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The PE2020 project

PE2020 will identify, analyse and refine innovative public engagement (PE) tools and instruments for
dynamic governance in the field of Science in Society (SiS). PE2020 analyses the PE tools and
instruments through a systemic and contextual perspective, and contributes to the potential and
transferability of new governance innovations. PE2020 will create new knowledge of the status quo
and trends in the field of public engagement in science, refine innovative PE tools and instruments and
propose new ones.

The project will do this by (1) further developing a conceptual model that provides a systemic
perspective of the dynamics of public and stakeholder engagement; (2) creating an updated inventory
of current and prospective European PE innovations; (3) context-tailoring and piloting best practice PE
processes related to the grand challenges of the Horizon 2020 and (4) developing an accessible net-
based PE design toolkit that helps identify, evaluate and successfully transfer innovative PE practices
among European countries.

New tools and instruments for public and societal engagement are necessary to boost the quality,
capacity and legitimacy of European STI governance and to solve the looming problems related to the
grand societal challenges of the Horizon 2020. In order to ensure practical relevance, the project will
work through intensive co-operation between researchers and science policy actors. PE2020 will
expand the capacity of European and national science policy actors to integrate better societal
engagement by providing an easy access to new PE tools and instruments, to be included in the
requirements and implementation of research in Horizon 2020 and beyond.
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1 Introduction

The Living Lab of Global Change Research was chosen as a pilot initiative for the PE2020 project in order to
deliberate on the possibilities to support and strengthen multi- and interdisciplinary, multi-actor research
collaboration related to solving societal challenges, and to elaborate on the possibilities how intermediary
organisations may strengthen inter- and multidisciplinary and multi-actor collaboration and support the
continuity of living labs.

The Living Lab of Global Change Research was considered a suitable pilot initiative for the PE2020 project as
the aims of the partner organiser, Future Earth Finland, were to define priorities for global change research
and to co-design global change research questions and projects in collaboration with researchers in both
natural and social sciences, actors in the public sector (civil servants, research funders, policy-makers),
private sector actors, interest groups, non-governmental organisations, and members of the civil society. As
the development of the living lab relies on creating new types of dialogical long-term collaboration patterns
and interaction, the creation of the living lab was of interest to the PE2020 project.

The rationale for launching the Living Lab of Global Change Research stems from the pressures emerging
from large-scale societal challenges that transcend boundaries of traditional academic fields. There is a
need to understand interlinked, large-scale changes in environment and societies which cannot be studied
solely from a perspective of one discipline. For example, the changes in climate, biodiversity, agriculture
and energy are interlinked, which calls for collaboration between researchers in human and natural
sciences.

The need for more collaboration between different actors is justified also by the vast impacts of the global
change phenomena on both the physical environment and the society. The magnitude of potential impact
calls for opening up the processes of research to more dialogue and debate among diverse stakeholders
and members of the civil society (e.g., Owen et al. 2102). Many of the needed reforms towards
sustainability may be related, for instance, to changing production processes applied by industry or
changing the behavioural patterns of consumers. Thus, solving the challenges requires input and
commitment from various actors, such as policy-makers and members of the civil society.

The impact of large-scale challenges transcends also the borders of different countries. While the
phenomena of global change transcend national borders, the effects may still be most visible at the local
and regional levels. This makes it vital to simultaneously collaborate at the international, national, and local
level.

2 Methods

2.1 Objectives of the pilot project

The objectives of this pilot initiative were twofold:

to deliberate on the possibilities to support and strengthen multi- and interdisciplinary, multi-actor
research collaboration related to solving societal challenges;
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to elaborate on the possibilities how intermediary organisations may strengthen inter- and
multidisciplinary and multi-actor collaboration in the co-design of research priorities and support
the continuity of living labs.

2.2 Method of the pilot project

This pilot initiative tested the living lab as a public engagement method (Deliverable 1.1, 45). As the PE2020
report D1.1. specifies, living labs are co-creation spaces, which bring together researchers, stakeholders
and public representatives to co-create new services, products and societal infrastructures in real-life
settings. Overall, living lab refers here to the general philosophy behind the collaborative global change
network activities.

The living lab concept stems originally from innovation studies, where it refers to experimentation and
validation environments that are characterised by early involvement of user communities, who work
together with developers and other stakeholders (Schaffers & Kulkki 2007, 31). The living lab concept is
linked to general developments in innovation activities towards more collaborative working methods and a
focus on clients and users instead of focus on experts and established hierarchies.

Furthermore, the living lab perspective is connected to attempts to add value in emerging rather than
established markets and to endeavours to utilise ideas of ‘democratic innovations’ and crowdsourcing (e.g.,
von Hippel 2005). Von Hippel contrasts user-centred open innovation processes with traditional processes,
in which products and services are developed by manufacturers in a closed system. When people are
regarded as sources of innovation, demand for certain technology comes to partly determine developed
technology.

Whereas co-design and co-production ideas have been extensively applied in the innovation context,
opening up the processes at an early stage for a wider audience is innovative in the field of academic
research. Because living lab is a new approach to design research priorities and projects in the academic
environment, in the pilot project, it was expected to raise interest and enthusiasm among different actors.

The Living Lab of Global Change Research builds on early stakeholder involvement, active collaboration,
and learning by experimenting (cf. Schaffers & Kulkki 2007). By bringing together various stakeholder
groups to co-define research priorities and to co-create projects and research questions, this pilot initiative
represents upstream engagement. According to Rogers-Hayden and Pidgeon (2007), upstream
engagement may avoid the usual criticism targeted at public engagement that it occurs too late in the
research process, when controversial social or ethical questions have already risen. When public
engagement occurs late, it may serve token values instead of influencing the direction that research and
innovation takes. This pilot initiative aims at power-sharing between different societal groups. If successful,
upstream engagement may balance between corporate and civil society interests and control (Rogers-
Hayden & Pidgeon 2007, 357).

The stakeholder groups were collected together in the form of two global change town hall meetings. Town
hall meetings are usually organised with the objective to give as many people as possible an opportunity to
speak and voice their opinion. Here a smaller scale town hall meeting gave advice to policy makers and
research funders on what topics should be prioritised in global change research. (For an example of a town
hall meeting, see the deliverable D1.2 of the PE2020-project, 157.)
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2.3 Context of the pilot project

2.3.1 The partner

The PE2020 partner and research host for the Living Lab of Global Change Research was Future Earth
Finland - Finland’s National Committee for Global Change Research!. The committee promotes
interdisciplinary global change research, which has an impact on society. Organisationally, the committee
has a chair and a steering group, which consists of researchers in different disciplines (encompassing both
natural and social sciences) and end-users of science representing key stakeholder groups (ministries,
municipalities, industry). The committee has a secretariat of two full-time staff and one volunteer
stakeholder coordinator, who work in the Department of Physics at the University of Helsinki. The members
of the secretariat have been the contact persons for PE2020 WP3.

As the topic of global change is by definition global, the Finnish national committee collaborates
continuously with its international partners, including its fellow national committees abroad and their
regional clusters. The national committees’ task is to implement the objectives of the Future Earth global
change research programme, which is coordinated by a globally distributed secretariat and consists of a
Science Committee, an Engagement Committee, scientific core projects, and national committees.

Future Earth is a 10-year international research initiative, which will develop the knowledge for responding
effectively to the risks and opportunities of global environmental change and for supporting transformation
towards global sustainability in the coming decades. Future Earth provides an international platform for
coordinating new interdisciplinary approaches to research and a platform for generating knowledge in
partnership with society and the users of science. Thus, engagement and collaboration are at the core of
Future Earth. Future Earth has a governing council which consists of members from the International
Council for Science (ICSU), International Social Science Council, the Belmont Forum of funding agencies, the
Sustainable Development Solutions Network, United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation
(UNESCO), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), United Nations University (UNU), and World
Meteorological Organization (WMO).

The Finnish national committee was launched in 2014 by the Council of Finnish Academies, which
represents the Finnish academies of science in international scientific organisations and promotes the
international visibility of Finnish science. The Finnish Living Lab of Global Change Research is also financially
supported by Maj and Tor Nessling Foundation, private funder in Finland which funds research related to
environmental protection.

It is argued that the broad topic of global change research needs an integrated perspective and needs to
feed into greater societal impact by engaging stakeholders in different phases of research processes related
to sustainable development: in designing research questions, analysing problems, and in disseminating the
results. Future Earth Finland positions itself as a necessary intermediary organisation between the scientific
community and the stakeholders. As an interdisciplinary and multi-actor network, the aim of the Living Lab
of Global Change Research is to create an interface between research, decision-making, business, and civil
society.

L If not stated otherwise, the descriptions of the Living Lab of Global Change Research are based on discussions
with the Future Earth Finland’s secretariat, the website of Future Earth Finland and Future Earth, and
presentations at various events.
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2.3.2 Preparation and planning

The implementation of the living lab is divided into three levels. At the preparation phase, the aim is to
identify relevant partners, to build partnerships, and to commit them to the living lab. The first level is
devoted to developing a common understanding of global change as a phenomenon from the perspective
of the Finnish society. The second level consists of networking events which aim at creating a mutual
understanding of stakeholder and researcher needs and viewpoints. The third level is experimental, testing
co-design and stakeholder engagement strategies and methods in pilot projects. At each level, stakeholder-
researcher interaction methods are continuously evaluated and improved according to feedback from the
users in the living lab, the stakeholders and researchers. The PE2020 pilot initiative focuses on the first and
second levels of the living lab.

The preparation and planning of the pilot initiative started in early 2014 with joint discussions between the
PE2020 and the secretariat of Future Earth Finland. These discussions revolved around the possibilities for
testing public engagement methods in the launch of the global change network in Finland.

The report ‘Inventory of PE mechanisms and initiatives D.1.1’ (Deliverable 1.1) prepared during WP1 of
PE2020, which comprised an up-to-date summary of mostly European and American PE innovations, was
used in identifying innovative PE methods that could be applied and tested in the context of the global
change research.

Public engagement initiatives which raised particular interest among the Future Earth Finland secretariat
were the living lab, gatekeeper analysis method, participatory budgeting, and examples of citizen science.
Over the course of discussions, it was agreed to concentrate especially on the living labs approach as it
fitted the needs of PE2020 and the Future Earth Finland by entailing dialogue and experimentation among
different actors in the field. Furthermore, the gatekeeper analysis method (Deliverable 1.1, 116) raised also
particular interest by emphasising the need to identify the relevant key actors related to the complex
phenomenon of global change. It seemed crucial to identify the relevant gatekeepers and to commit them
in the activities of the global change network.

In addition, the context tailoring workshop on living labs as a public engagement tool organised on the 9"
of April, 2015 in Helsinki in collaboration with partners at the Aalto Business School’s Center for Knowledge
and Innovation Research (CKIR) contributed to designing the pilot initiative. The workshop provided the
secretary of Future Earth Finland a discussion forum to deliberate on the possibilities and challenges in
creating and maintaining multi-actor, multidisciplinary living labs. The workshop also provided the
organisers a chance to learn about experiences of European living labs operating in the innovation and
business context and provided new contacts at the national and European level in order to share
experiences of co-design and co-creation.

Furthermore, during spring and fall 2015, PE2020 provided an opportunity for the Future Earth Finland
secretariat to participate in a national public engagement seminar and to be involved in three real-life
public engagement exercises applying the so-called CIVISTI method. The exercises took place in the context
of the ‘Public Participation in Developing a Common Framework for Assessment and Management of
Sustainable Innovation project (CASI)2. They included two citizen panels and one expert panel. As the

2 CASl is a project supported by the Science in Society Programme of the Seventh Framework Programme,
Theme SiS.2013.1.2-1 ‘Mobilisation and Mutual Learning (MML) Action Plans: mainstreaming Science in Society
actions in research’.
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panels focused on identifying future visions and research priorities for sustainable development at the
European level, the topics coincided with the aims of the Living Lab of Global Change Research. These
events gave the secretariat a chance to reflect more generally on the needs for public debate and
interaction about societal challenges and the difficulties involved (e.g., some citizens’ lack of sufficient
knowledge about scientifically complex phenomena). The purpose was also to build necessary capacities of
the secretariat to organise and run public engagement exercises in the living lab.

2.4 Realisation of the pilot project

PE2020 supported the creation of the living lab foremost by providing input on different ways to engage
citizens and stakeholders in the two large-scale events in May 2015 and September 2015 and by assisting in
the events’ PE activities.

The interventions of PE2020 included the following steps (see Figure 1). The collection and analysis of
feedback are reported separately in chapter three.

Joint design of the
global change
town hall meeting,
incl. development
of PE methods

Facilitation of
small group

discussions in the
meeting

Collection and
analysis of
feedback

oint design of the
meeting on

creating
sustainable cities ,
incl. development
_of PE methods

Facilitation of
small group
discussions in the
meeting

Collection and

analysis of
feedback

Lessons learned
for PE piloting

Figure 1. Phases of the pilot initiative.



Public Engagement Innovations for Horizon 2020
PE2020

2.4.1 Joint design of the global change town hall meeting

Between February and May 2015, PE2020 and Future Earth Finland had altogether four meetings which
focused on the following topics:

clarifying the key topics in the global change town hall meeting organised on the 26" of May,
2015 in Helsinki, Finland,

brainstorming about the relevant groups that should be present in the town hall,
disseminating information of the meeting to relevant groups,

brainstorming about innovative engagement methods that could be applied in the event,
further ideas about how to engage non-experts in the global change living lab.

Discussion on the topics of the town hall meeting centred around the need to narrow down the broad topic
of global change research for the first town hall meeting. The solution was to use the eight key challenges
identified at the strategic research agenda for Future Earth® as an agenda setter and to specify the priorities
from the perspective of the Finnish society based on the key challenges in collaboration with the
participants at the meeting.

The identified relevant groups that should be present in the town hall reflected the aims of the living lab
which emphasised co-designing and co-producing research jointly with different stakeholder groups.
However, there was also continuous discussion on the need to later widen the participating groups to
involve also non-expert citizens in the living lab, such as city dwellers, families and school children. Also
students and early career researchers were identified as a relevant group who should be present at the
meeting because of their future agenda-setting role. For the first town hall meeting, students and early
career researchers were contacted and encouraged to participate in the meeting. The responsibility of
PE2020 was to disseminate information of the meeting especially to social scientists working in Finnish
universities, and to students and doctoral students of both social sciences and natural sciences at the
universities in the Helsinki region.

PE2020 also promoted the use of innovative engagement methods in the meeting. These innovative PE
methods included joint design of a pre-assignment to give the participants a strong voice of the topics of
the event already prior to the event, to receive input on key priorities in global change research in Finland,
and to motivate them to attend the event. The participants were asked to answer four questions prepared
by Future Earth Finland. The questions reflected the topic of the town hall:

1. By global change we refer to interlinked and large-scale environmental and societal changes.
According to you, what are the most pressing challenges of global change affecting Finland?

2. The only extensive global change research initiative that has been funded by the Academy of
Finland is FIGARE (1999-2002). What kind of global change research does Finland need and what
are the best ways to organise and fund the research?

3. How would you define the conditions to do global change research in Finland? What kind of
limitations do researchers face now if they are interested in global change research?

4. Where are the most important ‘gatekeepers’, phenomena/groups in key positions to enable/inhibit
sustainable development in Finland?

3 See the strategic research agenda for Future Earth (2014): http://www.futureearth.org/media/strategic-
research-agenda-2014.
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Altogether 37 participants completed the pre-assignment. The data was analysed by Future Earth Finland
staff prior to the meeting and the key findings were summarised and handed out to the participants in the
meeting.

PE2020 project conducted a network analysis of the key topics found in the pre-assignment exercise. The
answers to the pre-assignments were visualised using software (TIB), which is available online at
www.textisbeautiful.net. TIB makes use of statistical analysis, merges words into topics (cf. taxonomies or
thesaurus) with a feature of expressing relationships between topics, and delivers a visual analysis of the
narrative found in a text. This way the most important topics emerging related to global change could be
found and presented to the participants of the workshop. The findings resulting from the network analysis
were also a way to give an intuitive introduction to the topic of the day through the visualisation of the
texts of the pre-assignments. The graphs in Figure 2 exemplify some of the visualisations distributed to the
participants at the beginning of the meeting.
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Figure 2. Some results of the network analysis of the preassignment as topic clouds.

Another method for stimulating discussion initiated by PE2020 was to utilise small group discussions as part
of the town hall meeting. PE2020 was in charge of preparing detailed facilitator instructions for the small
groups. The small group discussions took one hour in length.

Also the infrastructure, such as the physical arrangements at the venue, was planned in collaboration with
PE2020 and Future Earth Finland to enable vivid interaction and dialogue. For example, rows of chairs were
removed in the hall and replaced with small round tables that gathered the participants around them.
Paper, sticky notes and further information of Future Earth were placed on the tables.
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2.4.2 Facilitation of small group discussions in the town hall meeting

The 4.5-hour length global change town hall meeting was organised on the 26" of May, 2015 in Helsinki,
Finland. The event took place in a local Europe hall, which is a public space intended to provide a discussion
arena for European Union related issues.

The meeting gathered some 60 participants. Majority of the participants came from different Finnish
universities (such as the University of Helsinki, the University of Turku, Lappeenranta University of
Technology) and public research institutes (such as the Finnish Environment Institute, Geological Survey of
Finland and Natural Resources Institute Finland). The researchers represented both natural sciences and
social sciences (fields such as forest sciences, environmental sciences, physics, soil science, biology,
geography, consumer economics, urban ecology, and environmental engineering). Other participants
represented ministries (the ministries of employment and economy, foreign affairs, agriculture and
forestry, and environment), non-governmental organisations, interest groups, companies, municipalities,
and research funders. These together formed a heterogeneous and yet committed community of actors.

The role of PE2020 project in the meeting was to plan the structure and content of the small group
discussion, and to contribute in facilitating the discussions. When entering the venue, the participants were
directed to eight tables. The composition of the eight groups was planned so that each included at least
one stakeholder representative (representing some other group than researchers) to ensure variety of
perspectives and a need to justify one’s arguments to actors with different backgrounds.

In the introductory round, the participants in each small group were encouraged to bring out their personal
approach in the topic, revealing their most pressing interests and motivation for entering the dialogue. The
one hour-length discussion had the same aim as the pre-assignment and the overall meeting. The main aim
was to recognise the priorities in global change research from the perspective of Finland. In addition to
recognising the themes, the participants deliberated which phenomena or which actors enable or inhibit
sustainable development in Finland. After that, the participants discussed the present conditions of doing
global change research in Finland and ideas about how these conditions should possibly be altered. The
discussion ended with formulating one question to the panel discussion, which followed later in the
programme. The language of the discussion was either English or Finnish depending on the composition of
the group.

The eight groups each had a facilitator. The role of the facilitator was defined so that he/she would not take
part in the discussion. He/she encouraged all the participants to take part in the conversation while asking
everybody to keep their statements clear and concise. All participants were reminded of the importance of
being respectful of divergent views. Instead of aiming at final conclusions, the facilitators pointed out that
the aim was to launch the discussion.

All the facilitators took notes during the discussions. After the meeting, Future Earth Finland secretariat
compiled the notes of the facilitators and key points from the pre-assignment into a summary report.*

* The summary ‘Key challenges in global change research — discussion summary from the Future Earth town hall
meeting on 26 May in Helsinki, Finland’ can be found in the following website:
http://futureearthfinland.fi/images/DISCUSSION SUMMARY 5 06.pdf. See also the appendix 3.

8
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2.4.3 Joint design of the meeting on sustainable cities

Building healthy, resilient and productive cities has been identified as one of the key focal challenges in the
strategic research agenda of Future Earth. Also the participants at the global change town hall meeting in
Helsinki identified the role of cities in tackling the challenges of global change as crucial. Many sustainability
questions (such as those linked to housing, mobility, and consumption) are linked to cities and urban areas.
Therefore, the second Living Lab meeting was agreed to focus on creating sustainable cities. The overall aim
of the event was to collectively deliberate on ideas for potential joint projects on sustainable cities. This
event had a special target of attracting some more participants from the private sector.

In August 2015, PE2020 and the secretary of Future Earth Finland held another meeting about the theme,
public engagement methods and participatory groups of the meeting. PE2020 participated in the
communication efforts by marketing the event to relevant audiences, such as researchers in urban studies
and students in geography, ecology, and biology.

In deliberating on the innovative, interactive PE methods that could be utilised in the event, it was agreed
again to have small group discussions, which received positive feedback in the earlier event in Helsinki. To
spur yet more interaction among participants in the event, the researchers in the PE2020 project suggested
using the Presemo tool°. Presemo is an online tool with which participants in an event can ask questions,
comment and participate in voting. In this case, Presemo was used for voting among the priorities for most
pressing challenges related to sustainable cities. Prior to the meeting, PE2020 organised a training session
for all the facilitators on how to use the tool. Furthermore, a voting rehearsal, which all the facilitators took
part in, preceded the event. The rehearsal aimed at identifying possible technical problems, timing issues
and solutions for controversial voting outcomes (e.g., various alternatives receiving the same amount of
votes).

2.4.4 Facilitation of small group discussions in the meeting on sustainable cities

The 4-hour length meeting on creating sustainable cities was organised on the 30™ of September, 2015, in
Tampere, Finland. The event took place in local premises at the centre of the city. The meeting gathered
some 40 participants. Again the majority of the participants came from different Finnish universities and
universities of applied sciences (such as the University of Helsinki, the University of Tampere, and Tampere
University of Applied Sciences). The second largest participatory groups were from the private sector and
municipalities. Participants also included representatives of research funders, public sector research
institutes, non-governmental organisations and citizens.

The role of PE2020 in the meeting was to contribute in facilitating the small group discussions. When
entering the venue, the participants were directed to five tables which each had a table moderator. In the
group discussion, the participants were first trained how to use the Presemo tool with their electronic
device. Second, the first part of the discussion concerned the topic of sustainable cities and identification of
the most pressing challenges related to it. Each group discussed the challenges after which the moderators
from each discussion group formulated three most important challenges for the whole audience to vote.
Third, to make sure that the identified challenges were not overlapping, a jury composed of the members
of Future Earth Finland’s steering group and a PE2020 representative went through the challenges and
lumped the overlapping challenges together. Fourth, the participants were asked to vote the three most

5 Presemo has been developed by the Aalto University’s Helsinki Institute for Information Technology HIIT and
Aalto Start Up Screen.
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significant challenges with their electronic device (such as laptop or mobile phone). As a result, five
challenges with the most votes were selected for further elaboration. The top five challenges included:

From fragmented planning to holistic perspective: a shared, sustainable city

Decision-making in the city: co-production of ideas and information and transparent decision-
making in long-term strategic planning

Optimising sustainable growth and carbon-neutrality

Sustainable and high-quality mobility; advancing public transportation, walking and cycling in the
city

Decentralised renewable energy, energy efficiency and sustainable energy management

The second part of the discussion aimed at identifying ideas for joint projects based on the five challenges.
The participants could at this stage re-group according to their own interest. Each group with a moderator
then worked on one joint project idea with lead questions for support. After discussing the project idea for
30 minutes, the moderators wrote down the project proposals in Presemo and presented the ideas with
the opportunity of the group participants to add further information.

In the next phase, the proposals will be presented to the most important research funders in Finland
related to global change and urban development, such as the Academy of Finland and Maj and Tor Nessling
Foundation.

3 Impact of the pilot

PE2020 has systematically collected feedback both from the participants and the organisers of the two
meetings in order to be able to evaluate the impact of the organised pilot initiative and to learn from the
initiative to better implement future public engagement activities. After the first town hall meeting, PE2020
organised a feedback session with the Future Earth Finland’s secretariat about the meeting and experiences
of the overall collaboration with PE2020. This session aimed at evaluating the experiences gained so far,
needs for improvements, and future plans. After the second meeting, feedback from the organisers was
collected both face-to-face and in a written form. In addition, PE2020 collected feedback from the
participants of the events.

3.1 Feedback from the organisers

The first town hall meeting was followed by a feedback session with the Future Earth Finland’s secretariat.
This session focused especially on the learning aspects of the national committee and the added value from
collaborating with PE2020, such as PE2020’s impact on the working methods in the town hall meeting. The
feedback session also had the aim of seeking new ideas for collaboration for autumn 2015.

For the secretariat, the first town hall meeting had been a very positive experience. It succeeded in
attracting a wide group of committed and enthusiastic participants and generating ideas for future events
and activities of Future Earth Finland. The event was regarded as a successful kick-off event of the living lab.
For the secretariat, the collaboration with the researchers of the PE2020 project in planning and organising
the event had been ‘tremendously important’ and had impacted the whole nature of the event, especially
the applied working methods.
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According to the members of the secretariat, the small group discussions had been the most productive
and fruitful part of the meeting, resulting in positive feedback from the participants. The small group
discussion was able to maximise the input from the participants, who were all knowledgeable in the area of
global change, but from different perspectives. The small groups were seen as an inspiring working method
because they gave each participant a voice and also allowed everybody to interact with each other. The
diversity of the groups reflected also the complexity and diversity of the theme of global change and
emphasised the need for collaboration.

Overall, the arrangements in the town hall meeting worked well, because they were able to reach new type
of interaction and dynamics between the participants. The conclusion was to include more participatory
methods in the future events of the living lab. Acting as facilitator had been a new and fun experience for
the members of the secretariat. Support given by the facilitator instructions and continuous discussions
were seen as good and necessary.

After the second town hall meeting in Tampere, the organisers were again asked to give feedback.
According to the organisers, also this event was successful. Related to the working methods, the Presemo
tool was considered an exciting novelty which brought the event nice twist. However, the use of the online
tool aroused also some stress as none of the organisers had previous experience using it. In planning
schedules for future events, there were suggestions to reserve yet more time for small group discussions
and for the general discussion at the end of meeting.

There had been some challenges in moderating the small group discussions, which in some cases
proceeded at a rather general level. Also finding the right balance between participation and a need to
make final decisions was regarded as necessary.

The organisers appreciated the PE2020 contribution in planning the small group discussions, including
anticipation of potentially problematic situations and ethical dimensions, and collecting and analysing
feedback from participants. The organisers also appreciated the PE2020 contribution in moderating the
discussions. Overall, it was agreed that a careful preparation, training for moderators and clear moderator
instructions are vital for the success of events.

In the feedback discussion, the organisers and PE2020 also deliberated on the possibilities of how to bring
the bottom-up ideas gained at the event further: how they could possibly be utilised in decision-making
especially at the local and regional level and in planning future calls for research funding in urbanisation.

3.2 Feedback from participants of the town hall meeting

After the first town hall meeting, a feedback form both in English and in Finnish was sent to all the
registered participants via email. The form focused on the following aspects:
overall satisfaction with the event,
whether any new ideas or perspectives came out in the event concerning what kind of global
change research is needed in Finland,
whether all relevant perspectives of global change research were adequately covered during the
event,
learning aspects,
feedback on the working methods,
quality of the discussions,
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evaluation of one’s own knowledge about the topic to be able to participate in the discussions,
evaluation whether one was able to provide his/her own input about the links among
environmental and societal changes,

new interactive arenas or working methods that could be applied in the Living Lab.

Only seven respondents gave feedback through the form. Of these, six respondents were either very
satisfied or satisfied with the content of the event. One respondent was neutral.

All the seven respondents felt that the event was able to come out with new ideas or perspectives related
to global change research, especially emphasising the beneficial inter- and multidisciplinary approach of the
event. According to the feedback, the respondents had learned more about the current adaptation
discussion, the diversity of the global change phenomenon, needs for co-design approach, and the Future
Earth Finland’s activities. All respondents except for one who missed open-mindedness in his discussion
group were satisfied with the working methods and quality of the discussions. The respondents also
suggested new interactive arenas and working methods that could be applied in the living lab. These
included webinars, online surveys, use of future studies methods (such as Delphi and scenario methods),
and organising events in public spaces in the middle of a city that citizens cross by on a regular basis.

All respondents said they would attend Future Earth Finland’s events in the future. Strongest personal
motivation to attend future events were the inspiring atmosphere in the event, interest in the topics of
global change and its importance, opportunity to get new ideas for one’s future research, and the ideas of
co-creation and co-design.

Furthermore, in the meeting, some participants spontaneously commented the working methods and
arrangements. One commentator thanked the working language of the event (English) that enabled also
non-Finns to participate. Some participants commented that the table arrangements created new kind of
interaction between the participants when compared to traditional events. Furthermore, doctoral students
appreciated the inclusiveness of the meeting and the focus group discussion in particular, because it gave
each participant an equal chance to speak out and a chance to exchange arguments with researchers in
different academic fields and with stakeholders.

3.3 Feedback from participants of the sustainable cities meeting

As the number of participants who gave feedback on the first event was low, this time feedback was
collected manually at the end of the meeting in Tampere. As the language of the event was Finnish, also
the form was in Finnish.

The form focused on the following aspects:
overall satisfaction with the event,
whether any new ideas or perspectives came out in the event concerning which or what kind of
joint projects are needed in Finland related to the development of sustainable cities,
whether all relevant perspectives of the lifecycle of sustainable cities were adequately covered
during the event,
what essentially new the event brought up,
feedback on the working methods,
quality of the discussions,
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evaluation whether one was able to provide his/her own input about the development of
sustainable cities.
This time, 18 participants gave feedback of the event. Majority of respondents (14/17) were either satisfied
or very satisfied with the content of the event.

All but one respondent stated that the event had brought up new ideas or perspectives concerning the
need for joint projects related to the development of sustainable cities in Finland. About two-thirds of
respondents stated all relevant perspectives of the lifecycle of sustainable cities were adequately covered
during the event. Some new potential perspectives or topics were also identified. These included
biodiversity, cities’ relations to countryside and global networks, new modes of employment and economy
in cities, waste management, ways to decrease carbon footprints in cities, the opportunities of recycling
and reusing in urban planning, citizens’ role in developing sustainable cities, new modes of participation,
carbon neutrality, and how to support long-term strategic planning in cities.

Areas or topics the respondents identified as new in the event included, e.g., the multidisciplinary
approach, alliances, new ways to implement planning projects, the creation and application of eco
efficiency instrument in the Tampere region, the need to study decision-making, and citizens' involvement
in planning and decision-making. All respondents stated that the working methods were suitable for the
purpose of the event. Positive feedback was given about the working methods, e.g., good size and length of
the small group discussions, the opportunity to focus on the most interesting topics through voting,
Presemo tool, the use of moderators, use of different questions in support for the small group discussions,
and balanced inclusion in the discussions. Ideas for further development concerned, e.g., possibilities for
more general discussion about the bottom-up ideas, inclusion of all participants in the small group
discussion, and the infrastructure in the event.

All respondents were satisfied with the quality of the discussions during the event. The majority of
respondents stated they were able to provide their own input about the development of sustainable cities
in the event. Again, majority of respondents responded they would attend Future Earth Finland's events in
the future. Overall, the participants appreciated the interaction and the possibility to affect the project
ideas.

3.4 Advantages

The large-scale events in Helsinki and in Tampere served as a starting point for long-term, continuing
process that will further elaborate the phenomenon of global change and lead to collaborative research
projects between different groups of actors. Thus, instead of focusing on individual events or project-based
partnerships, the aim of the organisers of the pilot initiative is to create stable interaction relations and a
long-term collaboration network between different actors to tackle the challenges related to sustainable
development. This aim also serves the interests of the PE2020 project, which aspires to support a strong
engagement culture in science community that does not see public engagement as an external activity but
as a core part of research activities (Deliverable 1.2, 12).

Evaluating the long-term impact of the pilot initiative is at this stage difficult. However, some advantages
can already be identified. These include:

creating new mindsets and opportunities for participation and interaction in the field of global
change research;
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allowing new networks and partnerships to be developed, creating new kind of knowledge-
exchange between actors stemming from different backgrounds;

developing opportunities for more inclusive meetings and discussions where each participant has
an equal chance to speak out and a chance to exchange arguments between researchers in
different academic fields, with stakeholders and citizens;

building research-based and practical competence in stakeholder and citizen engagement (also
including notions of the significance of participants’ comfort, and feeling of inclusion and
participation);

providing peer support in an academic environment where co-design ideas are not always widely
used or acknowledged.

3.5 Obstacles

Collaboration between Future Earth Finland and PE2020 worked well, and it was mutually beneficial, since
it was an interest of both organisations to test with new type of ‘upstream engagement’ methods. At the
same time, one of the identified obstacles was related to the open ended nature of the pilot co-design.
Since the pilot project was not agreed before the PE2020 project started, there was a high uncertainty
about the funding of activities by the side of Future Earth Finland. In one occasion, for example, a proposal
for collaborative piloting of innovative PE processes was rejected by a Finnish funder, which to some extent
delayed and limited original plans for collaboration. Luckily the programme found alternative funding to
cover their part of activities. Overall, securing adequate, long-term funding conditions is a challenge to
multi-actor living labs, which are not always recognised as a core activity at universities and research
institutes.

Other observed obstacles were related to the nature of the town hall meeting as a deliberative process
focusing on the agenda setting stage of the research policy cycle. As one participant in the Tampere town
hall meeting stated after the event, it is difficult to create commitment by key researchers, funders and
policy-makers to ensure that the results of deliberations will be implemented. — While this is a well-known
challenge with most deliberative processes oriented at informing decision making rather than making
decisions, the living lab concept is interesting, as it aims exactly at creating continuity and commitment
among the key actors. So, there is the opportunity that what currently looks like a weakness of this PE
concept will actually become a strength if activities can continue.

4 Grand Challenges addressed

Through the topics that emerged in the events, the pilot initiative is related especially to five societal
challenges identified in the Horizon 2020 Framework Programme. These include the societal challenges on

climate action, environment, resource efficiency, and raw materials,

food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and maritime and inland water research,
and the bioeconomy,

secure, clean and efficient energy,

health, demographic change and wellbeing,

smart, green, and integrated transport.
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Appendix 1. Feedback form on Future Earth town hall meeting,
26.5.2015, Helsinki

Thank you for participating in the Future Earth Town hall Meeting on 26 May, 2015!

In order to plan future activities, we would kindly ask you to spend a few minutes on giving feedback of the
event and to share your ideas that would help the Future Earth Finland to organise coming events related
to the Living Lab of Global Change Research.

OVERALL EVALUATION (PLEASE SELECT ONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES):

1. Overall, how satisfied were you with the content of the event? very satisfied - satisfied - neutral -
unsatisfied - very unsatisfied

Please specify.

2. According to you, did any new ideas or perspectives come out concerning what kind of global change
research is needed in Finland? yes - no

Please specify.
3. What did you learn from the event?

4. According to you, were all the relevant perspectives of global change research adequately covered
during the event? yes - no

If you responded ‘no’, please indicate what perspectives you think were missing or
neglected.

PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING CLAIMS:

5. The working methods (presentations, small group discussions, panel discussions) were suitable for the
purpose of the event. strongly agree - agree - don’t know - disagree - strongly disagree

Please specify.

6. | am satisfied with the quality of the discussions during the event. strongly agree - agree - don’t know -
disagree - strongly disagree

7. My own knowledge about the topic of global change was sufficient to participate in the discussions.
strongly agree - agree - don’t know - disagree - strongly disagree

8. In the meeting, | was able to provide my own input about the links among environmental and societal
changes. strongly agree - agree - don’t know - disagree - strongly disagree
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BECAUSE OUR AIM IS TO MAKE GOOD USE OF THE PARTICIPANTS’ EXPERIENCES AND IDEAS, WE WOULD
ASK YOU TO KINDLY PROVIDE A LIST OF SUGGESTIONS FOR OUR FUTURE EVENTS:

9. Please suggest new kinds of interactive arenas or working methods that could be applied in the Global
Change Living Lab in Finland.

10. Would you attend Future Earth Finland’s events in the future? yes - no
If you responded ‘no’, please indicate why not.

If you responded ‘yes’, please indicate what is your strongest personal reason for
participation.

INFORMATION ON THE RESPONDENT:

Gender female - male

Age <22 - 23-27 - 28-32 - 33-37 - 38-42 - 43-47 - 48-52 - 53-57 - 58-62 - 63-67 - >68
Type of institution/organisation

university - public research organisation — ministry - company - non-governmental organisation - interest
group - other

If applicable, what is your academic discipline?
How did you hear about the event?
through an email list - Facebook - Twitter - from a colleague - other

Any other comments or greetings?
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Appendix 2. Feedback on the life cycle of sustainable cities meeting,
30.9.2015, Tampere [original in Finnish; translated by PE2020]

1. How satisfied were you with the content of the event? (PLEASE SELECT ONE ALTERNATIVE)

very satisfied - satisfied - neutral - unsatisfied - very unsatisfied

2. According to you, did the event bring up any new ideas or perspectives concerning which or what kind
of joint projects would be needed in Finland related to the development of sustainable cities? yes - no

3. According to you, were all the relevant perspectives of the lifecycle of sustainable cities adequately
covered during the event? yes - no

If you responded 'no’, please indicate what perspectives you think were missing or
neglected.

4. What essentially new did the event bring up?
5. Would you attend Future Earth Finland’s events in the future? yes - no
PLEASE RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING CLAIMS:

6. The working methods were suitable for the purpose of the event. strongly agree - agree - don’t know -
disagree - strongly disagree

6a. In which ways did the working methods support the discussion? What could have been
done otherwise?

7.1 am satisfied with the quality of the discussions during the event. strongly agree - agree - don’t know -
disagree - strongly disagree

8. In the event, | was able to provide my own input about the development of sustainable cities. strongly
agree - agree - don’t know - disagree - strongly disagree

INFORMATION ON THE RESPONDENT:
Gender female - male

Type of background organisation university - company - public research organisation - ministry - non-
governmental organisation - something else, please specify

How did you hear about the event? through an email list - Facebook - Twitter - from a colleague - the
website of the City of Tampere - somewhere else, please specify

Any other comments or greetings?
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Appendix 3. Results of the first town hall meeting

The summary of the results on research priorities related to global change, ‘Key challenges in global change research — discussion summary from the Future Earth townhall
meeting on 26 May in Helsinki, Finland’, can also be found here. A summary of the second meeting in Tampere can be found here.

KEY CHALLENGES IN
GLOBAL CHANGE
RESEARCH

Discussion Summary from
the Future Earth Townhall Meeting
on 26 May in Helsinki, Finland

TOWNHALL
J

MEETING

#FEtownhall

The Future Earth Townhall meeting gathered over 60 participants to discuss global change research priorities in
Finland. The participants represented different fields of science from universities and research institutes and stake-
holders from ministries, private companies, and interest group organizations and NGOs. This document summarizes
the key points from the pre-assignment questions and from discussions during the event.

The event was supported by University of Helsinki (Department of Physics, Division of Atmospheric Sciences), Maj and Tor Nessling Foun-

dation, Council of Finnish Academies, and PEzo20 Public Engagement Innovations for Horizon 20z0.

@ FUTURE EARTH FINLAND
National Committee for Global

The event was organized by: Change Research www .futureearthfinland.fi, @FESuomi
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Key points at one glance

i Understanding the
big picture of global challenges is of utmost importance. Global environ-
mental and societal challenges are systemic and interlinked and should be
approached from an integrated perspective. Global-local dynamics are also
a key aspect since local actions have global consequences and vice versa.

. The global
change chai[enges we face are global in nature and their effects in differ-
ent parts of the world can be unpredictable. Thinking about the challenges
solely from a Finnish perspective is not fruitful in the long run. In addition
to national interests, we should embrace global responsibility: part of
Finnish research efforts should be allocated where problems are the most
pressing, often outside our own borders.

Future conditions of the Baltic Sea (e.g. storms, coastal erosion, future
ice-free Baltic Sea, phosphorus cycle) and the challenge to find economi-
cally viable solutions for its management will affect Finland in many ways.
Finland is also lagging behind in the transition towards renewable energy
sources. Finland’s target to become carbon neutral by 2050 requires sub-
stantial changes to energy policy and to production and transfer systems.
This is linked to the strong urbanization that is changing Finnish Llifestyles,
work, and mobility, and a pressing question is whether to develop the ur-
ban way of life further or take steps to keep the whole country populated.
Finally, other challenges recognized were related to the Arctic, sustainable
consumption, aging societies, and transforming the aging Finnish society
into one more sympathetic toward global immigration.

Civil soci-

ety, scientific community, governance, regional actors, private sector, and
media are among the most important ‘gatekeepers’ of global change adap-

tation/mitigation: phenomena or groups in key positions to enable or in-
hibit sustainable development in Finland. In particular, many sustainability
questions are linked to cities.

; Understanding the phenomenon of glob-
al change as a whole should always be the starting point. Although scien-
tific excellence in different fields lays the basis for interdisciplinary un-
derstanding, too deep a specialisation can lead to problems when people
from different disciplines and from different backgrounds cannot properly
communicate with each other and do not have sufficient incentives to do
50.

Research should be co-designed
with the stakeholders of scientific knowledge. Involvement of private, pub-
lic and civic sectors from all levels (local, regional and national) is crucial
in order to ensure maximum societal impact. However, scientists need
support and guidance in co-design methods from fields that already have
more experience. Moreover, effective research co-design requires more

understanding and training on participatory methods.

] ] j - Global
change research requires a new, long-term f"undmg strategy and a strong
institutional setting. We need both funding for basic research and novel
risky ideas as well as funding for strategic (government-driven) research.
National funding programs should collaborate and frame research ques-
tions and funding programs together to support international global
change research following the example of, for instance, JPls and ERA-NETs.
In Finland, the biggest research councils and private foundations should
look for opportunities to collaborate. Collaboration with business and in-
dustry is also an important way to seek for new ways of funding global
change research.

Developing a grass-root community of global change researchers and users
of research for sharing ideas, insights, and results is crucial. Joint plat-
forms for information and data sharing would be a great step forward.
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DISCUSSION SUMMARY

Future Earth's eight key challenges from the point of view of Finland.

The participants discussed key research priorities based on the eight
challenges identified in the Future Earth strategic research agenda and
emphasised the importance of understanding the big picture of global
challenges. Global environmental and societal challenges are systemic
and interlinked and, therefore, these challenges should be approached
from an integrated perspective.

Global-local dynamics form an important aspect of global change. Local
actions have global consequences and vice versa; although global coop-
eration is necessary to tackle the challenges, many if not most solutions
remain local. Also, solutions to global problems are interlinked: address-
ing problems such as the food-water-energy nexus, for example, re-
quires cooperation among different ministries and research institutes.

The global change challenges we face are global in nature and their ef-
fects in different parts of the world can be unpredictable. Consequently,
the participants emphasized that we should think long-term and keep a
broad focus when thinking about global change research. For example,
the development in Russia affects Finland in many ways. Similarly,
problems in Africa may not be relevant for Finland at the moment but
they may become so in a decade. Therefore, thinking about the chal-
lenges solely from a Finnish perspective is difficult. Instead of a national
perspective, the participants favoured a regional point of view where
the Nordic countries would form a relatively uniform unit. Many of the
issues Finland deals with are similar in other Nordic countries. Moreo-

ver, the participants pointed out that in contrast to national interests,
we should embrace global responsibility: Finnish research efforts should

be allocated where problems are the most pressing: not necessarily in
Finland.

Qut of the eight Future Earth key challenges, the following emerged as
critical from the Finnish perspective:

Challenge 3 “Safeguarding land, freshwater and marine nat-
ural assets” was considered very important. Future conditions of the
Baltic Sea (e.g. storms, coastal erosion, future ice-free Baltic Sea, phos-
phorus cycle) and the challenge to find economically viable solutions
for its management will affect Finland in many ways. Moreover, the
participants were worried about the ability of the Finnish nature -
crops, forests and wetlands, flora and fauna - to adapt to changing
weather conditions in the future.

Great importance was assigned also to challenges 1 “Delivering wa-
ter, energy, and food for all”, 2 “Decoupling carbon emis-
sions from economic growth”, and 5 “Promoting sustainable
rural futures”. Compared to Germany and the Netherlands, Finland
is lagging behind in the transition towards renewable energy sources.
Finland’s target to become carbon neutral by 2050 requires substantial
changes to energy policy and to production and transfer systems. We
need more transparent energy policy, a decrease in energy consumption
and a faster transition from fossils/nuclear to renewables. In terms of
renewables, Finland is currently investing heavily on forest economy.
The “all-for-forest-based-bicenergy” strategy may lead to overspecial-
ized sustainability and that other sources of renewable energy should
be considered as well.
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Finland, like many other countries, is undergoing strong urbanization. A
pressing question is whether to develop the urban way of life further or
take steps to keep the whole country populated. Urbanization poses par-
ticular challenges. Many sustainability decisions (such as housing, mo-
bility, eating) are linked to cities. Questions of health and well-being are
crucial in cities, and developing lively and attractive cities that would
curb social segregation is important. However, alongside sustainable ur-
banization we should endorse regional equality against emptying rural
areas. Rural areas are important sources of natural resources and other
ecosystem services such as food. As a matter of fact, food production
may even become easier in Finland in the future with climate change.
The participants pointed out that although sustainable global trade and
production needs to be planned and developed, there are still reasons to
maintain domestic agriculture and food production.

Other challenges recognized were related to sustainable consumption,
aging societies, and transforming the aging Finnish society into one
more sympathetic toward global immigration. Extremely fast warming
of the arctic areas and the related moving of flora and fauna towards
higher latitudes and the influx of harmful alien species form also an
important challenge for Finland.

The most important “gatekeepers” of sustainable
development in Finland

The participants discussed the most important ‘gatekeepers’ of global
change adaptation/mitigation: phenomena or groups in key positions to
enable or inhibit sustainable development in Finland. The following
groups and categories were identified:

CIVIL SOCIETY. NGOs and citizens can make a change by engaging in
public discussion. In this respect, MEDIA is also an important gatekeeper
since politicians react to what it highlights. In addition, citizens are
powerful agents as consumers. Therefore, tackling questions of global
change requires changing citizens’ prevalent attitudes and lifestyles.
NGOs as well as the EDUCATION SYSTEM (schools, higher education)
have a crucial role in raising awareness of sustainable living.

SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY. Scientists, intellectuals, and inventors with
their communities such as research institutes and research councils
have an important role in providing scientific findings and in communi-
cating them to society and decision-makers. However, researchers are
often very cautious in their arguments and recommendations: they em-
phasise uncertainties whereas policy-makers often demand clear, one-
dimensional policy solutions quickly. This makes the dialogue difficult.
Nevertheless, researchers should be encouraged to communicate openly
especially about potential risks in a certain policy area. Another chal-
lenge identified was a certain partiality of research funding: too much
funding is directed to already familiar topics and well-known research-
ers. The scientific community should be more innovative, inclusive and
multidisciplinary to better respond to the challenges.

GOVERNANCE. Politicians, high-level civil servants and policy-makers

(especially the Ministries for Employment and Economy and of Agricul-
ture) are powerful gatekeepers. Civil servants are in an important in-
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termediary position because they often have to interpret scientific re-
sults to decision-makers.

REGIONAL ACTORS. City councils and planners, residents, and regional
Centres for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment
(ELY centres) have an important role. Local perspectives are crucial:
small communities contribute to global change and are affected by it.
Small communities are also more agile to adapt to change. In fact, staff
in municipalities can be more knowledgeable on sustainable develop-
ment than state-level decision makers, and residents can be more eager
to change their habits because they want to care for the future commu-
nity.

PRIVATE SECTOR: Global industry and companies (forest sector, chemi-
cal and food industry, the cleantech cluster, building, real estate and
energy production companies), interest groups (especially farmers),
think tanks were also recognized as gatekeepers. Some of the partici-
pants anticipated problems when collaborating with industry. For ex-
ample, some companies may prefer to secure data and to focus on
short-term economic benefits. In contrast, some participants pointed out
that the biggest companies can act as forerunners and small companies
will follow them. In particular, their role in the reduction of CO. emis-
sions is effective. In this respect, a key question is how to take advantage
and use ‘big money’ that is available from environmentally active com-
panies that are currently investing in ‘risk fields’.

More generally, the participants discussed the key challenges in moving
towards evidence-based decision-making and sustainable economic de-
velopment. The democratic system was seen problematic because of its
heterogeneous and often very short time frames. The business sector
has its focus on annual quarters, the political sector focuses on the 4-
year terms between elections and so on. What should be the time scale
of decision-making on global change and who has the overall responsi-

bility for it? How could we create and enforce this kind of responsibil-
ity?

The participants emphasized that both the public sector and companies
are in a situation where values challenge knowledge as basis for deci-
sion-making. Decision-making in the public sector is hectic and a large
amount of research results may be confusing. Companies, too, need sci-
entific knowledge to support their business.
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Global change research: characteristics and sup-
port mechanisms from the Finnish perspective

The participants discussed what kind of global change research Finland
needs and what structures and funding strategies could best support it.
The participants supported the two underlying principles in the Future
Earth research approach: interdisciplinary research and collaboration
with various stakeholders in society. They emphasized that solutions-
oriented global change research requires an integrated approach: col-
laboration among natural and social sciences, humanities and engineer-
ing, and continuous and active interaction with the surrounding society.
In order to achieve this new type of transdisciplinary research culture,
we need new ways of designing, conducting, and funding research.

The participants emphasised the importance of studying and under-
standing the phenomenon of global change as a whole: global challenges
are interlinked and “everything affects everything else”. Consequently,
the question is how to achieve understanding on the various linkages
and how to manage the complexity they form.

Global change research clearly requires strong collaboration between
natural and social sciences to reveal the connections between the dif-
ferent challenges. Humanities and engineering sciences are important as
well. Global change research, however, is not well distinguished from
other fields of science, such as futures studies, environmental sciences,
climate sciences, and sociology. The participants pondered whether
global change research is already mature enough to be its own field of
science and what would be the right balance between different sciences,
particularly between natural and social sciences. Global change research
should focus also on socio-cultural and techno-economic factors in ad-
dition to natural ones.

One major limitation in performing global change research is the cur-
rent tendency to acquire profound expertise in a particular field of sci-

ence which often leads to a lack of an interdisciplinary perspective. Alt-
hough scientific excellence in different fields lays the basis for interdis-
ciplinary understanding, too deep a specialisation can lead to problems
when people from different disciplines and from different backgrounds
cannot properly communicate with each other and do not have suffi-
cient incentives to do so. One way to enhance collaboration and shift
towards true transdisciplinarity is through education. Adding transdis-
ciplinary elements to bachelor and master training could help. In addi-
tion, doctoral students and early career researchers were recognized as
groups that could comparatively easily adopt more transdisciplinary
thinking.

Interdisciplinarity can also go too far: looking at too much complexity
may take us too far away from practice. Therefore, in addition to under-
standing the challenges, efforts should be made to provide actual solu-
tions to global problems. The participants suggested that a sufficient
part of global change research should be directed to transition studies.
Anocther key aspect was that research should be co-designed with the
stakeholders of scientific knowledge. Involvement of private, public and
civic sectors from all levels (local, regional and national) is crucial in
order to ensure maximum societal impact. For example, engineers must
speak with building companies and scientists must get to the field and
communicate with decision-makers and civil servants. Although co-
design has been practiced for decades in certain fields of science, it is
relatively new to natural scientists. Therefore, scientists need support
and guidance in co-design from fields that already have more experi-
ence. Moreover, effective research co-design requires more understand-
ing and training on participatory methods.

In order to support more efficient dissemination of scientific infor-
mation and evidence-based decision-making, scientists should get en-
couragement and training in lobbying and in other modes of societal
interaction. The participants recommended that scientific panels such as
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the national climate panel, the national panel for sustainable develop-
ment, and Future Earth national committees should be used as resource
in science-policy interface.

Funding was identified as a crucial question on the way to transdiscipli-
nary global change research. Global change research was considered
more expensive than traditional research as it requires a transdiscipli-
nary approach and diverse expertise. Global change research requires a
new, long-term funding strategy and a strong institutional setting. In
contrast, climate change research has managed to establish itself as a
strong discipline with several funding structures, and participants sug-
gested that global change research needs similar powerful structures.

Currently, a large part of the funding is national. The problem is how to
fund international global change research when the majority of availa-
ble funding is national? The participants suggested that national funding
programs should collaborate and frame research questions and funding
programs together to support international global change research fol-
lowing the example of, for instance, |Pls and ERA-NETs. On the one
hand, coordinating the existing funding mechanisms more efficiently is
important; on the other hand, establishing new joint programs is also
necessary. In Finland, the biggest research councils and private founda-
tions such the Academy of Finland, TEKES, the Strategic Research Coun-
cil and Maj and Tor Nessling Foundation could look for opportunities to
collaborate. On the EU and global level, EU, OECD, World Bank etc.
should join their forces in the spirit of Joint Programming Initiatives.
Collaboration with business and industry was also considered an im-
portant way to seek for new ways of funding global change research.

The participants discussed the importance of finding the right balance
between basic and strategic research funding in Finland, Europe, and
internationally. We need both funding for basic research and novel
risky ideas as well as funding for strategic (government-driven) re-
search.

In Finland, two new funding mechanisms for strategic research were
launched in 2014 (short-term funding under the Prime Minister’s office
and longer six-year funding under the Strategic Research Council to
solve urgent and wicked problems affecting Finland). These new fund-
ing instruments were seen as good and beneficial as long as this money
is not taken too heavily away from basic research. One participant was
bewildered by the need to have more research to support decision-
making, since the public research organisations should already have this
role in Finland. Some participants pointed out that also ministries
should have more money to fund ‘real research’ (instead of funding on-
ly policy reports, etc.).

Finland has high-level expertise on the issues related global change, but
research groups are small and scattered. Another problem is that scien-
tists lack platforms for meeting and discussing their research with
stakeholders. The participants supported an idea of a community for
global change researchers and users of research where they could share
ideas, insights, and results and support each other. In addition, joint
platforms such as archives or databases for information sharing would
be useful.
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