diverse 
goals.In the light 
of the UED’s expertise and responsibilities, the new Ur-
ban Strategy highlighted some of the key tensions that 
had perhaps already been on their way 
for a while (not just in Helsinki).
 The second target of the strategy ‘Ambitious cli-

mate objectives and nature conservation’ paints a vivid 
picture of a green and resilient city: ”Helsinki actively 
protects and nurtures its diverse natural environment. 
We will expand our networks of forests and fields and 
ensure that every city resident lives in close proximity to 
nature”, ”a minimum of five new protected areas will be 
established each year”. Furthermore, the strategy states 
that: biodiversity will be purposely advanced, no zoning 
will be planned in Helsinki’s most treasured nature areas, 
more trees shall be planted and green spaces created to 
advance the adaptation to extreme weather conditions 
of the changing climate and the deadline for Helsinki 
achieving carbon neutrality is planned for 2030 (Urban 
strategy 2021-2025, p.25-26).
 On the other hand the strategic Implementation 
Programme on Housing and Related Land Use (2020) out-
lines ambitious growth aspirations, stating that: “At least 
7,000 new and converted dwellings are built in Helsinki 
each year. Starting from 2023, the annual number will be 
at least 8,000 dwellings”. It is also announced that 50 % of 
the annual housing construction volume takes the form 
of in-fill construction within the suburban zone.
 Different units in the UED being responsible for 
various sub-tasks found these contradictions outlined 
by the strategy as tension within the organisation. Diffi-
culties to integrate these equally important tasks and re-
sponsibilities into everyday working practices had led to 
friction between the various units and the frustration of 

Table 1. Illustration of the UED  
organisational structure (Organisation and pres-
entation of the division, 2022).

URBAN ENVIRONMENT DIVISION 

Urban Environment Committee
Deputy Mayor Chair

Executie Director 
- Land use and city structure
- Buildings and public areas 
- Services and permits 
- Administration and support services 

Environment and permits
sub-committee

Buildings and public areas 
sub-committee 

Rescue Committee

Rescue Department

Board of Helsinki City Transport 
Helsinki City Transport

Context of the Case
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professionals working in them. Thus, an intervention was 
commissioned from an outside facilitator to accompany 
the organisation on their quest to reconcile the contra-
dictory targets.

2.3 PARTNERED BY AKORDI

An intervention was commissioned from an out-
side facilitator, in this case Akordi, to find a way forward 
from the difficult situation. Akordi is a small not-for-
profit company and team of experts specialised in con-
flict resolution, mediation, and consensus building. The 
theoretical and methodological framework of consensus 
building (Susskind et al. 1999) is essential in Akordis work 
and informed the intervention.
 The intervention in focus is not being called a 
consensus building process, because it only has the scope 
of an assessment phase (view model in Appendix 1). How 
the organisation will continue from here on is uncertain 
and not in the scope of this study. To avoid methodolog-
ical or conceptual confusion it is simply called an inter-
vention.

2.4 SIX STEPS INTERVENTION

The intervention incorporated six steps 
(see figure 2.), which followed the guidelines of a con-
sensus building first phase (Susskind, 1999, pp.610-614). 
It has some features that were particularly tailored for 
this case, which will be elaborated on in the analysis. 
The rest of this chapter focuses on describing the in-
tervention: what was done, who did and in which order. 

 (1) After lengthy considerations and dialogue 
with Akordi the intervention was commissioned by Ville 
Lehmuskoski, who is the executive director of the divi-
sion. A steering committee was formed that consists of 
the division’s top management and the executive direc-
tor. This group worked in close collaboration with the fa-
cilitators: together they co-designed and coordinated the 
intervention.

 (2) The steering committee identified together 
with Akordi all the essential units and persons to be in-
corporated in the intervention. Confidential interviews 
were run in February and beginning of May 2022 with all 
the identified key actors. All together twenty-two persons 
were interviewed, essentially the heads of the depart-
ments and units. Conversations lasted mostly 1,5 hours 
and took place in teams or zoom. All occurring topics, 
perceptions and ideas were noted down.
 
 

Table 2. Illustrates the six different steps that the 
intervention consisted of.

Intervention was commissioned 
and designed

Workshop I

Workshop II

Confidential interviews were 
conduted

Creation of Assessement Report 

Final meeting with the Steering 
Committee

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

 (3) The various viewpoints and issues that had 
been documented during the interviews were analysed 
and synthetised into an assessment report, which aims to 
create a shared perception of the situation, central chal-
lenges and ideas for solutions. The report was written by 
an expert of Akordi and pursued a neutral representa-
tion.

 (4) Participants of the first workshop were the 
group of people who also took place in the interviews. The 
assessment report was sent to the group of interviewees 
shortly before the meeting and then discussed. The col-
lective contemplation was used to indicate the accuracy 
of the report and further develop a shared perception of 
the situation. Additionally, possible paths forward were 
considered based on ideas that had surfaced already in 
the interviews or emerged spontaneously during the 
workshop. From these openings Akordi and the steering 
committee synthesised action steps proposals that aim to 
respond to the challenge of reconciliation.
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(5) Roughly one month later a second workshop took 
place incorporating a wider participation of circa 100 
people. The invitation was distributed by the heads of 
the departments to all employees of the UED that may 
have found the topic relevant for their working tasks. The 
workshop was held as a live event shortly after the pan-
demic retractions where lifted, which gave the event an 
extraordinary characteristic. During the workshop the 
assessment report was further discussed, supplemented, 
and evaluated. Furthermore, the action step proposals 
were presented by heads of departments. These could 
then be commented orally or via an online platform, that 
served to gather perceptions of the attendants.

 (6) The sixth step of the intervention was the fi-
nal meeting of the steering committee and Akordi, which 
took place in May 2022. After careful analysis of com-
ments and notices precented in the second workshop, the 
action step proposals were further refined, and eventual-
ly presented to the steering committee. With this meeting 
the commissioned intervention ended. Although collabo-
ration between Akordi and the UED most likely continues 
in some form, and some possibilities are considered in 
the analysis section, it is not in the scope of this research 
to study the realisation

Context of the Case
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According to good scientific practice, this chapter will contain an elab-
oration on key theories and scholars related to the case-study. It is acknowl-
edged that with this case study a wide variety of theoretical fields could have 
been applied: theories of organisations, organisational learning and problem 
solving, management, environmental conflict resolution, psychology, sociolo-
gy, systems study, complexity study exedra. However, it was seen as the most 
fruitful path to utilise theories of collaborative governance and collaborative 
processes since those offer a unique and sophisticated understanding of the 
theory informed methodology that was applied during the intervention.

3.1 COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE

Collaborative governance is a relatively recent social science re-
search trend that has raised interest in administration and management re-
search (Ansell & Gash, 2008, pp.543-544; Emerson et al. 2012, pp.1-2). Doug-
las et al. (2020, p.2) explain that the prominence of research on collaborative 
governance may mirror the changing practices of government organisations 
across the world in both policymaking and policy implementation. With the 
rising awareness about the limits of effective governance through classic top-
down mechanisms of political decision making and bureaucratic execution, 
governments have started to invest more into horizontal approaches.
 Collaborative governance is based on an entire range of different 
types of collaboration-based approaches that have developed over time, for 
example, in the practices and research of conflict resolution, natural resource 
management and community planning (Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.11). The grow-
ing interest in cooperative models is explained by observations about the in-
ability of traditional, hierarchical decision-making and management models 
to solve complex problems that cross organisational boundaries (Douglas et 
al. 2020, p.2). Collaborative governance is not a category of empirical social 
research that would try to explain various decision-making or management 
phenomena, but its firmly rooted in the practices of multilateral problem 
solving (Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.11).
 The attempt to define collaborative governance is not unambiguous 
(Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.17) – in the literature, one can find different perspec-
tives from various disciplines and similar ideas written abundantly about in 
alternative terms. Probably the most significant source of uncertainty, how-
ever, is that the same concept is used to describe different things. For some 
researchers, collaborative governance is a general term used to describe many 
kinds of collaborative activities (Bryson et al. 2015), and it is not always neces-
sary to define it more precisely. For others, it means approaches or processes 
fulfilling specific criteria (Innes & Booher, 2018; Ansell & Gash, 2008).

LITERATURE REVIEW3
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In the most referenced definition of the concept by Ansell 
& Gash (2008, pp.544-545)collaborative governance is 
described as follows: ”A governing arrangement where 
one or more public agencies directly engage non-state 
stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that 
is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that 
aims to make or implement public policy or manage pub-
lic programs or assets.” Their definition incorporates six 
important principles: (1) the forum is initiated by pub-
lic agencies or institutions, (2) participants in the forum 
include nonstate actors, (3) participants engage direct-
ly in decision making and are not merely ‘consulted’ by 
public agencies, (4) the forum is formally organised and 
meets collectively, (5) the forum aims to make decisions 
by consensus (even if consensus is not achieved in prac-
tice), and (6) the focus of collaboration is on public policy 
or public management. This definition is more restrictive 
than some others, however, the authors argue that the 
wide-ranging use of the term has thus far been a barrier 
to theory building.
 The ambiguity related to the concept can be 
clarified as stressed by Kotilainen et al. (2021, p.17) by 
talking separately about ‘collaborative governance’ and 
‘collaborative processes’, which have developed as con-
cepts separately from each other. The first of these can be 
viewed as a governance model, which utilises the latter 
in its practices. When collaborative processes become a 
systematic and goal-oriented way of operating, one can 
speak of collaborative governance. Keeping in mind this 
helpful separation, such processes shall be further dis-
cussed.

3.2 COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES

The conceptual roots of collaborative processes 
can be traced back to the 1980s to Barbara Gray’s writ-
ings, in which she describes collaborative processes as 
means for different parties to look constructively at their 
differences of opinion and seek for solutions that would 
not be possible by the parties’ own actions (as cited by 
Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.18). A later definition is present-
ed by Thomson et al. (2009, p.25) describing collaboration 
as close interaction with co-created rules and structures, 
while preserving autonomy of the parties and support-
ing beneficial co-dependency. The literature around 
collaborative processes has helped to understand which 
factors are central at the practical level of a process, for 
example: recognising interdependencies between actors, 
meaningful cooperation forms and tools implementing 
the principles of collaborative governance. In the theo-
retical background, one can see the influence of Mancur 
Olsen’s and Elinor Ostrom’s works dealing with common 
resource management problems and their solutions, for 
example, in understanding the participants’ incentives 
(Kotilainen et al. 2021, p.18). Clearly a stronger impact has 

come from researchers who draw on negotiation theo-
ry, especially on practical experience (Fisher & Ury 1981; 
Susskind & Cruikshank 1987; Susskind et al. 1999; Forest-
er 2006).
 A collaborative process can be used to respond 
to challenging decision-making situations or even con-
flicts that other management methods have not been 
able to respond to. It is suitable for cases where power and 
knowledge are widely spread in society or between actors, 
and where the development of interaction and coopera-
tion is seen as essential for decision-making. When plan-
ning considers knowledge from multiple backgrounds 
and a wide range of interpretations and perceptions of 
resource use and management, both environmental and 
human well-being and the legitimacy of decision-making 
can be better guaranteed (Inness & Booher, 1999, pp.413-
414). There are some essential tools that have been asso-
ciated with collaborative processes: conflict or stakehold-
er assessment, neutral mediation, and joint fact-finding. 
These tools are intended to ensure that the key principles 
of a collaborative process (view six principles in previous 
section) are met, which are commonly seen as similar to 
the principles of collaborative governance (Kotilainen et 
al., 2021, p.17).
 One of the best-known models applying the 
previous tools and principles is probably the consensus 
building process developed by the Consensus Building 
Institute (CBI) (Kotilainen, 2021; Luoma, 2019). The CBI 
was founded in 1993 – a non-profit organisation where 
negotiation theory and dispute resolution professionals 
and researchers work together to promote collaboration 
in difficult, multi-actor contexts (CBI, n.d.). Lawrence 
Susskind is a founder of the institution and has written  
the famous ‘Consensus building Handbook’ (Susskind 
et al. 1999). The method developed and promoted by the 
CBI also guided the intervention conducted by Akordi. 
Consensus based agreements can be of higher quality 
than decisions made through voting, litigation, or even 
ordinary multiparty negotiation, in that they can pro-
duce mutual-gain solutions. Quality means, among oth-
er things, the sustainability of contracts, that those are 
based on shared knowledge and expertise and there is a 
sense of fairness. In the pursue of high-quality collabora-
tion, these processes seek consensus and employ meth-
ods to assure that everyone is heard and respected, and 
that discussions are based on stakeholder interests and 
not simply on arguments about predetermined positions 
(Inness & Booher, 1999, pp. 413-414; Luoma, 2018 p.18). 
Susskind et al. (1999, pp.591-630) specifies that consen-
sus building can also be applied in an organisation as an 
internal process, which is followingly going to be elabo-
rated on.

Literature review
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3.3 CONSENSUS BUILDING AS AN 
INTRA-ORGANISATIONAL PRO-
CESS 

Consensus building can also be applied in an or-
ganisation as an internal process (Susskind et al. 1999, 
591-630), for example in a business, governmental agen-
cy or non-profit. The principles remain the same as if the 
process was among organisations, however, a few differ-
ences exist. Those concern especially opportunities to 
enter the process, possibility to accumulate skills in con-
sensus-building, commitments, and the implementation 
of contracts (Susskind, 2014). Susskind (1999, pp.600-601) 
explicitly states that collaborative approaching is not ap-
propriate in all internal problems of an organisation (see 
Appendix 4): “Consensus process takes time and effort. 
In most organisations consensus building should be re-
served for important, non-routine matters that warrant 
the expenditure of resources”. The graph in Appendix 2 
visualizes the various levels an organisation can pur-
sue decision-making, and the corresponding amount of 
efforts that is related to the degree of participation. It is 
important to distinguish, when to use consensus building 
and when to relay on traditional means of decision-mak-
ing (Susskind, 1999, p.603).
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To understand how well the intervention was able to respond to needs 
of the UED and investigate the effects, a tailored framework is utilised in the 
analysis. The framework applied derives from the empirical data — five crite-
ria for a successful intervention were identified from the interviews with the 
staff members of the UED. Hence, the framework is grounded in the experien-
tial expertise of the UED’s employees, which is regarded as a valuable form of 
knowledge, for instance according to notions of feminist researchers (Hundle-
by, 2011). Furthermore, these criteria are reinforced by the literature that talks 
about evaluation and assessment of consensus building processes. Many sim-
ilar elements occur in the “Framework of possible outcomes (see Appendix 3)” 
by Inness and Booher (1999, p.419) or in the chapter on “Evaluating Consensus 
Building” (Susskind et al. 1999, pp.631-675). However, it is important to notice, 
that this study is by no means to be confused with an actual evaluation of a 
consensus building process. Firstly, because the examined process is only an 
intervention, not a consensus building process. And secondly, because for an 
official assesment several criteria defined by Susskind et al. (1999, pp.670-671) 
can not be met, such as sufficient data, positioning of the author and timing of 
research do. However, keeping in mind the limitations of this work, investiga-
tion of the immediate effects of the intervention within the given framework 
can still provide orientational knowledge.

FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS4
Framework for Analysis
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5.1 INSIDER ACTION RESEARCH  

 
As stated by Unluer, S. (2012, p.1): ”It is crucial for social researchers to 
clarify their researchers’ roles, especially for those utilising qualitative meth-
odology to make their research credible”. Hence, it shall be clarified that this 
study is an insider action-research, in which the researcher participates in the 
examined process. The positioning seems reasonable since I encountered the 
subject of my research through my internship at Akordi. There are three main 
advantages for being an insider-researcher: (a) greater awareness of the cul-
ture being examined, (b) not altering the flow of social interaction unnatural-
ly, and (c) having an established connection which encourages both the telling 
and the judging of truth. Furthermore, insider researchers may be aware of 
how it ”really works” and not just the formal hierarchy. They might have a rich 
and detailed perception, which takes an outsider a long time to acquire. How-
ever, there are also challenges for being an insider-researcher, such as being 
confronted with role duality. The insider-researcher is not simply a researcher 
but is also embedded in her own role in the studied context, and a balance 
between these can be challenging to find. Also, as an insider, a problem might 
be that the researcher gains access to sensitive information or cannot access 
certain information at all. To conduct credible insider research, insider-re-
searchers must consider and address the issues influencing the researcher’s 
insider role, manage the possible effects of perceived bias on data collection 
and analysis, and respect the ethical issues related to the anonymity of the 
organisation and individual participants (Unluer, 2012, p.1-2).
 While insider action research seems to be the most suited to de-
scribe my positioning in this research, however, it is not the classical set-
ting. Similar as Emma Luoma (2018, pp.42-43) in her master’s thesis, I can-
not say that the phenomenon studied here is the operation or change of 
my own organisation. Instead, I can say that the subject of my research is 
the internship-organisation’s approach to another organisation. During 
the intervention, I mostly assisted Akordi’s experts by note taking, which 
I did during the 22 interviews, the two workshops, and the steering group’s 
meetings. The topic of this thesis was settled only after most of the inter-
vention had already been completed, which indeed gives reason to expect 
that my presence as a researcher did not affect the flow of the intervention. 

5.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DESIGN 
 

This study represents the tradition of qualitative research, which gener-
ally examines research objects in their natural environment instead of only 

METHODOLOGY5
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in a laboratory or through literature. Qualitative methods 
refer to a process of generalisation regarding the results 
(Mayring, 2002, p.19) and are suitable as a data collection 
method when the aim is to understand better processes 
and relations (Mayring, 2015, p.19). This improved un-
derstanding of relations and processes is precisely what 
the case study aims for, which is why the qualitative ap-
proach was found suitable. Furthermore, the chosen re-
search methodology is based on an extensive and long 
research tradition of consensus building processes (Suss-
kind, 1999, pp.667-669; Luoma, 2019, p.47).

The analysis is structured in three sub-questions:

1. What kinds of pre-conditions did the intra-organisa-
tional intervention create for the policy implementation?

2. Why may collaborative processes remedy challenges  
of implementation?

3. What kind of applicability do collaborative  
processes have?

, which together aim to investigate the overarching 
meta-question: Can collaborative processes remedy  
challenges of policy implementation?

 These questions were investigated based on the 
data gathered via in-depth interviews with staff mem-
bers of the UED and Akordi (Susskind, 1999, pp.667-669). 
As a method of data analysis, the study refers to qualita-
tive content analysis. More precisely, the method of anal-
ysis obtains to Philipp Mayring, who proposes several dif-
ferent types of analysis (2014). From various approaches 
to category creation, an inductive approach was chosen, 
which lets the data determine one’s themes (Mayring, 
2014, p.80). However, the creation of categories is not in 
itself an attempt of this thesis, only a means to structure 
the content into a comprehensive format.
 Within the empirical data, nine themes could 
be identified as relevant to answering the researched 
questions (Appendix 6). After categorization according 
to those themes, interview passages were paraphrased 
and translated. According to thematic content analysis, 
a reduced version of the statements was added; reoccur-
ring content was crossed out. A generalisation was not 
made due to the limited empirical data available for this 
research. The information from the interviews is imple-
mented as the primary source, while information from 
literature is utilised as an addition to understand and in-
terpret the data.

5.3 RESEARCH DATA

Judith Inness (Susskind, 1999) acknowledges sur-
vey, observations and in-depth interviews as valid 
methods to research and evaluate a consensus building 

Figure 3. Shows the steps of inductive category 
development (Mayring, 2014, p.80: Figure 14).

Step 1 
Research question, theoretical background

Step 2
Establishment of a selection criterion, category  
definition, level of abstraction

Step 3
Working through the text line by line,  
new category formulation or subsumption 

Step 4
Revision of categories and rules after  
10-50% of texts 

Step 5
Final working through the material 

Step 6
Building of main categories if useful

Step 7
Intra/Inter-cover agreement check

Step 8
Final results, ev.frequencies, interpretation

Methodology

process — the latter producing perhaps the most valu-
able knowledge. In-depth interviews take 1-1,5h and can 
be conducted during the process, right after or several 
years later, depending on the research focus (midcourse, 
end-of-process or retrospective). Open-ended questions 
should be preferred since they encourage interviewees 
to discuss what they feel is relevant or essential (pp.667-
669).
 According to Judith Inness’s advice, the em-
pirical data for this research is based on in-depth inter-
views. In total, three interviews were conducted, from 
which two interviews with employees from the UED and 
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one group interview with two experts from Akordi. The 
interviews were semi-structured (Drave, 1995) and con-
sisted of open-ended questions (Susskind, 1999, pp.667-
669), allowing the researcher to request elaborations and 
clarification and the interviewees to share their associa-
tions freely. The following topics were covered in all in-
terviews: needs and events that led to the intervention, 
perception of a successful/unsuccessful intervention, the 
experience of the process and methodology, and future 
outlook. With Akordis experts, the interview contained 
more elaboration on technical details of the methodolo-
gy, as when conversations with UEDs employees incor-
porated discussing the intervention’s effects.
 The interviews were conducted during the fol-
lowing timeframe: 24.5-2.6.2022, shortly after the in-
tervention was completed. One interview took place via 
phone, while the two others were conducted as face-to-
face meetings (according to interviewees preference). 
The spoken language was Finnish, coherent with the 
case study’s environment. Due to the sensitive nature of 
this research, interview transcripts are not public. Nev-
ertheless, relevant interview passages were paraphrased 
and translated by the author into English (Appendix 6). 
Paraphrasing was done to reduce nonwords, anonymise 
names and units and generalise sensitive statements. To 
sustain the anonymity of interviewees, the statements 
from UED employees are marked with A, and experts 
from Akordi with B correspondingly. Thus, it is impor-
tant to note that the quotes in the analysis are also para-
phrased and translated.
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The analysis part of the thesis orientates along three main ques-
tions, that together aim to investigate the overarching meta question stud-
ied: whether collaboratively processes can remedy challenges of imple-
menting policies. The analysis is based on interviews. In order to avoid 
unnecessary repetition, the UED’s employee’s expressions are simply 
marked as A, and Akordi’s expert’s expressions as B (as in the appendix 6). 

6.1 WHAT KINDS OF PRE-CONDITIONS DID 
THE ORGANISATIONAL INTERVENTION CRE-
ATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPLEX 
STRATEGY? 

The first analysis question is divided into three parts, which build 
upon each other. First under the loop is the chosen process structure and rea-
sons the organisations partnered on this path. The second section of the first 
analysis chapter will investigate the effects that the intra-organisational in-
tervention has had, based on five criteria that stem from the interviews with 
the employees of the UED. Third, the needs and options that open now as the 
intervention is completed are contemplated upon, while the need to proceed 
the reconciliation of environmental values and urban growth remains.

WHAT INTERVENTION AND WHY?

“Clearly consensus building has been developed and applied more in con-
flicts between multiple different parties, although in principle it could even 
be applied to a family. However, it is also very well suited to this case - part-
ly because, such a large organisation already resembles in many respects 
multiple-party-negotiations: divergence in expertise and responsibilities 
are already quite large even though the different parties belong to the same 
organisation.” - Quote by B

B explains that the consensus building methodology is suitable for intra-or-
ganisational processes, however, there is no ‘one size fits all’ -type of model 
that can be applied in all interventions. Intra-organisational processes are not 
so much about interests and negotiation as multiple party negotiations, but 
rather about finding together solutions within the organisation’s activities. 
Processes are designed by trying to precisely understand the situation, the 
environment of operation, and the needs that the organisation has. Further-
more, dialogue with the commissioning organisation is highlighted; the per-
ception of the process as a complementary picture must be shared as if going 
hand in hand towards a clearer picture of the situation.
 This intervention is not an entire consensus building process, but 

ANALYSIS6
Analysis
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from - for this help and support was needed.” - Quote 
by A

After examining perceptions of A and B on the process: 
why the intervention was conducted, why the organisa-
tions partnered, and why this specific process design was 
chosen – the following section will investigate the effect 
that the intervention has had.

WHAT KIND OF EFFECTS DID THE  
INTERVENTION HAVE?

“I don’t see that there would be any one quick short-
cut to happiness but rather a lengthy change of course 
of action” -Quote by A

The employees of the UED agree that the inter-
vention is a start of an interminable process of finding 
better ways to reconcile urban growth and environmen-
tal values. However, they did see that if the intervention 
was successful in offering a remedy to the challenges 
of implementing the Urban Strategy, it would occur in 
the following ways: (1) mobilise active participation in 
the process of reconciling growth and environmental 
values, (2) the amount and quality of horizontal collab-
oration between the units would increase, (3) concrete 
and clear measures that can be put into practice would 
be generated, (4) changes would be anchored in the op-
erational guidelines of the division, and (5) increased 
trust in the division’s ability to solve challenging is-
sues together. Some of these criteria were met, some 
partially and some are not yet ripe to be evaluated. 

(1) Mobilise active participation
The first dimension which the intervention was hoped 
to support is the mobilisation of active participation in 
the reconciliation process. Indeed, participation could 
be seen as an essential cornerstone for any collabora-
tive process. Especially employees who deal with the 
conflictual aspects of urban growth and environmental 
values in their daily work were targeted to participate in 
the intervention. According to all interviews, key actors 
were successfully included in the process and the work-
shops had participation levels as planned and hoped for. 
The first workshop included the top-management lev-
el of the division and the second one had circa hundred 
participants from a variety of positions. It was explicitly 
expressed by both A:s that the atmosphere in the work-
shops was experienced as constructive and pleasant: 
“The events were planned and conducted well and par-
ticipants were open to participation”. The data suggest 
that the intervention succeeded in mobilising active 
participation in the process. However, it is important to 
note, that there was a certain momentum with the rela-

instead a specifically and carefully tailored intervention 
that has the scope of consensus building processe’s “(1.) 
Assess the Potential -phase” (view process graph in Ap-
pendix 1) and additionally generated action step propos-
als. Thus, according to B it could be called an ‘Assessment 
+’ -process. The assessment phase was done by the book: 
(a) confidential interviews were conducted, b) a synthesis 
was produced from them, c) which was then discussed 
together (Susskind, 1999). The ‘+’ part consists of the ar-
ticulation of possible action steps, which is a specifically 
tailored part of this design (according to the consensus 
building model, articulation of measures would only 
happen at a later stage). This leap from the first phase 
to action step suggestions was according to B done as a 
substitution for the assessment — offering guidelines on 
possible ways to proceed can help to understand the cur-
rent situation.
 An entire consensus building process was not 
suggested by Akordi, for two reasons. Firstly, it is always 
a two-phased process. The first phase is, besides creating 
a detailed assessment of the situation, also about evalu-
ating whether the situation could benefit from an entire 
consensus building process and fulfils all the needed 
boundary conditions. Secondly, because there was no one 
clear question or issue to be solved. “There was a need 
to change the entire division to match the implementa-
tion of the strategy. It’s such a massive thing that I don’t 
even think it is justified to offer any one process where it 
would all be done,” B elaborated. Furthermore, it was told 
by B that in order to gain motivation and momentum for 
change, it is necessary to first go through the Assessment 
-phase.
 Akordi was chosen as a partner because of trust 
in their ability to help and understand the situation; 
methodology was not mentioned as a factor. A mentioned 
that the UED chose Akordi to partner with this challenge 
for two reasons; 1) they knew the team was experienced 
with issues around zoning, and 2) one of the senior ex-
perts in Akordi’s team, Juha-Pekka Turunen, is a former 
staff member of the UED, and thus knows the organisa-
tion, its people, and subject matters well, while still hav-
ing a more detached “outsider” perception. The reason for 
the intervention is described by A as follows:

“All are goals that basically everybody would sign. 
It is not a question of disagreeing on whether the city 
should grow or the environment should be conserved, 
but how to do it is what is challenging and causes con-
cern. In addition, in some parts there are interaction 
challenges with citizens, when places near to people’s 
homes get changed, it raises concerns about the natural 
values. The reconciliation of urban growth and natural 
values is especially challenging in zoning activities, and 
from there arose hopes it would be taken into broad-
er consideration. This is where the intervention came 



21

although the second criteria is not yet ready for evalua-
tion, there is reason to assume that at least a temporary 
positive impact has been delivered by the intervention. 

(3) Generation of concrete and clear measures
The third level in which the intervention was hoped to 
support the UED’s reconciliation challenge is by gener-
ating concrete and clear measures that can be put into 
practice. The measures addressed contents, the way of 
working (e.g., processes), and interpersonal relationships. 
According to A, the intervention succeeded in this di-
mension partially:

“There were clear and concrete ones like the devel-
opment of metrics, which clearly rose from the staff 
who really hopes it will be developed - it’s tricky and 
challenging to take forward, but it has to be done. Then 
there are the measures related to communication and 
cooperation. Perhaps those cooperation measures 
could have been even more concrete so that we could 
have gone straight ahead. It now calls for the next stage, 
which is to consider how collaboration can be devel-
oped in practice.”

 The workshops had an important role in the cre-
ation of the proposed measures – in the first workshop 
ideas were generated, and in the second one those were 
further refined and supplemented. A and B agreed that 
the action step proposals rose quite directly from the dis-
cussions in the workshops. Some had been mentioned 
already in last autumn’s personnel report and become 
more concrete during the intervention. B told that the 
final version of the measures changed through the sec-
ond workshop; some parts were emphasised differently, 
some suggestions got confirmed and even some new ide-
as emerged.
 It seems that there was somehow different ex-
pectations regarding the action step proposals. A was 
clearly hoping for concrete and implementable meas-
ures, when B saw the action step proposals more as out-
lining possible directions worth to pursue. B explained 
that the action step proposals were meant to enrich the 
assessment of the situation by outlining some possible 
directions and ways in which the reconciliation challenge 
could be addressed. The relevance of the proposed meas-
ures is described by B as follows:
“The relevance is also that everyone knows where the 
proposals for action have come from, these proposals 
have ’roots’. They have not just occurred from the man-
agement, an individual group, or a consultant, but they 
bring together the understanding gained in the process. 
Those are also proposed by the people themselves and 
are thus widely devoted. I would say that the proposals 
for action that have been generated in this way are quite 
valuable, taking any of them will get them a step further.”
B expressed that a challenge to the intervention was the 

tively rapidly phased intervention during spring 2022. 
If the constructive and optimistic spirit on this matter 
is wished to keep alive, it might require a clear outlook 
(also for the wider organisation), of how the process is 
being advanced and how to further participate in it. As A 
states: “Succeeding requires on quite a number of levels 
that all the experts and managers involved in this con-
tribute to taking it forward in their own work. Respon-
sibility for maintaining and advancing that cooperation.” 

(2) Increasing the quality and amount of horizontal col-
laboration
The second way in which the intervention was hoped to 
bring change is by increasing the amount and quality 
of horizontal collaboration between the different units. 
Stronger cooperation between units is vital for enabling 
a more fruitful synthesis of knowledge already existing 
in the division. The UED is formally one organisation 
consisting of four different departments, further divided 
into smaller units, which used to be not long-ago sepa-
rate offices in separate places of the town. They were 
officially joined in 2017 and moved to a shared building 
in 2020. Especially with the two pandemic years, which 
had forced everyone to remote working, contact and col-
laboration between different units did not fully take off. 
Both persons interviewed from the UED mentioned the 
importance of face-to-face meetings for melting walls 
and building trust. They thought that more dialog and 
collision are needed between the different units and pro-
fessions to expand understanding and make the existing 
expertise more available.
 It seems reasonable to say that this criterion 
cannot be fully evaluated now, since none of the action 
step proposals created during the intervention have yet 
been established to improve the collaboration of units 
on a daily basis. For example, one proposed measure is 
to pilot a regional multi-profession-team and anoth-
er one is about creating a clear protocol on how to deal 
with the most challenging cases of reconciliation. None 
of these have been accomplished yet. However, the inter-
vention fostered horizontal collaboration by gathering 
employees twice from different units for joint on-site 
workshops, which were exceptional events. A said: “The 
workshops were very successful, having the effect of stim-
ulating discussion and improving the atmosphere and 
ways of working together.” More discussion with various 
configurations and on different forums is welcomed, for 
those are seen to increase and refine knowledge and un-
derstanding of each other, told A.
 Also, A reported on noticing a general trend of 
taking a broader perspective on analysing the division’s 
plans, identifying obvious risks in advance, and consid-
ering what is a sensible and justified use of resources. 
It is questionable to claim any changes to be purely re-
sults of the intervention, however, it can be said that 

Analysis
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lack of time in the final phase of discussing the propos-
als with the steering committee. According to B, it would 
have been necessary to have at least one more meeting 
with the steering committee to contemplate on the con-
tinuation and division of labour. This should have been in 
the program of the intervention, but was not realised in 
the beginning when the meetings were planned. B elabo-
rated: “When the process was started, no one knew exactly 
where we were going to end up. In that sense, outlining the 
process is a bit challenging, however, one still needs to make 
an evaluation of workload and set a price.” Also, interview-
ees from the UED said, that it is central that the steering 
committee continues now actively to contemplation on 
the proposed measures and generally the continuation. 

(4) Changes would be anchored in the operational guide-
lines of the division
A explains on the fourth criteria: “Change is not just a 
matter of saying that things are now being done differ-
ently, but new practices need to be taken to operational 
guidelines.” To my knowledge and expectation, the inter-
vention has not yet established any change in the opera-
tion guidelines of divisions. Considering that the steering 
committee only met to discuss the action step proposals 
in the middle of May this probably could not be any oth-
er way. Also, before process guidelines become official-
ly changed a period of testing, piloting, and optimising 
details might be necessary depending on the change. A 
continues: “It takes quite a lot of work so that this kind of 
organisation of 1600 people will somehow start to work in 
a new way.” Hence, it is clearly too early to evaluate if the 
intervention led to any changes in processes that would 
have been anchored in the written operational guidelines. 
Perhaps, an appropriate moment to reflect on this could 
be in one or two years from the end of the intervention. 

(5) Increased trust in the divisions ability to solve prob-
lems
The fifth indication on whether the intervention had an 
impact on the pre-conditions for implementing the com-
plex strategy is trust in the organisations ability to solve 
challenging issues. It is important to keep in mind the 
limitation of this research. However, based on statements 
said in the two interviews with employees of the UED, it 
could be assumed that this type of trust has increased. 
Both interviewees from the UED mentioned a change in 
how the reconciliation challenge is perceived:

“I have noticed a decrease in concern. At the begin-
ning, people were quite concerned and there was a lot of 
worry-talks. This has got easier, perhaps through no-
ticing that this issue is being taken seriously and that 
efforts are being made to support and help.”

“Maybe things have changed so that this is no longer 
seen as such a big fear. I remember that this challenge 
was somehow a little distressing, maybe this is not 
present anymore.”

 It is elaborated that just starting the interven-
tion is a signal to the entire staff, that the matter is being 
jointly addressed and not just left to the shoulders of in-
dividuals. Knowing that the issue is being taken seriously 
and new ways to support are being under development 
might take some pressure off individual employees, espe-
cially planners, who need to deal with the reconciliation 
of urban growth and environmental values daily. Howev-
er, B reminded that the entire credibility of the process 
depends on whether actual changes occur. Hence, for the 
decline of worry-talk to last and the organisations self-es-
teem as a competent problem solver to further increase, it 
seems highly relevant that the collaborative process leads 
to some actual and noticeable change.

POSSIBLE PATHS TO CONTINUE

“It’s hard for me to see that ‘business as usual’ would 
have been continued. I am pretty sure that one way or 
another this issue would have had to be addressed in 
any case. It would have surfaced in some way, I’m pret-
ty sure, because this is such a big red thread in the Ur-
ban Strategy.” - Quote by A

 A estimated that without the intervention con-
cerns might have increased and eventually hampered 
operations even more. Both interviewees from the UED 
perceived the intervention a successful start; “One part of 
the process - a successful and good part but definitely only 
one part of the process. We need to continue this work and 
the internal discussion.” Since the pressure on reconciling 
these values will most likely not decline, they thought it 
was vital the process was entered, and that the division 
started actively processing this challenge.
Both A:s perceive that the steering committee should 
now continue the discussion on the follow-up and the 
action step proposals should be concretised and decid-
ed upon. A few action step proposals included specific 
services that Akordi could offer, such as training for the 
staff on collaboration and reconciliation skills. An official 
proposal is expected at the UED. Until this point, it has 
mainly been decided that the development of metrics will 
be taken further. Furthermore, the importance of contin-
uing the discussion with decision makers is highlighted: 
A sees that a good quality dialogue with the politicians is 
a part of functioning as a public entity in a democracy. 
Indeed, taking walks together with the city board at areas 
relevant for zoning and tightening the collaboration on 
that front was a planned measure regardless of the inter-
vention.
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Apparently, now the question is in the air, whether it 
makes sense to continue the reconciliation of urban 
growth and environmental values as a single larger pro-
cess, or whether it is going to be divided into many sepa-
rate and smaller processes. Either way, it would be crucial 
to soon have designated persons in charge of implemen-
tation and monitoring: clear programming of who is do-
ing what and following in which order. Since there is yet 
no clear plan of the proceeding, B expressed that the pro-
cess is at a sensitive phase. The credibility of the entire 
process depends on whether changes begin to take place.
 Now, after the assessment phase is already com-
pleted (step 1), B said that one could pursue an entire con-
sensus building process. In that case, further steps would 
follow: (2.) Defining and programming the process – who 
will do what, which of the proposed measures will be se-
lected, and how they will be implemented. (3.) The joint 
fact-finding phase would simply mean in this context 
creating a common understanding of where the informa-
tion comes from – metrics, tools, maps, and the way those 
are created. (4.) In the development of solutions phase 
one could in this case, for example, picking one or a few 
of the more abstract action step proposals and refine and 
pilot them until feasible for implementation. Finally, (6.) 
one could monitor how the process is advancing, which 
in such a big organisation would perhaps be reasonable 
in one- or two-years time from now. Embarking on the 
path of an consensus building process would according to 
B require the UED to clearly name and communicate one 
process and provide sufficient resources (especially time 
by the top management) to take care of the progress. They 
acknowledge, that for most organisations it is difficult to 
find time (especially from the top management, which 
tends to be extremely busy) and resources for develop-
ment work. However, indeed the effectiveness of invest-
ing in a collaborative process comes through the ability to 
follow up.
 Although this research is poorly equipped to an-
swer, an interesting and reasonable question to pose in 
the context of this study is: “What other options would 
have been available besides doing nothing or embarking 
on this collaborative path?”. In other words, what other 
processes, interventions and development work could 
have been applied on this issue? The experts from Akor-
di say that perhaps some consultants could have offered 
Lean development, which emphasises the smoothening 
of organisational processes. Maybe also community me-
diation or work supervision could have been applied to 
remedy relationships between staff members. This would 
be another interesting topic to research: to do a compar-
ative study on different approaches and their suitabil-
ity to various contexts. Unfortunately, this is not in the 
scope of this study, thus the only thing that can be said 
is, that those would have been different paths. However, 
as pointed out by the analysis on the intervention’s ef-
fects, this study suggests that some positive change has 

occurred in the division pre-conditions to implement the 
Urban Strategy 2021-2025. Hence, a deeper understand-
ing is pursued on what makes a collaborative process a 
reasonable tool in addressing complexities.

6.2 WHY MAY COLLABORATIVE 
PROCESSES OFFER REMEDY IN 
CASES OF COMPLEXITY?

The employees from the UED mentioned four 
key elements that they found excellent about the inter-
vention’s method: (1) Right at the beginning people were 
heard extensively in a way where they could freely and 
openly tell their thoughts. (2) The intervention contained 
multiple channels to voice one’s views and concerns, 
which supports everyone on finding a channel for ex-
pressing themselves in a way that suits their personality. 
(3) The workshops could gather all key actors and issues 
could be together discussed in a constructive and good 
atmosphere (no defensive behaviour). (4) The interven-
tion empowers the organisation to trust in its ability to 
solve difficult challenges and build solutions together.
According to Akordis experts, the power of the collabo-
rative approach is based on people’s excellent knowledge 
of their own situation; the wisdom, the momentum for 
action, and the suggestions come from the group itself. 
“Many times, we have seen that when those perspectives 
are combined that polygonal exposure creates clarity.” 
Under this polygonal exposure, a shared picture can be 
created: what is going on, what are the different perspec-
tives, what are the difficult issues, what is the background 
of the situation, what is the quality of the relationships 
between individuals or units, how the system functions 
and what needs to change. This clarity makes it a lot eas-
ier to move forward and solve problems. The empower-
ment of the organisation to solve difficult issues is central 
to the method.
 Akordi’s experts elaborate that the key benefits 
of collaborative methods include being able to catch the 
root causes of tension by viewing the systemic reality 
of the organisation and the operating environment. For 
example, dysfunctional relationships are not equated 
with personal characteristics, but instead, seen as indi-
cators of systemic issues. However, even those very in-
flamed relationships can be improved by paving togeth-
er a shared path forward. Furthermore, an advantage of 
this approach is its ability to create commitment. When 
objectives or measures arise from a shared process and 
integrate different perspectives, also one’s own, it is eas-
ier to feel motivated to work toward achieving them as if 
they would come directly from the top management or a 
certain unit.
 All interviewees agreed that essential for such 
collaborative processe’s success is the a) mandate and b) 
inclusion of key actors. “It was an important formality 
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that the project is directly under the executive director, 
which indicates that it is a concern of the entire division”, 
said one of the employees from the UED. Akordi’s experts 
shared this perception and said that generally, the man-
date it is a vital part of the processes credibility, since of-
ten the results (in this case action step proposals) require 
changes in the organisations resources, leadership, or 
way to organise – all of which require the commitment 
of the top management. As mentioned, such an interven-
tion is perceived to fail if it does not lead to any actual 
changes, thus it is important to secure the mandate of 
the process before starting. Furthermore, both parties 
mentioned the inclusion of key actors as crucial. A said to 
believe that with the identification and inclusion of key 
actors in the early phase of the process one can eliminate 
many risks.
 Further boundary conditions for a successful 
collaborative process are according to B: (c) feasible time-
frame, (d) resources, and (e) an open outcome. The ‘open 
outcome’ -criteria refer to a setting, in which the results 
of the process are truly open and to be discovered via 
the process. It is vital that the room for diverse views to 
emerge exists. Thus, it is not suitable, when an actor or 
part of the organisation simply wants to convince the 
wider organisation of something pre-decided. Regarding
the (c) feasible timeframe, it is demonstrated in a graph 
by Susskind (Appendix 2.), that the more people are in-
volved in a decision-making process the more effort it 
takes. This is not much different from the required time 
it takes, which also tends to increase with the volume of 
participation. Even the intervention under investigation 
faced some time shortages – the workshop materials 
could only be finished and distributed shortly before the 
events, which did not give all participants enough time 
to orientate themselves. In this case, it was not really an 
obstacle to the process, but generally, a realistic time-
frame is central for a collaborative process; time short-
ages might reduce good quality. Resources (d), in turn, are 
obviously needed to pay the facilitating party. However, 
even more challenging might be to find resources in the 
form of: staff that has time to participate in the process, a 
steering committee with time to actively lead the process 
forward, and resources for refining, piloting, implement-
ing, and monitoring the results of the process. Addition-
ally, B mentioned that a sensible scope (f ) of process has 
to be carefully considered. In this case, before the inter-
vention began, the two organisations together careful-
ly contemplated for several months, (1) which level the 
process should be done at; in a unit, the entire division 
or to include also political decision-makers, and (2) which 
scope of a process fits best. All of these aspects (a-f ) dis-
cussed, are seen as essential cornerstones for a successful 
collaborative process.
 Furthermore, as mentioned in the theory part, 
it is typical for a collaboretive process to be facilitated by 
a neutral party. Besides methodological skills, Akordi’s 

experts emphasise three types of knowledge essential 
for their work: (a) substance knowledge, (b) knowledge of 
the organisation, and (c) knowledge of the organisation’s 
operating environment. They say that sufficient exper-
tise in these will make the intervention more meaningful 
and enjoyable for the participants. Furthermore, general 
knowledge of, for example, the exercise of public power, 
administrative matters, permitting processes, and the 
progress of legislative projects is helpful. Building and 
receiving trust are a vital foundation for meaningful pro-
cesses since trust allows important and vulnerable mat-
ters to surface. Due to the vulnerable and confidential na-
ture of the work, it is also highly important to firmly settle 
in one’s role and not abuse it in any case. Generally, good 
soft skills are needed like in many other social jobs such 
as for example police officers or nurse. This includes skills 
to regulate one’s own inner mental landscape – one’s own 
opinions and values must not become an obstacle to the 
work. All these qualities are highlighted by B to being 
central to designing, facilitating, and guiding a collabora-
tive process.
 Having discussed why collaborative approach-
ing may offer remedies in cases of complexity, and ad-
dressed the required boundary conditions, the last part 
of the analysis will now examine the applicability of the 
method.

6.3 WHAT KIND OF APPLICABIL-
ITY DO COLLABORATIVE PRO-
CESSES HAVE?

The dilemma introduced by this case study is 
seen by A to represent a tension which is not going to 
decline in relevance, but instead, become (if it hasn’t al-
ready) familiar to other metropolitan areas as well. In 
some major cities, like Berlin, the tension between urban 
growth and environmental values has already for a dec-
ade been visible as extensive reactions from the public, as 
in the case of reactions to cutting down trees. Boosted by 
the mainstreamed concerns on climate change and loss 
of biodiversity, this heated debate has also arrived in Hel-
sinki. The employees of the UED consider that the process 
of finding systematic ways to reconcile urban growth and 
environmental values has only begun and will most like-
ly never be fully completed, however, the intervention is 
considered to be a vital and promising start. Indeed, it is 
pointed out by A, that this is not the only front containing 
conflicting values or targets that they need to manage in 
the daily operation. Currently, the approach is considered 
to be applied with an another challenge, where two im-
portant goals guiding their operation are on a constant 
collision course.
 The experts of Akordi share that, although most 
of their processes consist of multiple-party negotiations, 
there seems to be an increase for demand on intra-organ-
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isational processes for public institutions. About half a dozen organisational 
interventions have been carried out by them utilising collaborative methods. 
A common denominator in municipal and city organisation processes has 
been the development of zoning. This is understandable, since zoning is al-
ready by its very nature reconciling, and the demands on this function have 
increased. Although the theme of zoning has been notable, the expert of Akor-
di outlines:

“Our role could be described as helping the organisation to walk out of the 
fog of confusion, typical to complex and conflictual situations. What we can 
do is to bring clarity and a shared vision to what is going on: what are the 
different perspectives, what are the difficult issues, what is the background 
of the situation, what is the quality of the relationships between individuals 
or units, how the system functions and what needs to change. This clarity 
makes it a lot easier to move forward and to problem solve. I think this kind 
of assistance can be useful in many different contexts.”

 B explains that one field of further application of the approach could 
be research. Akordi has experience in being part of a large research project, 
where there are many parties and challenging multi-faceted themes, and 
where the goal of research is also eventually to change practices. A large and 
complex research project unavoidably demands a lot of collaboration and 
having a neutral party facilitating the work can increase the quality of col-
laboration and ensure that the results become implemented. According to B 
it is also applicable to strategic development: in one case they accompanied a 
stakeholder organisation in the creation of a new operating model that better 
serves and unites the stakeholders.
 B also mentions that an entire intra-organisational consensus build-
ing process is suitable for situations of important decision-making, for ex-
ample, if an organisation needs to decide whether to merge, or not, and aims 
to carefully weigh it through multiple perspectives. “There is more potential 
for collaborative approach in almost any public decision-making”, says one of 
Akordi’s expert, and reminds that generally, learning systematic ways of con-
sensus building
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7.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The need for profound consideration of conflictual aspects about urban 
growth and environmental values arose especially from the employees per-
forming zoning services, who were confronted by this paradox on a daily ba-
sis. Interviewees stressed that there is generally no disagreement on the im-
portance of different goals of the City Strategy – only the ‘how’ aspect caused 
concerns. Akordi was chosen to partner due to their expertise on zoning is-
sues and excellent organisational knowledge; not particularly because of the 
methodology they apply.
 The UED employees named five criteria for a successful interven-
tion, from which some were met, others partially and one not. Furthermore, 
a few seemed insufficient to be evaluated yet: (1) Key actors were successfully 
included in the process and the workshops had participation levels as planned 
and hoped for. (2) The data suggests that the intervention fostered horizontal 
collaboration. Nevertheless, this criteria cannot yet be fully judged since none 
of the action step proposals created during the intervention have yet been es-
tablished to improve the daily collaboration of units. The intervention suc-
ceeded in the (3) generation of concrete and clear measures partially. Howev-
er, some of the action step proposals remained theoretical and require further 
development. (4) For changes in the operation guidelines it is clearly too early 
to evaluate the outcomes. (5) A decline in worry-talks and fears related to the 
reconciliation challenge has been noted, which seems to indicate increased 
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Table 4. Summary on the intervention’s effects based on analysis.

1) Mobile participation Yes - Perhaps temporal

Criteria: Effects: Notes:

2) Increased horizontal collaboration Partially
- Too early to fully evaluate
- Perhaps temporal

3) Clear measures Partially

4) Changes in the operational guidlines No - Too early to fully evaluate

5) Increased trust in the divisions  
       ability to solve problems Yes - Perhaps temporal
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trust in the organisations capability to tackle the issue.
 Strong horizontal cooperation between units 
is seen as vital for enabling a more fruitful synthesis of 
knowledge already existing in the division. Interviewees 
from the UED underline the importance of face-to-face 
meetings for melting walls and building trust. They call 
for more dialog and collision between different units and 
professions.
 All interviewees agreed that the creation of 
the action step proposals did not advance as far, as was 
hoped. A thought that the suggested actions remained 
partially theoretical and thus require still further devel-
opment. B expressed that in the final phase a challenge 
for the intervention was the lack of time to discuss the 
proposed measures with the steering committee. Both, A 
and B, considered that the measures were somewhat in-
tangible, and need to be concretized – the sooner the bet-
ter. It seemed that A and B described the relevance of the 
action step proposals with a somewhat different empha-
sis. A was clearly hoping for concrete and implementable 
measures, when B saw the proposals more as outlining 
possible directions that could advance the reconsiliation.
 Nevertheless, the intervention was considered a 
successful and vital start for reconciling environmental 
and urban aspects. To sustain the momentum for change 
a clear outlook (also for the wider organisation) on how 
the topic is being advanced and how to further partici-
pate in it might be required. All interviewees articulate 
that it is central that the steering committee continues 
now active contemplation on the proceedings and con-
cretisation of the action step proposals. B reminded that 
the entire credibility of the process depends on whether 
actual changes begin to take place soon. In fact, now the 
question seems to be in the air, whether it makes sense 
to continue the process of reconciling urban growth and 
environmental values at the UED as a single larger pro-
cess, or if it is going to be divided into many separate and 
smaller processes. Either way, it would be crucial to soon 
have designated persons in charge of taking the attempt 
further. As long as there is no clear plan of the proceeding, 
the process is at a sensitive stage.
 B stresses that there is no ‘one size fits all’ -type 
of intervention; processes are co-designing in close di-
alogue with the commissioning organisation. The pro-
cess in focus of this case study is not an entire consensus 
building process, but instead, a specifically and carefully 
tailored intervention that has the scope of the first step of 
a consensus building process (view appendix – 1. Assess 
the potential). In a nutshell, the assessment-phase is be-
sides creating a detailed assessment of the situation, also 
about evaluating whether the case could benefit from an 
entire consensus building process, and if all the needed 
boundary conditions are fulfilled. A tailored feature here 
in this case is that it also includes the creation of suggest-
ed measure, thus it could be called an Assessment + -pro-
cess.

 This study indicates that foundational bounda-
ry conditions for a successful collaborative process are a) 
mandate, b) inclusion of key actors, (c) feasible timeframe, 
(d) sufficient resources, (e) open outcome, and (f ) a sensi-
ble scoped of process. For a reasonable scope of process, 
it is to be considered on which level the process should 
be done at (e.g. in a unit, the entire division or to include 
also political decision-makers), and which scope of pro-
cess fits best. When looking for a facilitator or neutral 
party Akordi’s experts emphasise besides methodological 
skills: substance knowledge, knowledge of the organisa-
tion, and knowledge of the organisation’s operating envi-
ronment. They say that sufficient expertise in these will 
make the intervention more meaningful and pleasant for 
the participants.
 Now that the assessment phase is completed, B 
perceives that if wanted the UED could pursue an entire 
consensus building process. Embarking on such a path 
would require the UED to clearly name and communicate 
one process and provide sufficient resources (especially 
time by the top management) to take care of the progress. 
However, this is by no means the only worthwhile way 
to continue. If the process was to divided into separate 
smaller development processes, something else than 
consensus building would probably be best suited. There 
have also been discussions of separate services that 
Akordi could support the division with, such as training 
on reconciliation skills.
 The employees from the UED mentioned four 
key elements that they found excellent about the inter-
vention and method applied. (1) Right at the beginning 
people were heard extensively and, in a way, that they 
could freely and openly tell their thoughts. (2) The in-
tervention contained multiple channels to voice one’s 
views and concerns, which supports that everyone can 
find a channel to express themselves in a way that suits 
their personality. (3) All key actors could be gathered to 
the workshops and issues could be discussed together in 
a constructive atmosphere (no defensive behaviour). (4) 
The intervention empowers the organisation to trust in 
its ability to solve difficult challenges and build solutions 
together. This is also what Akordi’s experts perceive as 
central to the method, as well as the ability to catch the 
root causes of tension and create commitment. Indeed, 
the wisdom of the approach is based on the excellent sit-
uational and experiential knowledge that the people in-
volved hold – by linking distributed intelligence a holistic 
and more shared perception can be attained.
 The dilemma introduced by this case study is 
seen to represent a tension which is not going to decline 
in relevance, but instead, become (if it hasn’t already) fa-
miliar to other metropolitan areas as well. The collabora-
tion-based intervention had a positive effect on the UEDs 
capability to implement the City Strategy. The collabo-
rative and consensus-based approaches are widely ap-
plicable in struggles related to the enactment of policies 
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or strategies. Most of Akordi’s processes consist of mul-
tiple-party negotiations. However, there seems to be an 
increase in demand on intra-organisational processes for 
public institutions (e.g. municipalities). One field of fur-
ther application could also be research, especially when 
the goal of research is also eventually to change prac-
tices. An entire intra-organisational consensus build-
ing process is suitable for situations of important deci-
sion-making – when carefully weighing through multiple 
perspectives is pursued; an intervention limited to the 
assessment-phase, is even more applicable and suited for 
various settings where more clarity is needed. General-
ly, there is more potential for a collaborative approach in 
almost any public decision-making, since learning sys-
tematic ways of consensus building and reconciliation 
can be useful almost anywhere where there are difficult 
multi-faceted problems to be solved.

7.2 INTERPRETATION

Mostly the intervention seemed to be a suita-
ble fit for the needs of the UED, and successfully equip 
them with more clarity and capability to enact the am-
bitious City Strategy. The main challenge faced with the 
intervention was that some of the action step proposals 
remained slightly abstract. This seems to resonate with 
the theory on collaborative processes – one of the main 
aspects they struggle with is pressure to produce quick 
solutions within a tight time frame (Margerum & Robin-
son 2016; Cheng & Sturtevant 2012; Innes & Booher 2003; 
Greenwood et al. 2021; Ansell & Gash 2008; Kotilainen et 
al. 2021) (view Appendix 5). This is understandable, since 
the more people participate in decision making, the more 
efforts and time it takes to reach a decision (Susskind, 
1999, p.597: Appendix 2). As reflected by the experts of 
Akordi, in similar future interventions more resources 
(especially time) should be allocated for the final contem-
plation on the action step proposals: how those can be 
brought into practice and who takes charge.
 The fact that methodology was not a particular 
reason the intervention was commissioned from Akor-
di may reinforce the notion that the Finnish sphere of 
reconciling interests or mediation is not yet particularly 
acknowledging different approaches and methodologies 
(mentioned in relevance of the study). This suggests that 
more research and case examples may be necessary to 
make the collaborative approach a known option for ad-
dressing various issues. By gaining prominance, collabo-
rative approaches can perhaps even raise general meth-
odological awareness about different approaches.
 To finally answer the research question, this 
case study reinforces international research by conclud-
ing that collaborative approaches can remedy imple-
mentation challenges. The type of setting that Susskind 
et al. (1999, pp.600-602: Appendix 4) describe as suitable 

for intra-organisational consensus building is excellent-
ly met with this case example: a) no individual or group 
has adequate knowledge or information to make an in-
formed or wise decision, b) highly divergent views (in this 
case professional fields) must be reconciled to move for-
ward, c) strong cooperation and support will be needed 
to implement an agreement. My guess is that with many 
other emerging policies the case is similar, since solv-
ing problems related to the environment often requires 
reconciliation of many intersecting interests (Peltonen 
at al., 2022). For instance, the SDGs and the Green Deal 
outline that sustainability can no longer be treated as 
isolated targets here and there but requires far-reaching 
measures that can simultaneously address problems at 
multiple fronts. This type of ambitions are perhaps more 
likely to succeed when supported by systematic methods 
of linking distributed intelligence and tools to coordinate 
and unite action.

7.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 
RESEARCH

This thesis obviously has significant limitations. Ju-
dith Inness (Susskind, 1999, pp.667-669) already men-
tions in her introduction of methods suitable to research 
a consensus building process, that the disadvantage of 
interviewing is the inevitable subjectivity and that the in-
terpretive part of the effort is difficult to do well because 
of the complexity of the findings. This I can only repeat. I 
hope my novice academic skills were sufficient enough to 
analyse and represent the essential content of the data.
 Another limitation of this research is that dis-
cussion mainly stays in the “bubble” of collaborative 
governance and collaborative processes. As mentioned 
in the beginning of the literature review, this case study 
could have been viewed through multiple types of theo-
ries. Perhaps fruitful could have been a combination of a 
few different theoretical approaches, or making the con-
nections even more visible. However, this was not seen to 
match the scope of this research. Luckily there is already 
clarifying research, which outlines the interfaces of col-
laborative governance with similar fields (e.g. Kotilainen 
et al., 2021). Furthermore, one direction that would have 
been appealing to investigate is which kind of solutions 
and practices have been applied in other cities that per-
haps faced a similar dilemma of “urban growth vs. envi-
ronment” already some time ago. One interviewee men-
tioned this was already ten years ago a heated topic in 
Berlin, which leads to the conclusion that some interest-
ing ideas for reconciliation could be lifted from there and 
elsewhere.
 As mentioned in the framework, it is important 
to remember that this study is not an actual evaluation 
of a consensus building process. Firstly, because the ex-
amined process is only an intervention, not a consensus 
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building process. And secondly, because for an official as-
sessment there are multiple insufficiencies mentioned in 
section four. Indeed, it would be intriguing to see more 
evaluations and comparative research on collaborative 
processes, also in Finland. On the one hand to compare 
collaborative processes with each other, and on the oth-
er hand to compare a collaborative process with anoth-
er methodological approach. Especially the latter might 
enlighten particularly well characteristics of different 
methods. Maybe future research holds more possibilities 
to investigate these directions.
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This case study on an intervention at the Urban Environment Division of 
Helsinki reinforces previous international research – collaborative approach-
es can offer respectable possibilities to remedy challenges of complex policy 
implementation. Consensus building is a specific collaborative methodology, 
mostly applied in inter-organisational negotiations and environmental dis-
pute resolution. However, a consensus building process is also suitable as 
an intra-organisational process in specific situations (Appendix 5) because, 
among other reasons, large organisation resembles multiple-party negotia-
tions by its divergent fields of experience and responsibilities.
 The intervention in focus can be seen to cover the assessmen phase 
of a consensus building process (Appendix 1) and was started due to challeng-
es in reconciling urban growth and environmental values, as outlined by the 
City Strategy 21-24. Data suggests that the intervention advanced the Urban 
Environment Division’s pre-conditions to implement the policy, particularly 
in the following ways: (a) by mobilizing participation in the process of recon-
ciling conflictual aspects, (b) by encouraging horizontal collaboration, and (c) 
creating trust in the division’s ability to problem-solve. The most challenging 
aspect of the intervention was that the created action step proposals (c) stayed 
slightly abstract and thus, still require concretization. For lasting effects, it is 
crucial that the steering committee soon makes decisions on the proceeding 
of the process, which could, for instance, continue as one single consensus 
building process or divide into smaller processes. This study also indicates 
that, generally, central boundary conditions for collaborative processes are: 
a) mandate, b) inclusion of key actors, (c) feasible timeframe, (d) sufficient re-
sources, (e) open outcome, and (f ) a sensible scope of process.
 Consensus building is not an panacea method or practice, nor ex-
ists there a ‘one size fits all’ -type of intervention, however, there seems to 
be a lot more potential for collaborative approaches in almost any public 
decision-making. This is due to the widely applicable principles and tools of 
collaborative governance and collaborative processes. The wisdom of the ap-
proach is based on the excellent situational and experiential knowledge that 
the people involved hold – by linking distributed intelligence a holistic and 
more shared perception can be attained. This organisational intervention can 
be seen as an example of a new way to collaboratively problem-solve, which 
may offer respectable possibilities to create sustainable solutions in cases of 
complexity and controversiality. By highlighting features of the methodology, 
both through research and action, it is possible to promote the introduction of 
collaborative approaches also in Finland.
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APPENDIX

Appendix

APPENDIX 1

A consensus building process -model. The intervention can be seen to 
cover the first phase. 

Ympäristösovitteluprosessin vaiheet

IV TOIMEENPANO-  
JA SEURANTAVAIHE

I KARTOITUSVAIHE

II VALMISTELUVAIHE

III NEUVOTTELUVAIHE

1.
 Arvioidaan 

onnistumisen
mahdollisuudet

2. 
Määritellään 

prosessi ja 
pelisäännöt

3. 
Tietopohja:

Selvennetään faktat 
ja ratkaistavat 

asiat

5. 
Muotoillaan 

ratkaisuja

4. 
Etsitään 
yhteisiä 

etuja

6.
 Toteutetaan ja 

opitaan

1.  
Assess the 
potential

3.  
Clarify facts 
and issues

4. 
 Seek joint 

gains

5. 
 Reach agreement

6. 
Implement, 

adapt and learn

2.  
Design and 
decide on 

process

IV IMPLEMENTATION  
AND MONITORING

III NEGOTIATION

II PREPARATION

I ASSESSMENT
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APPENDIX 2

Stepped Sequence of Decision-making Processes (Susskind et al., 
1999, p.597: Fiqure 16.1)

 
APPENDIX 3

Criteria to evaluate the intervention’s success was created based on the inter-
viewee’s perception of a successful intervention. The UED employees named 
five criteria for a successful intervention:
(1) Mobilize active participation in the process of reconciling growth and en-
vironmental values
(2) Amount and quality of horizontal collaboration between the units would 
increase
(3) Generation of concrete and clear measures that can be put into practice
(4) Changes would be anchored in the operational guidelines of the division
(5) Increased trust in the division’s ability to solve challenging issues together
These criteria are somewhat reflected the literature on CBP’s effects, which 
reinforces feasibility of them (Susskind et al. 1999, pp.631-675). The table 
of possible outcomes created by Inness and Booher (1999, p.419) summa-
rises first, second and third order effects, encompassing similar elements. 
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Framework of possible outcomes by Inness & Booher (1999, p.419)

APPENDIX 4

Susskind (1999, pp.600-602) defines that consensus building is particularly 
effective if one or more of the following features are present:
 • When no individual or group has the authority to make a unilateral 
decision, or when a unilateral decision-making process has failed.
 • When no individual or group has adequate   knowledge or 
information to make an informed or wise decision.
 • When highly divergent views must be reconciled to move forward.
 • When unity among individuals in a team or organisation is essen-
tial, or when a highly unpopular decision might lead to divisiveness.
 • When strong cooperation and support will be needed to implement 
an agreement.
 • When decision makers are seeking an integrative and elegant deci-
sion.
Consensus building is not appropriate for all situations and should not be 
tried if one or more of the following situations exist:
 • A decision has already been made, so a consen sus building 
effort would be a sham.
 • Adequate information is awailable or more input is not desired.
 • Information collection will delay a decision without improving its 
quality, or additional data will only confuse or obscure the ssituation.
 • It is clear that concrned parties can decide on theor own.
 • Cruchial parties refuse to be involved in decision-makin, for what-
ever reason.
 • An issue is not important enough to merit the time, energy, or ex-
penditure of resources required to complete a consensus building process. 

 

Appendix
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APPENDIX 5

To enrich the reflection on the challenges of the process and general appli-
cability a sophisticated summary of the most commonly faced challenges in 
a CP will be incorporated (Margerum & Robinson 2016; Cheng & Sturtevant 
2012; Innes & Booher 2003; Greenwood ym. 2021; Ansell & Gash 2008; Koti-
lainen et al. 2021):
a) the lack of skills and competencies of actors for co-operation
b) financial and resource constraints
c) the pressure to produce quick solutions within a tight time frame
d) uncertainty as to whether decision-makers can benefit from the outcome 
of the process
e) problems in the history of cooperation or very damaged relationships.

APPENDIX 6

Interview passages are categorized by the following themes
a) Interview passages that refer to what is perceived as a successful interven-
tion
b) … refer to what is perceived as an unsuccessful intervention
c) … refer to how the intervention was perceived
d) … talk about the action-steps and their relevance
e) … refer to the proceeding after the intervention and methodological details
f ) … refer to challenges related to the intervention
g) … on the effects of the intervention
h) … on options besides the intervention
i) … give explanations on the effectiveness of the intervention and method
j) … describe what is needed from the organisation facilitating collaborative 
methods
k) … refer to the applicability of the methods
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A = Stated by an employee of the Urban Environment division
B = Stated by an expert from Akordi

a) Interview passages that refer to what is perceived as a successful intervention

By Paraphrased in Finnish Translated into English Reduced
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b) Interview passages that refer to what is perceived as an unsuccessful intervention

c) Interview passages that refer to how the intervention was perceived
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d) Interview passages that talk about the action-steps and their relevance
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e) Interview passages that refer to the proceeding after the intervention and methodological details
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f) Interview passages that refer to challenges related to the intervention
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g) Interview passages on the effects of the intervention
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h) Interview passages on options besides the intervention
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i) Interview passages that give explanations on the effectiveness of the intervention and method

By Paraphrased in Finnish Translated into English Reduced
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j) Interview passages that describe what is needed from the organisation facilitating collaborative methods
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k) Interview passages that refer to the applicability of the methods
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