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Crowdsourcing is a mechanism 
for knowledge search, with an 
open call online for the crowd 
to perform a task. 
The locus of power is within 
the crowdsourcer. 

Vs. commons-based peer production  
(Benkler, 2002)



The Finnish Experiment: 
Crowdsourced off-road 

traffic law
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• Protect nature from the harm caused by off-road traffic 
• Ensure safety in off-road traffic

Off-Road Traffic Act  
December, 22, 1995



In press



Crowdsourced  
law-making



Submit a your idea about how 
to improve off-road traffic law, 
or a problem in the law 

Categories: 
• Safety 
• Protecting the nature 
• Age limits for driving 
• etc.



Ideas



Limited Liability Housing Company Law 
=  

Condominium Association Law

2.8 million 
people



Palo Alto, California: 
Crowdsourced urban planning strategy
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Crowdsourcing
Policy-drafting 

Crowdsourcing 
Policy-drafting 

Process stages

Analysis 
Synthesis

Analysis 
Synthesis

Publishing



Typical law-making process

Civil Servants 
(Government)

Interest 
groups

Expert 
committee

Parliament

Research for the bill 
Drafting the bill 

Decision-making 
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Research for the bill 
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Crowdsourced law-making



Civil Servants 
(Cabinet, Ministry)

Interest 
groups

Expert 
committee

Parliament

Research for the bill 
Drafting the bill 

Decision-making 

Crowd
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What crowdsourcing is not?

It’s not a decision-making tool for direct democracy

It’s not a public opinion poll  
- no preference aggregation



Participatory budgeting = Direct democracy

https://voxpopuli.stanford.edu/



Value in crowdsourced 
policymaking

I Democratic value  
II  Epistemic value 
III Economic value



I Democratic value

I Transparency 
II  Accountability 
III Deliberation 
IV Empowerment



Horizontal transparency

Vertical 
transparency

Aitamurto, Landemore & Galli, 2016. Unmasking the Crowd: Participants’ Motivation Factors, Expectations, and 
Profile in a Crowdsourced Law Reform. Information, Communication & Society

Government

Crowd

I+II Transparency & Accountability



III Deliberation

• Peer-learning 
• Quality of deliberation:  

Meets partially the threshold 
set by deliberative 
democrats  
(Aitamurto and Saldivar, 2017, CHI ’17) 
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“This is actually the first time in my lifetime when  
I feel that I’m really participating in making democracy 
and influencing decision-making in this society.  
It feels much more real than just voting for some person.” 

—> the feeling of empowerment 

IV Citizen empowerment



Jaska
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 “The only way to make a difference from out here in 
the country is really online. All other activity means 
you have to drive around in your car all evening, to get 
somewhere. It's.. pretty impossible.” 

—> Access to policymaking 
—> Physically and mentally closer to policy-making



II Epistemic value

• Knowledge production and sharing 
• Experience-based knowledge: Situated knowledge 
• Expertise-based knowledge



Search in crowd’s knowledge 
neighborhoods



AccuracySpeed

Knowledge 
landscape

Focal agent = 
Policymaker

Local for C

Local for D but 
distant for A, B, C
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Text

Collective intelligence:  
“All of us are smarter than any one of us” 

Levy,  Engelbart, Landemore



Large crowdDiversity

Virtues of collective intelligence

Policy-making



III Economic value

• Accessing citizens’ needs in fast and efficient manner

—> Harnessing crowd capital (Prpic & Shukla, 2013) 
• More efficient service delivery 
• Stronger commitment to decisions



InnoCentive: Crowdsourced innovations



Challenges

• Analysis & synthesis 
• Quality & quantity of participation 
• Design & innovation management challenges



Piles of unstructured data
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Civic data overload
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Bottleneck in participatory channel

Citizens’ 
input

Policy

Lack of analysis and synthesis methods 
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Unmasking the crowd:  
Who and why?



Jaska
Role of 

participation in his life? 

Policy



Participant profile: Demographics

Age distribution varies: even 
seniors participate

Mostly educated men (60–80%)



Participant profile: Civic activity

Mixed bag: 
Usual suspects 
and unusual 
ones
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Extrinsic Intrinsic

Motivation factors in crowdsourced policymaking

Improving the law 
Solving issues in housing companies 
Discussing with others 
Learning  

Epistemic and interactive factors

Sociotropic reasons  
Altruism 



Saturation point, motives weaken 
First Stage Second Stage
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Reality strikes! 
Diversity, complexity 



Learning is the strongest factor

Design processes and technologies supporting learning: 
• Peer learning 
• Expert learning 
• Materials 
• Long-term knowledge commons



www.thefinnishexperiment.com

http://thefinnishexperiment.com/
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Crowdsourcing in policy cycle


