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Abstract 
Aim of the study is to shed light to our understanding of human behaviour and information 

processing of human mind by focusing on the roles of nudges and noise in the first trial of a co-

creative wellbeing development project. Scope of the study is limited to the first trial, and 

outcomes of the first trial will be building blocks for the second co-creative trial. Co-creative 

modus operandi is based on empowerment of participants according to possibility-driven 

design concept, which enables the participants to use their own skills and competences as well 

as innovative thinking, which in turn can make them thrive. 

The study is part of a project named Value-based Service Models to Promote Young People's 

Wellbeing, a.k.a. ARPA, which provides a context and a framework to the study. ARPA project 

aims to co-create an easily accessible mobile solution and a supporting service model together 

with its’ target groups, 15-18 years old persons and their parents. There are several co-

creation phases in ARPA project, and the mobile solution and service model will be developed 

based on the feedback and lessons learned of the trial rounds of the project.  

This is a multi-method qualitative study with an inductive approach. The main data collection 

method is a semi-structured interviewing, and the data are analysed by a thematic content 

analyses method. Several nudges as well as ambivalent and failed nudges are recognised in the 

first trial. Identification of noise is fuzzier due to co-creative nature of the trial, which does not 

include a clearly defined target setting. 

The first trial can be seen as a success because of the recognised, ambivalent, and failed 

nudges, which act as valuable building blocks for the second trial. Well-perceived nudges can 

be used in the second trial in a similar way as in the first trial. The ambivalent and failed 

nudges as well as potential sources of noise can be modified or avoided in the second trial. In 

addition, accessing digital channels used in the second trial should be made less troublesome 

for the trial participants, and the information they seek should be intuitive and visual.  
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 Introduction 

Mainly due to Covid-19 pandemic, young people’s wellbeing is currently deteriorating, and 

many activities have been started to improve the situation (e.g., United Nations Children’s 

Fund, 2021; Barbieri et al., 2022; Finnish institute for health and welfare, 2022). The on-going 

war in Ukraine and the potential threat from Russia have increased seriousness of the situation 

in Finland although scientific research has not been published about it yet.  

This study focuses on human behaviour and information processing of human mind by 

focusing on the roles of nudges and noise in the first trial of a co-creative wellbeing project 

named Value-based Service Models to Promote Young People's Wellbeing, a.k.a. ARPA. It 

follows up the first trial of ARPA project, and reviews how nudges and noise are perceived by 

individuals who participate in the trial. ARPA aims to co-create an anticipatory mobile 

application and service model to support young people’s wellbeing, and outcomes of the first 

trial will act as building blocks for the second trial period. Co-creative working methods are 

included in a concept of possibility-driven design (PDD). PDD refers to a way of working, which 

makes participants of the project flourish and thrive by providing them possibilities to use their 

own knowledge, skills, and innovative thinking in the co-creation of the deliverables – the 

mobile application and the service model - of ARPA project (Tamminen, 2016).  

PDD displays the research philosophy of the study. It stems from positive design, which is 

based on human practice and needs and focuses on positive aspects of an artefact creation 

(Desmet and Hassenzahl, 2012). PDD suits well for ARPA since it promotes subjective well-

being by proving long-term positive effect on individuals’ lives through their flourishment 

(Desmet and Pohlmeyer, 2013, Jimenez et al., 2014; Tamminen, 2016). 

Primary target groups of the project are 15 – 18 years old persons and their parents living in 

two municipalities, Hämeenlinna and Janakkala, of the Tavastia Proper region in the Southern 

Finland. Secondary target groups are healthcare professionals working in public healthcare 

organisations of Hämeenlinna and Janakkala, and local NGOs providing mental healthcare 

services to the young. In addition, two private companies participate in the development of a 

mobile application and service model by offer their data gathering services and healthcare 

expertise to the project. Company A specialized in quantitative data brings about own subject 

matter expertise related to wellbeing data gathered with help of smart devices. Company B 

specialized in qualitative data brings about own subject matter expertise related to data 

gathered with help of subjective wellbeing questions.  
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Goal of the study is to shed light to the decision-making and behaviour of the target groups 

through lenses of nudges and noise. Co-creation process of the project pursues possibility-

driven way of working, which refers to provision of possibilities to thrive for the people who 

co-create artefacts and solutions on voluntary bases using own creativity and innovative 

thinking (Tamminen, 2016). Seizing a possibility to thrive based on own skills and interests in 

turn makes them flourish and feel good about themselves (ibid.). Furthermore, project 

participants are co-creating the service for themselves based on their own needs, which 

consequently creates sustainable, long-lasting services and solutions (ibid.). 

1.1 Aims and Objectives of the Study 
The aim of the study is to widen understanding of the human behaviour by investigating roles 

and effects of nudges and noise during the first trial of the wellbeing development project 

ARPA. In addition, findings of the study will be used to develop a digital solution, i.e., a mobile 

application and action models that support use of the application for the second trial of ARPA. 

Understanding of the roles of both nudges and noise is essential since the deliverables of the 

project, mobile application, and the service model, are useless if nobody uses the application 

due to poor user experience and irrelevant content. There seems to be scarce research on 

success stories of real-world nudges in authentic environment where the nudges are part of 

people’s everyday life (Kosters, 2015; Harford, 2022). Noise, a flaw in human judgement, has 

been studied among professionals and organisations, but there seems to be scarce research on 

it in everyday life of the young.    

1.1.1 Research Questions 

There are three research questions in the study. The questions focus on theoretical 

frameworks of nudge theory and noise in a human behaviour and human mind. The questions 

view nudges and noise from an individual perspective although co-creation activities take 

place in authentic circumstances where factors and influences of the environment cannot be 

controlled. 

1. What is the role of nudges in the first trial of a co-creative wellbeing development 

project? 

2. What is the role of noise in the first trial of a co-creative wellbeing development 

project? 

3. How to co-create a digital solution that enables nudges and minimizes noise to 

improve wellbeing? 
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The structure of the study comprises the following chapters. The first chapter offers an 

introduction of the context of the study, and presents its’ aims, objectives, and research 

questions. The second chapter provides a theoretical background of the studied phenomenon: 

role of nudges and noise in the first trial of a co-creative wellbeing development project. The 

third chapter describes the research setting followed by research methodology in the fourth 

chapter. Analysis on the data, results and findings are presented in the sixth chapter continued 

with discussion of the results in the seventh chapter. The last chapter offers conclusions of the 

study. After the list of references, there are three appendices: questions of the semi-

structured interviews, categories emerged from the interview data and ethics proforma of the 

ARPA project, which the study is part of.    
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 Literature review 

This section presents scientific research related to the nudge theory, the concept of noise and 

the roles of nudges and noise in decision-making.  

2.1 The Nudge Theory 
The concept of nudging and the nudge theory were brought up to discussions of academia, 

societal policy makers and public widely in the first decade of the 21st century due to a 

bestseller book “Nudge” by Thaler and Sunstein (2008). The theory originates from 

behavioural economics and a dual process theory of Tversky and Kahneman (1972, 1981), 

which states that the way decisions are framed or availability of information at hand influence 

the outcome or probability of made decisions (Hummel, 2019). Nudges can be seen as actions 

that steer people’s behaviour, but also allow people to go their own way (Thaler & Sunstein 

2008; Forberger et al., 2022). Researchers’ arguments stem from the known fact of bounded 

rationality that individuals’ behaviour cannot be predicted by economic theory, but nudging 

can be a way to shape individuals’ behaviour (Simon, 1945; Kosters & Van der Heijden, 2015). 

This study defines a nudge in a following way:  

A nudge is any aspect of the choice architecture that alters people’s behaviour in 
a predictable way without forbidding any options or significantly changing their 
economic incentives (Thaler and Sunstein, 2021: 8). 

A nudge cannot impose significant material incentives, or disincentives and it must preserve 

freedom of choice (Sustein, 2015). The application of behavioural insights can be seen as a 

choice architecture, which helps individuals to improve their decisions about health, wealth, 

and happiness, for example placing the fruit at eye level in a grocery store (Thaler and Sunstein 

2021; Kosters & Van der Heijden, 2015). Goal of the choice architecture is to help people make 

better decisions based on their own judgment (Thaler, 2018). Thaler and Sunstein (2021) point 

out the importance of accountability and transparency; interventions need to be justified 

publicly by those who apply nudging.  

There are both physical and digital nudges. Digital nudging guides people’s behaviour with 

user-interface design elements in digital choice environments (Weinmann et al., 2016). 

Hummel and Maedche (2019) define digital nudging in more detail by stating that a reminder 

email is not perceived as a digital nudge, but digital nudges are a sub-dimension in digital 

settings. According to the quantitative review of Hummel and Maedche (2019) containing 100 

research papers, the effect sizes of nudges in digital setting are similar to the effect sizes of 

physical nudges in conventional settings. 
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Nudges used for less benevolent purposes are called sludges (Thaler, 2018). A sludge contains 

excessive or unjustified frictions, such as dreary or duplicative paperwork, that make it difficult 

for people to get what they want (Thaler, 2018; Sunstein, 2019). For example, a complex and 

bureaucratic claiming procedure for a rebate and an investment in a deal that is too good to be 

true are sludges. However, nudges are imperfect, and imperfections can reveal deeper flaws in 

the nudge theory (Frischmann, 2022).   

2.1.1 Ethical Aspects 

There is a risk that some nudges can be seen as manipulation. Emerging ethical issues can 

denote whether nudges promote or demote autonomy, welfare, and dignity (Sunstein, 2015).  

Three distinctions are made to evaluate the ethical questions (ibid.):  

1) Paternalistic nudges are designed to protect people from their own mistakes, for 

example in favour of green energy as a default setting.  

2) Educative nudges inform people of available choice by increasing their knowledge or 

understanding so that they can make better choices, for example information about 

calories next to a dish in a menu (Dallas et al., 2019) 

3) Nudges can enlist or exploit people’s behavioural biases and that way be inclined to 

use manipulative means, which in turn raise up ethics. 

To overcome poor choice architecture, Sunstein (2013) presents active choosing, which 

requires people to make decisions on their own. However, if active choosing is required in all 

contexts, people become quickly overwhelmed, and therefore default rules can save time and 

energy by making it possible to provide some default choices and make other choices possible 

and that way promote autonomy. Impersonal default choices are useful in complex and 

unfamiliar situations, but active choosing is beneficial if people’s situations are relevantly 

dissimilar and therefore learning is feasible and important (Sunstein, 2013). Choice architects 

have an important role when designing nudges; they can look out for the interests of the 

people by designing solutions that make it easier for the people to satisfy their preferences or 

the choice architects can satisfy their own preferences based on what they perceive as 

important or profitable (Frischmann, 2022). Transparency and public scrutiny can reduce the 

likelihood of ethically controversial choice architecture (Sunstein, 2015).   

2.1.2 Application of the Nudge Theory  

Applying of nudges is controversial and disputed; they seem to lack sufficient evidence of 

direct benefits of nudging. The nudge theory can be useful in governmental interventions, but 

a solid evaluative framework base does not exist (Kosters & Van der Heijden, 2015, 277). 

Criticism by for example Hausman and Welch (2010) and Selinger and Whyte (2011) focus on 
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fuzziness of the nudge concept since it can have two significantly different goals (Kosters & 

Van der Heijden, 2015). Application of type-1 nudge aims to assist individuals to make choices 

that are in their own best interest whereas type-2 nudges are applied when individuals’ 

behaviour is steered to achieve a collective goal (ibid.). The distinction between type 1 and 

type 2 is blurry, and therefore it is not clear for policymakers and academics in which 

circumstances or settings, when and why nudging may work as planned (ibid.). Furthermore, 

researchers claim that the nudge theory violates the principles of individual freedom especially 

in governmental interventions (Van der Heijden & Ten Heuvenhof, 2012; Kosters & Van der 

Heijden, 2015). Bradbury et al. (2013) agree with the critic based on their findings that socio-

economic background impacts choices the individuals make; affluent actors make poorer 

choices than penniless ones. Richer et al. (2018) claim that when nudges are perceived as 

descriptive norm messages, they can cause boomerang effects.  

There are examples of successful use of nudging; for example, personalized information and 

explicit messages improve likelihood of the desired outcome more than a standard message 

(Gallagher, 2012). In a similar vein, people are less likely to litter and steal in an environment 

free of graffiti, and people are more likely to help a passer-by if they can see someone 

sweeping a street nearby (Keiser, 2012). However, several studies (e.g., Hausman and Welch, 

2010; Michie and West, 2013; Willis, 2013; Kosters & Van der Heijden, 2015) show that the 

effectiveness of nudging is highly context dependent, and more research should be conducted 

in trials of type-2 nudging.  

Set-backs of nudging are found when individuals’ behaviour related to trade-offs between self-

serving and other factors regarding goals are included in the studies. For example, observation 

combined with social and monetary incentives can impact pro-social behaviour negatively 

(Bolton et al., 2018), selection of unsustainable food (Richter et al., 2018) and increase in 

energy consumption (Ayres et al., 2013). Furthermore, Bolton et al. (2018) found in their 

experiments that observation can produce more extreme behaviour both on the pro-social and 

on the anti-social sides when an uninvolved third party observes interventions without an 

ability to enforce individuals’ behaviour and monetary consequences are absent. To improve 

positive effects of observability nudging in potential backfire situations, Bolton et al. (2018) 

suggest that an increase of salience of norms can prevent detrimental impacts of the pure 

observability nudge.  

Sunstein (2016) present seven reasons why nudges are inefficient or do not work as expected:  

1. People can have strong antecedent preferences which overrule a default 

setting; for example, in the Western cultures majority of women change their 
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last names to be the same as their husbands although the default rule is that 

both men and women retain their pre-marriage last names. 

2. People can choose to differ from the default way of action choice architects 

have designed by opting out the most evident choice.  

3. People can be too confused of the presented information or complexity of the 

process which make nudging poor. 

4. Nudges can only have a short-term effect due to their background noise type 

of nature which means that the nudges work only once. 

5. Nudges can produce reactance and people reject an official steering effort due 

to its’ official nature. 

6. Choice architects can design nudges based on inaccurate understanding of the 

preferred ways people want to act upon. 

7. Nudges can produce compensating behaviour which nullifies the overall effect 

and results in non-effective nudging. 

Behaviour change wheel (BCW) is a framework to characterise and design behaviour change 

interventions (Michie et al., 2011). The wheel presents key driving factors of behaviour 

change: capability, opportunity, and motivation (Figure 1). Capability refers to a person’s 

knowledge and skills as well as psychological and physical capacity to engage in an activity 

(ibid.). Opportunity refers to a factor that lies outside of a person and makes behaviour change 

possible or prompt it (ibid.). Both factors can influence motivation, which refers to brain 

processes that energise and direct behaviour (ibid.). Double-headed arrows in Figure 1 

illustrate interactions between the factors; capability, opportunity and motivation influence 

behaviour and behaviour influence these three factors. 
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Figure 1. Interactive factors in the behaviour change wheel (modified from the model of Michie et al., 
2011). 

Figure 2 illustrates three barriers that prevent or slow down behavioural change (Harvey, 

2022). The first barrier is named attitudes and feelings. It comes from behavioural economics 

and relates to confirmation bias (ibid.). Confirmation bias refers to doing only activities and 

maintaining thoughts that confirm pre-existing attitudes and beliefs, for example reading only 

the news that fit own political and social leaning (Ling, 2020). Harvey (2020) suggests that 

positive feelings can support, and negative feelings hinder changes in a person’s attitude. The 

second barrier is named capability and self-efficacy. Capability relates to knowledge and skills, 

but an appropriate level of self-efficacy is also needed of a person whose behaviour needs to 

change (Harvey, 2020). The person’s self-efficacy, her belief in own capacity to act in order to 

reach specific goals, stems from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). Self-efficacy is a 

strong predictor of motivation to change (ibid.) The third barrier is named environment and 

cognition. Environment can be seen as a physical environment constraint such as time, 

resources, or affordances (Harvey, 2020). Affordances are defined as a person’s perceived 

opportunities for action in a certain environment (Tamminen, 2016). Cognition refers to 

processes of knowing and mental activities involved in acquiring and processing information 

(Colman, 2006; Levine et al. 2017). 

Behaviour

Capability

Motivation

Opportunity
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Figure 2. Three barriers that prevent or slow down change in behaviour (Harvey, 2022). 

2.2 The Concept of Noise 
Consistency in decisions is an unrealistic expectation due to unreliability of human beings. 

Noise is distortion and mixing, which is generated when humans systematically deviate from 

what is expected from their decisions (Hilbert, 2012). Variations in judgement are normal even 

when people in the same role are supposed to follow the same guidelines (Kahneman et al., 

2016).  

The world is a messy place, where minor events can have large consequences 
(Kahneman, 2021: 141). 

Change variability of decisions can be a costly notion to organisations because consistency in 

decision-making is expected but organisations are not necessarily even aware of a concept of 

noise or its’ existence (ibid.). In the study, noise refers to change variability and random scatter 

in decision-making (Kahneman et al., 2016; Wolpert, 2021).  

Kahneman (2021) separates noise that causes variation in individual thinking from the 

variation in organisations. Noise in organisations is system noise, which refers to unwanted 

variability in judgement that can create uncontrolled injustice, high economic costs, and 

variety of errors for example in personnel selection or election forecasting (ibid.: 21). There are 

two components in system noise: level noise and pattern noise (Kahneman, 2021). Level noise 

refers to variability in the average level of responses in a group and pattern noise refers to 

variability in responses to a particular question (ibid.).  

2. 
Capability 
and self-
efficacy

3. 
Environment 
and cognition  

1. 
Attitudes 

and 
feelings
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The concept of error in judgement or decision-making contains two components: bias and 

noise and is dependent on a true value (Figure 3, ibid.). Size of bias and noise in an error can 

vary, and the components are independent of each other. True value can be achieved with 

accuracy and precision, which refers to minimum amount of bias and minimum amount of 

noise respectively (ibid). 

 

Figure 3. An overall error consists of bias and noise (Kahneman, 2021). 

2.2.1 Noise in Everyday Life 

Recognition of noise can be challenging, and it can be even more challenging to measure it.  

One reason the problem of noise is invisible is that people do not go through life 
imagining plausible alternatives to every judgment they make (Kahneman et al., 
2016: 9). 

Visual illustration of the differences between bias and noise is presented in Figure 4 

(Kahneman et al., 2016; Kahneman, 2021). There are four four-person teams which aim at the 

bull’s-eye in the illustration. Team A is accurate but the accuracy of the other three teams 

varies. Team B is noisy because the shots are widely scattered around the bull’s-eye. Team C is 

biased because all the shots missed the bull’s-eye together. Team D is both noisy and biased 

because majority of the shots missed the bull’s-eye, and the shots are scattered.  

Error

Bias (accuracy) Noise (precision) 



 

11 

 

Figure 4. Targets illustrate how noise and bias affect accuracy of a true value (Kahneman et al., 2016). 

Research shows that in fact-based decision-making where a certain input should always return 

the same output, algorithms are often more accurate than experts even though the experts 

have access to more information than the algorithms (Kahneman et al., 2016). However, for 

example replacing existing employees with software is not an easy or painless process unless 

the employees can do more interesting work instead (ibid.). Situations can be improved 

without a radical change by adopting procedures that promote consistency; for example, all 

employees in the same role seek information with similar methods and use it in similar ways in 

decision-making. In addition, roundtable discussions and check lists can ensure more 

consistent decision-making (ibid.). 

Kahneman et al. (2016) make a distinction of various types of errors. There are different 

variants of errors in bias and noise, and therefore the errors need different corrective actions 

(Table 1). 

Table 1. Variants of bias and noise in an error (modified from Kahneman et al., 2016). 

Error Type Variant Description Corrective Action 
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Bias General The average 

judgement is wrong 

 Monitoring 

 Use of guidelines 

and targets  

 Elimination of 

incentives that 

favour biases 

Social Discrimination takes 

place in certain case 

categories 

 Monitoring of 

statistics of 

different groups 

 Setting up 

objective and 

quantifiable 

metrics 

 Provision of 

complaint 

channels 

 Use of guidelines 

 Training 

Cognitive Decisions are 

influenced by 

irrelevant factors, or 

they are insensitive 

to relevant factors 

 Training to 

recognise 

situations where 

biases can occur 

 Critical yet 

constructive 

review of 

important 

decisions 

Noise Variability across 

occasions 

Decisions vary when 

the same case is 

presented to the 

same individual 

more than once 

 Use of algorithms  

 Use of checklists 

to support 

consistent 

decision-making 
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Variability across 

individuals 

Professionals in the 

same role make 

different decisions 

related to the same 

case. 

 Use of algorithms 

 Monitoring  

 Roundtable 

discussions 

 Use of checklists 

Values and facts are not included in individuals’ good decision-making because decisions 

should be made objectively and accurately without an interference of hopes, fears, 

preferences, or values (Kahneman, 2021). However, random factors, such as mood or the 

weather, can cause variation (Forgas, 2002). Mood influences on what and how individuals 

think (Frankfurt, 2005; Kahneman, 2021). Occasion noise, which can be treated as random 

error, is the variability among unseen possibilities of random factors (Kahneman, 2021).  

2.3 Nudges and Noise in Decision-making 
Nudges and decision-making are linked through heuristics and cognitive biases which are 

exploited when nudges aim to alter human behaviour (Thaler and Sunstein, 2021). In addition, 

noisy information processing can lead to bias in our decision-making (Hilbert, 2012). Failed 

nudging and noise in an individual decision-making is not good but their effects in a group 

decision-making can be worse. 

Nudges are linked with Kahneman’s (2011) theory of thinking in fast and slow ways. According 

to Kahneman, System 1 operates fast and automatically, and System 2 allocates attention to 

effortful mental activities. System 1 nudges exploit unconscious decision-making and target 

automatic processing, such as graphical warnings and standard rules (Forberger et al., 2022). 

System 2 nudges include conscious decision-making and target deliberative processing, such as 

statistical information and factual reports (Sunstein, 2016). Therefore, behavioural change can 

be triggered by addressing System 1 processes (Marteau et al., 2012; Marchiori et al., 2017).  

There are three psychological biases which can produce noise in individual decision-making 

(Kahneman, 2021; Ariely et al., 2003; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001; Asch, 1946): 

1. Substitution bias leads to a misinterpretation of evidence 

2. Conclusion bias leads individual to prejudge evidence and regard it in an altered way 

3. Excessive coherence enlarges an influence of initial impressions and reduces an impact 

of conflicting information 

Wisdom-of-crowds effect can improve accuracy of decision-making when independent 

decisions of different people are averaged (Vul & Pashler, 2008). On the other hand, there are 



 

14 

crowds that follow dictators, believe in magic and conspiracy theories. Popularity and social 

influences can create noise across groups (Kahneman, 2021). Furthermore, similar groups can 

make different decisions depending on who speaks first and anchors group members’ way of 

thinking (Hilbert, 2012; Kahneman, 2021). Group polarization takes place when group 

members speak with one another and end up together at a more extreme opinion than 

individuals before discussions (Sunstein, 1999). 

There are many theories related to information processing systems. Nudging can be seen as 

data-driven social engineering in human-computer interface (Frischmann, 2022). Development 

of choice architecture is unavoidable especially in human-computer interactions where scale, 

scope and influence of digital interfaces are constantly evolving. The trial round presented in 

this study aims to enhance understanding of our most important information processing 

system namely the human mind. Shedding light to concepts such as nudge and noise, can 

enhance the overall predictability of decision-making and judgement. 
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 The Research Setting  

The main goal of the co-creative wellbeing development project ARPA is to create a mobile 

application and a service model to support wellbeing of the young in Tavastia Proper region, 

especially in municipalities of Hämeenlinna and Janakkala. The project is funded by a recovery 

plan named REACT-EU of the European Commission after the Covid-19 pandemic (European 

Commission, n.d.). Guidelines set by the European Commission need to be followed 

throughout the development project. Local Centre for Economic Development, Transport and 

the Environment has the responsibility to oversee that the guidelines are followed, and this 

study needs to apply the same rules and guidelines as ARPA project. The project started in 

October 2021, and it will last until August 2023.  

The study is conducted in Häme University of Applied Sciences, and all research included in 

ARPA project need to follow the guidelines of the Human Sciences Ethics Committee of the 

Helsinki Region Universities of Applied Sciences. Therefore, research methods and data 

gathered in the study need to be handled according to the guidelines and ethical principles of 

the Human Sciences Ethics Committee (Metropolia, 2020). Approval for the data gathering 

from the target groups was granted by the committee in the end of April 2022. The first trial, 

which is the scope of the study, started in February 2022 when information sessions about 

ARPA project were conducted to acquire participants to the first trial, and ended in June 2022 

when interviews of the trial participants were completed. Outcomes of the first trial will be 

used as inputs and building blocks for the second trial of ARPA project.  

3.1 End-user Needs 
Prior the first trial, co-creative workshops were conducted in Hämeenlinna and Janakkala to 

create an understanding of the end-user needs, preferences and expectations. In addition, 

meetings were organised with the local healthcare professionals to align and confirm that the 

project team’s interpretation of the end-user needs does not conflict with healthcare 

professionals’ understanding of the situation. The workshops and the feedback meetings are 

not in the scope of the study, but they laid a robust foundation for the first trial of ARPA 

project.  

Based on the end-user needs and expectations, the project team and the company 

representatives decided content for the first trial. Different combinations of smart watches, 

smart blood pressure monitors, and smart scales and appropriate subjective wellbeing 

questions generated eight service packages for the first trial (Table 2).  

Table 2. Eight service packages included in the first trial. 
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Name of Service Package Smart Devices Set of Questions 

Am I stressed? Smart watch (SW), smart 

blood pressure monitor 

(SBPM) 

Am I stressed? 

On my Way SW, smart scale (SS) On My Way 

Sleeping Well SW Sleeping Well 

On the Move SW On the Move 

Me and the Others SW Me and the Others 

360 Degrees SW, SBPM, SS 360 Degrees 

Mood Monitor No devices Mood Monitor 

Body Talks SW, SBPM, SS (No questions) 

Participants of the trial used smart devices (Figure 5) voluntarily for four weeks according to 

the chosen service package. They could follow up their personal data measured by the smart 

devices with a mobile application (Figure 6). Data measured by the smart devices were not 

included in the trial due to privacy policy of Human Sciences Ethics Committee of Finland. 

Instead, the first trial focused on how the participants perceived use of smart devices and the 

mobile application, and whether there were any changes in participants behaviour or thinking 

due to the use of smart devices and the mobile application.  

 

Figure 5. Smart devices used in the first trial round (Whitings Store, 2022). 
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Figure 6. Mobile application to manage personal data measured by smart devices (Whitings Store, 
2022). 

In addition, the participants answered to the subjective wellbeing questions voluntarily during 

the four weeks period according to the chosen service package (Table 2). The participants were 

also asked to answer to two additional set of questions: a questionnaire of their own 

motivation and a daily mood diary1. Answers from the subjective wellbeing questions were not 

included in the trial due to privacy policy of Human Sciences Ethics Committee of Finland. 

Instead, the trial focused on how the participants perceived registration to the browser-based 

service containing the subjective wellbeing questions and whether the participants could 

recognise any changes in their behaviour or decision-making due to reading, thinking of, and 

answering to the wellbeing questions.  

 
 

1 Layouts of the questions are not included to the study due to intellectual property rights of the 
company that provides subjective wellbeing questions to ARPA project. 
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 Research Methods 

Research philosophy and research design as well as justification of research methodologies are 

presented in this chapter.  

4.1 Ontological and Epistemological Foundation 
Ontology refers to the researcher’s assumptions and perception of nature of reality (Saunders 

et al., 2019). A basic assumption of the study stems from a statement 

Everyone designs who devises courses of action aimed at changing existing 
situations into preferred ones (Simon, 1969: 111).  

The study reviews actions and outcomes of the first trial of ARPA project interpretively, which 

means that the researcher interprets meanings of the actions and the outcomes through own 

perception (Schwandt, 1994). Interpretivist approach is aligned with the goal of the study; the 

aim to understand the meaningfulness of the outcomes of the first trial to its’ target groups 

(Collins, 2010).  

Epistemology focuses on knowledge and finding an answer to the question “How do we know 

the world? (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994: 99). Possibility-driven design, which sets the philosophy 

of the study, has its roots in epistemological semantics related to designerly ways of knowing 

(Cross, 1999), design thinking (Rowe, 1987) and experiential knowledge (Tamminen, 2016). 

4.2 Research Design 
When a qualitative research design uses multiple data collection techniques and 

corresponding analytical procedures, it is known as a multi-method qualitative study (Saunders 

et al., 2019). A principal strategy for qualitative research can be action research with 

interventions (ibid.).  

This study has an inductive approach because it is a suitable way to study behaviour of the 

target groups in a co-creative development project (Saunders et al., 2019; Cross, 1982; 

Mattelmäki & Visser, 2011). A semi-structured interview is an appropriate technique to collect 

realistic data from interviewees with a predetermined list of themes systematically (Saunders 

et al., 2019). The approach is socially constructed as an interviewer asks questions from an 

interviewee who views and interprets an own reality, and the interviewer interprets the 

resulting data during data analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).  

The study has a cross-sectional time horizon, and the primary data collection takes place a 

single point of time (Saunders et al., 2019). Conduction of data collection ethically requires 
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providing the interviewees a possibility to make an informed decision about the participation 

(ibid.). A logical way to analyse content of the semi-structured interviews is to use a thematic 

analysis method because the aim of the study is to shed light to the roles of nudges and noise 

in co-creative development project by identifying, analysing, and finding patterns within the 

data, not to build a new theory, focus on language used in the interviews or symbolic meaning 

of communication (Braun & Clarke, 200&).  

4.3 Data Collection 
The Human Sciences Ethics Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of Applied Sciences 

conducted an ethical review of ARPA project before the data collection could be started 

(Appendix 3). In addition, all participants of the first trial were asked to sign a research permit. 

The first trial lasted four weeks, and face to face interview sessions took place within a week 

after the trial period ended.  

4.3.1 Selection of Participants  

The project team faced challenges in finding participants to the co-creative project. On-going 

Covid-19 pandemic increased difficulties because no visitors were allowed to enter for 

example schools for long periods of time in 2021 and beginning of 2022. The project team held 

three promotion sessions in one of the primary schools and one of the senior high schools in 

Janakkala, three promotion sessions in one of the primary schools and a vocational school in 

Hämeenlinna and two promotion sessions for the adults in Janakkala and Hämeenlinna.  

The plan was to invite everybody interested in own wellbeing to participate in the first trial. 

However, the list of persons who wanted to participate in the project was not long compared 

to the number of persons who were invited to the sessions, and therefore the project team 

had to figure out other ways to find participants.  

After careful planning, the project team contacted several advisors of local schools to find 

advisors who were genuinely interested in supporting the project. Invitations to participate in 

the co-creative project were sent to selected advisors of primary schools and senior high 

schools in Hämeenlinna and Janakkala. The student councillor played an important role in 

sending the invitations further to students they thought would benefit of the first trial most. 

The student councillors also sent invitations to the parents of the students. Therefore, 

selection of the young to the first trial was mainly done personally by student councillors who 

were familiar with the young. 

Registering of the participants and distribution of smart devices for a short term loan took 

place in numerous sessions in local schools and in HAMK’s premisses. After the registration 
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sessions the project had 24 voluntary participants, 3 adults and 21 young persons, in the first 

trial period (Table 3). 14 participants live in Hämeenlinna and 10 in Janakkala which is logical 

since Hämeenlinna is a bigger municipality than Janakkala. There were 15 females and 9 males 

in the trial. None of the participants chose the service package themed Body Talks, which did 

not include theme specific questions. 

Table 3. Categorisation of participants of the first trial. 

 

4.3.2 Smart Devices and Subjective Wellbeing Questions 

The service packages with smart devices and thought-provoking questions about participants’ 

subjective wellbeing acted as nudges in the study. Participants could use the smart devices on 

voluntary bases whenever they wanted but there was no penalty if they choose not to use 

them. In a similar manner, the participants could answer to the subjective wellbeing questions 

many times or not at all. In the beginning of the trial, all participants were informed that the 

project team could not access data measured by the smart devices or participants’ answers to 

their subjective wellbeing questions due to privacy policy. Relevance and effects of the use of 

devices during the first trial were studied with help of interviewees’ comments and informal 

stories.  

4.3.3 Semi-Structured Interviews 

After the first trial round of four weeks, both the young and the adults were interviewed by 

two researchers. Face to face interview sessions were conducted within a week after the first 

trial. Smart devices that the participants had used during the trial period were handed back to 

the researchers. All interviewees were given two cinema tickets as a thank you for 

participating in the trial. 

Semi-structured interviews focused on the use of the smart devices (Figure 6) and the mobile 

application managing personnel data collected with the smart devices (Figure 7) and the web-

based service presenting subjective wellbeing questions. Semi-structured interview questions 

were shown to the interviewees in the beginning of each interview session (appendix 1). There 
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were three interview sessions of the adults and nine group interview sessions of the young in 

Hämeenlinna and Janakkala. In total, 23 persons were interviewed. The young were mainly 

interviewed in small groups of 2-3 persons, and the interviews lasted 30 -45 minutes. There 

were three adults who were interviewed one by one, and the interviews lasted about an hour. 

Interviews were conducted in Finnish because that was the native language of all participants. 

The interviews were recorded. Data transcriptions of the recordings were used in analysis.  

4.3.4 Padlet Canvas, Field Notes and Other Documentation 

The participants of the first trial were asked to write down comments and give feedback on 

Padlet canvases. There were separate canvases for the young and the adults. The comments 

were anonymous on purpose; the goal of the use of Padlet was to collect uncensored feedback 

and insights.  

 

Figure 7. Adults’ comments on Padlet after the first trial round. 

After the first trial round, all comments on the Padlet forum were gathered. There was only 

one comment on the Padlet dedicated for the young, and five comments on the Padlet 

dedicated for the adults (Figure 7).  

The researcher took field notes since the beginning of ARPA project in October 2021. In 

addition, documentation of weekly project status meetings, and both material and meeting 

minutes of the project steering group meetings were included in the data.      
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 Analysis, Results and Findings  

Analysis of the data, results of the data analysis and findings of the study are presented in this 

chapter.  

5.1 Data Analysis  
Data from interviews were analysed by a thematic analysis method. Unexpected issues faced 

before and during the trial were analysed by fishbone diagrams. The fishbone diagrams are 

used to understand the root causes of issues (Hodges, 2017). The root causes are grouped into 

six categories: people, method, measurement, machine, environment, and materials (Figure 

8). Field notes and materials from status weekly status meeting and meeting minutes from the 

steering group meetings were used to find factors, which could explain the faced challenges.  

 

Figure 8. Fishbone diagram to shed light to root causes of issues (Hodges, 2017). 

5.1.1 Issues  

The trial period faced unexpected issues, which can be regarded as errors and failed nudges 

since they had negative effects on the trial’s progress. Four issues were recognised: finding 

participants to the trial, scarcity of comments on Padlet canvases, scarcity of answers to the 

subjective wellbeing questions, and low usage of the smart blood pressure monitors and the 

smart scales. Causes for the issues were analysed with help of field notes and transcriptions of 

the interviews. Root causes for the issues are presented next to the arrows and issues, i.e., 

effects, inside the circles in Figures 9 – 12. If there are no issues in a certain category, the 

category was removed from the figure. Furthermore, causes recognised as biases (B) and 

consequently as noise (N) as well as failed nudge are marked in the figures in red.   
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5.1.1.1 Finding Participants to the Trial 

People: Target groups of the first trial had diverse interests and busy schedules, which caused 

them not to participate in the trial (Figure 9). There can be a psychological bias behind the 

decision-making; both substitution and conclusion biases can produce noise in individual 

decision-making (Kahneman, 2021; Ariely et al., 2003; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001; Asch, 

1946).  

Method: Open introduction sessions and advertisements of the sessions in a digital Wilma 

channel of the local schools were not feasible ways to attract participants to the trial. Wilma is 

the official communication channel between school teachers and students as well as school 

teachers and parents, and therefore there can be a conclusion bias, which leads individuals to 

prejudge content of messages in Wilma. The prejudice, such as “Wilma messages are not 

interesting, but I have to follow up them anyway”, can cause a low interest towards messages 

in the channel. 

Machine: Some individuals would have liked to start the trial immediately, which was not 

possible due to planned procedures and administration tasks of ARPA project. The delay 

between an introduction session and start of the first trial required motivation from the 

participants, and therefore it can be seen as a failed nudge.  

Environment: There were competing messages and on-going activities in the schools and work 

places, which could have caused individuals not to even notice messages related to the co-

creative project and the first trial. Possible bias caused by the environment can be categorised 

as a substitution or conclusion bias as well as an excessive coherence, which diminishes an 

impact of the co-creative project with an opportunity to participate in the first trial (ibid.)  

Materials: Content of the introduction sessions and promotion material were quite abstract 

because the trial was the first and nobody had seen evidence of the trial. There could have 

been a psychological bias, which turned into noise in decision-making of the target groups. 
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Figure 9. Root cause analysis of an issue that caused scarcity of participants to the trial (adopted from 
Hodges, 2017).  

5.1.1.2 Commenting Trial on Padlet canvases 

People: Participants’ busyness is a cause for only a few comments on Padlet canvases (Figure 

10). Busy schedules can cause both substitution and conclusion biases, which in turn produce 

noise in individual decision-making (Kahneman, 2021; Ariely et al., 2003; Galinsky & 

Mussweiler, 2001; Asch, 1946).    

Method: Participants needed to have an URL link to give feedback on Padlet canvas. All 

participants got a QR code on an A4 paper in the registration session. Some participants 

received the link also in a separate email. Many participants lost the paper and the email at 

some stage of the trial. Due to difficulties the participants faced when trying to give feedback, 

the activity can be seen as a failed nudge. Project team did not understand that the method 

they planned in the trial was too complicated for the participants. Although an activity of 

giving feedback on Padlet was voluntary, an important attribute of both nudging and 

possibility-driven design, it was seen more of “a whip than a carrot” by the participants. 

Environment: In a similar way as in the finding of participants to the trial, there were 

competing messages and on-going activities in the schools and the work places, which could 

have caused individuals to lose their QR code on a piece of paper or a separate email. Possible 

bias caused by the environment can be categorised as a substitution or conclusion bias as well 

as an excessive coherence which diminishes the importance of giving feedback during the trial 

(ibid.)  
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Figure 10. Root cause analysis of scarcity comments on Padlet during the trial (Hodges, 2017). 

5.1.1.3 Answering Wellbeing Questions 

People: Participants’ busyness can be a cause for only a few answers to the wellbeing 

questions (Figure 11). Busy schedules can cause both substitution and conclusion biases, which 

in turn can produce noise in individual decision-making (Kahneman, 2021; Ariely et al., 2003; 

Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001; Asch, 1946). On the other hand, participants of the trial were 

quite content with their lives, and therefore did not see wellbeing questions so relevant.      

Method: An invitation to register to the service with three sets of subjective wellbeing 

questions was sent to all participants. However, the email was lost in the stream of other 

emails or participants’ email system considered the email as a spam. Five participants never 

received an email due to configuration changes in the email system of the service. Due to 

difficulties the participants faced when trying to answer the wellbeing questions, the activity 

can be seen as a failed nudge.   

Machine: Participants perceived the user interface of the service containing subjective 

wellbeing questions unclear. Majority of the participants used their mobile phones when 

answering the questions, which reduced the size of the user interface. The participants could 

usually find the theme specific set of questions related to the chosen service package. 

However, the other two sets of questions were hidden behind a navigation bar, and the 

participants did not understand that there were more questions they should have answered. 

Due to unintuitive user interface, the activity can be seen as a failed nudge.   

Environment: In a similar way as in the finding of participants to the trial and scarcity of 

comments on Padlet canvases, there were competing messages and other activities, which 

could have caused individuals to lose interest in answering the subjective wellbeing questions. 

Possible bias caused by the environment can be categorised as a substitution or conclusion 



 

26 

bias as well as an excessive coherence, which diminishes the importance of giving feedback 

during the trial (ibid.) 

 

Figure 11. Root cause analysis of scarcity answers to wellbeing questions during the trial (Hodges, 2017). 

5.1.1.4 Seldom use of Smart Blood Pressure Monitors and Smart Scales 

People: Participants’ busyness can be a cause for low usage of smart blood pressure monitors 

(SBRM) and smart scales (SS) (Figure 12). Busy schedules can cause both substitution and 

conclusion biases, which in turn can produce noise in individual decision-making (Kahneman, 

2021; Ariely et al., 2003; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001; Asch, 1946).   

Method: There were not enough SBPM and SS in one of the high schools and therefore the 

devices had to be shared by the trial participants. The devices were kept in the office of the 

student councillors, which decreased the use of the devices; only few students went to 

measure their blood pressure or weight themselves during the trial. Due to difficulties the 

participants faced when trying to use shared smart devices, the activity can be seen as a failed 

nudge.   

Machine: All smart devices were paired with a mobile wellbeing application of participant’s 

mobile phones. Pairing of SBPMs and SS with the mobile application turned out to be more 

difficult than pairing the mobile application with the smart watches. Due to difficulties the 

participants faced when trying to pair the smart devices with the mobile application, the 

activity can be seen as a failed nudge. 

Environment: Participants perceived own weight as private data especially when compared 

with data from the smart watches. Privacy was difficult to guarantee when the participants 

had to use shared devices. Due to lack of privacy caused by a shared space, the activity can be 

seen as a failed nudge. 
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Figure 12. Root cause analysis of use of smart blood pressure monitors and smart scales during the trial 
(Hodges, 2017). 

5.1.2 Interviews 

Data from interviews were analysed thematically in several rounds. First, all transcriptions 

were read, and themes that emerged from the data were coded into 24 categories in NVivo 

tool (Appendix 2). Second, the categorised data were reviewed again to clarify content of each 

category and cleanse the data. Third, the data were recategorized, renamed, and divided into 

three groups: nudge, ambivalent nudge, failed nudge, and noise based on the focus of the 

study (Table 4). At this point it was evident that ambivalent nudge and failed nudge needed to 

be added into the analyses. There were many items, which were seen as nudging from 

theoretical perspectives, but which were perceived as either ambivalent or failed nudging by 

the trial participants. Fourth, all four groups were analysed further to understand the roles of 

nudge, ambivalent nudge, failed nudge, and noise as well as how they affect evolvement of 

interviewees’ wellbeing.   

Table 4. Final grouping and categorisation of items emerged in the thematic analyses.  

 

Group 1 - Nudge: Three items that can be seen as pure nudging were found in the data (Table 

4).  

 Confirmation refers to receiving information from smart devices and the mobile 

application that confirms individual’s feeling of own wellbeing. For example, a 
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participant woke up well rested in the morning, and the mobile application showed 

that she had slept well. Confirmation enforced wellbeing of the participants.  

 Instructions inform people of how they should use devices and the wellbeing service 

containing the subjective wellbeing questions. However, only few trial participants 

read instructions or watched the introduction videos. Instead, they simply started to 

use the devices, the mobile application, and the service containing subjective 

wellbeing questions.  

 Support refers to features in the smart devices and the mobile application as well as 

subjective wellbeing questions which support individuals’ wellbeing and healthy way 

of life by encouragements, provision of adequate information, and personal target 

setting. For example, one of the interviewees told that she slept better because she 

knew that the smart watch was monitoring her sleep. 

Group 2 – Ambivalent Nudge: Three items that can be seen as ambivalent nudging were found 

in the data (Table 4). The recognised items were seen positively as nudges or negatively as 

failed nudges depended on individual’s thinking and the situation at hand. 

 Competitor refers to a similar smart device, mobile application or subjective wellbeing 

service on the market that measures or monitors individuals’ wellbeing. If the 

participant preferred the devices, the mobile application, and the subjective wellbeing 

service she was using in the trial over other ones on the market, the devices and 

services of the trial were perceived as nudging but if similar devices and services on 

the market were perceived to be better, the devices and wellbeing services used in the 

trial were perceived as failed nudging.   

 Conflict refers to disagreement between data shown by the smart devices and the 

mobile application and individual’s own perception of the situation. If the participant 

perceived the difference positively, for example, the smart watch showed high quality 

sleep although she was not aware of that, the conflict was nudging. If the difference 

was perceived negatively, for example the smart watch showed fewer steps than the 

participant had expected, the conflict was failed nudging. 

 Motivation refers to a multi-dimensional item that can evolve over time. Persistency, 

regularity, and sharing are notions perceived as nudging, whereas negative features of 

the devices, for example an uncomfortable wrist band of the smart watch, and the 

mobile application were perceived failed nudging in the trial. Participants’ motivation 

was usually high in the beginning of the trial but decreased towards the end. If the 

participants faced overwhelming challenges, motivation plunged down heavily, and 

they stopped using the devices and the mobile application. Identified relief in the end 
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of the trial indicates existence of external motivation that forced participants to 

continue the trial as agreed without own interest towards it.   

Group 3 - Failed Nudge: an item that can be seen as failed nudging was found in the data 

(Table 4). All activities and procedures of the first trail were designed to be simple and easy 

tasks, which were thought to increase participants wellbeing. However, the participants did 

not perceive all activities as nudge. 

 Inconvenience refers to difficulties caused by the insufficient implementation activities 

of the trial that individuals faced. Difficulties slowed down or prevented participants to 

do all activities of the trial; for example, difficulty in pairing a smart scale and the 

mobile application caused the participant not to get support from the mobile 

application regarding her weight unless she put the data in the mobile application 

manually. Some email invitations to register to the wellbeing service containing 

subjective wellbeing questions were never received by the participants, and therefore 

the trail failed. 

Group 4 - Noise: Two items related to noise were found in the data (Table 4). 

 Activity overflow refers to individuals having too many activities on-going at the same 

time, which makes it impossible to do all planned actions. Trial took place in May, 

which is the last month of the spring semester, and for example graduation parties and 

similar ceremonies took place in May.   

 Information overflow refers to individuals receiving too many messages, notifications, 

and emails at the same time, which makes it impossible to distil relevant content from 

all information. Many participants used to word “forgetting” when they described own 

contribution in the trial. 

Interestingly, many interviewees suggested ways to improve features of the smart devices and 

the mobile application. Although the suggestions could not be categorised clearly as nudging 

or noise, they were participants’ ideas and comments of possible improvements based on their 

own needs. The improvement ideas in turn indicate that the participants were co-creating the 

services according to possibility-driven design approach.  

5.1.3 Smart Devices and the Mobile Application 

There were three types of smart devices included in the trial: smart watches (SW), smart blood 

pressure monitors (SBPM) and smart scales (SS). All devices were expected to be paired with 

the mobile wellbeing application, which managed and visualised the data collected by the 
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devices. Starting point of the trial was that both the smart devices and the mobile wellbeing 

application were nudges, which can enhance and support participants wellbeing. Based on the 

interviewees, SW with the mobile application was the best nudge in the trial. Success of the 

SW can be explained by the fact that each participant wore an own watch that collected data 

automatically whereas measuring an own weight or monitoring of blood pressure required 

extra effort. 

Recognition of noise requires target setting (Figure 4). Targets, such as a minimum number of 

steps per day in the first trial, could be set in the mobile application. However, the target 

setting was a personal goal, which was not followed up in the interviews due to privacy policies 

of the study. Therefore, noise could only be touched on in the interviews. Effects of the noise 

were identified as conflicts between collected data of the smart devices and participants’ own 

understanding of their situation.  

5.1.4 Subjective Wellbeing Questions 

Eight service packages with specific wellbeing questions were included in the trial (Table 2). 

The subjective wellbeing questions can be seen as nudges based on the nudge theory. 

However, the interaction between participants of the trial and the service containing the 

subjective wellbeing questions was one-sided; the participants did not get any feedback on 

their answers. The subjective wellbeing questions were thought to evoke participants to think 

of their own way of life and possibly make some changes to improve own wellbeing. However, 

the collected data do not include any evidence of that although changes in participants’ 

everyday life were discussed in the interviews.  

Based on the data, it is difficult to confirm that the subjective wellbeing questions acted as 

nudges. Due to technical difficulties in the trial, all participants did not get access to the 

subjective wellbeing questions. Instead, collected data indicate that participants faced several 

challenges, which can be seen as failed nudge.  

5.2 Results  
Role of nudges and noise, their effects on the evolvement of individuals’ wellbeing and insights 

of how to take the effects into account in mobile application and service model development 

emerged in the data analysis.  

5.2.1 Nudge  

Clear nudges – confirmations, instructions, and support- were identified in the trial. The tone 

of voice of the nudges was positive, and the nudges provided positive aid and supported 

activities that the participants of the trial were doing. 15-18 years old individuals can be 
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regarded as digital native persons who were not interested in reading instructions or watching 

long introduction videos. Instead, the young started to use the smart devices and the mobile 

application as well as answering to the subjective wellbeing questions without hesitation. That 

highlights the importance of appropriate choice architecture and intuitive user interfaces in 

smart devices, mobile applications, and digital services. Manifestation of healthier food is 

known to impact a person’s dietary patterns (e.g., Ikonen et al., 2019; De Baiw et al., 2022), 

and an analogous claim can be made; confirmation of measured length of sleep at night by a 

person’s own subjective wellbeing in the following day can impact her circadian rhythm. 

Three ambivalent nudges – competitor, conflict, and motivation - were identified in the trial. 

How participants perceived competitor and conflict depended on the context and situation at 

hand. The role of motivation turned out to be important, complicated, and evolving over time. 

Some of the participants were very persistent, and they finalised the asked procedures despite 

challenges. Relationship between nudging and motivation has emerged in many studies (e.g., 

Michie et al., 2011; Thaler & Sunstein, 2021; Harvey, 2020).  

Highly motivated participants mentioned that they were nearly addicted to their smart 

watches. Data measured by smart devices are information that especially the highly motivated 

participants sought. Sharot & Sunstein (2020) present a framework of how people decide to 

seek or avoid information, and the framework can be aligned with the outcome of the first 

trial; information is sought if it can aid decisions to reach a reward or to avoid harm. The 

framework stems from an idea that information can change people’s actions, affect and 

cognition in positive and negative ways. Information value of the framework contains three 

benefits: instrumental utility emerging from action, hedonic utility emerging from affect, and 

cognitive utility emerging from cognition. There is an interesting relationship between hedonic 

utility and gamification aspects of the mobile application included in the first trial (Figure 7). 

Gamification was touched on in the mobile application because the trial participants could set 

targets for their physical activities. Those who reached their targets were rewarded with a 

short vibration in the smart watch and celebrating symbols with praising words in the mobile 

application. Trial participants also created their own competitions by comparing who slept 

best or had taken most steps per day. Researchers have found a direct positive relationship 

with hedonic aspects and use of gamification (e.g., Hamari & Koivisto, 2015; Garcia-Jurado et 

al., 2019).  

An item – inconvenience - could be seen as failed nudge. Existence of inconvenience that the 

participants faced especially in the beginning of the trial was clear. In such cases, like 
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answering the subjective wellbeing questions and giving feedback on the Padlet canvas, the 

participants simply did not conduct procedures included in the trial.  

The challenges can be found in Sunstein’s (2016) list of reasons why nudges may fail. In a 

digital context, such as ARPA project, it can become even more important that there are no 

delays or confusing features in mobile applications and digital services, especially when the 

primary target group is the young. 

5.2.2 Noise 

Noise was difficult to identify in the data, which is consistent with Kahneman’s (2021) 

statement that organisations or individuals are not aware of noise that exists in their decision-

making; there are not many persons who question their everyday actions or decisions. 

Participants of the trial mentioned that they forgot to conduct activities included in the trial 

due to other tasks, emails, and notifications, i.e., overflow of information and activities. This is 

aligned with Hilbert’s (2012) statement that noisy information processing leads to distorted 

mixing of information flows. 

Figure 4 on page 10 illustrates noise, bias, and their relationship to a target. There was no clear 

target in the first trial due to inbuilt sequent trial rounds and the co-creative nature of ARPA 

project; the services and their supporting model are developed in phases, and outcomes of an 

earlier trail will be used as an input for the next trial. On the other hand, participants had a 

possibility to set own personal targets, such as number of sleeping hours or target weight in 

their mobile application paired with the smart devices. However, four weeks trial is not long 

enough to study effects of possible noise in personal target setting, especially since the privacy 

policies prevent researchers to access such data. 

5.3 Findings 
There are three research questions in the study. Answers to the research questions are 

presented in this section and compared with the theories of nudging and noise. The primary 

target group of the study is unique: 15 – 18 years old persons and their parents living in two 

municipalities of Tavastia Proper region. The uniqueness widens our understanding of the 

roles of nudge and noise in digital wellbeing service context, especially with possibility-driven 

design approach. There were 24 participants in the trial, and none of them quit the trial before 

the agreed end. Engagement of the trial participants lasted until the end, which confirms that 

the chosen PDD approach with the smart devices paired with the mobile application and web-

based service containing subjective wellbeing questions was an appropriate setting for the first 

trial. 
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5.3.1 Role of Nudges in the First Trial  

The first research question focuses on the role of nudges in a co-creative wellbeing 

development project. Nudges are needed when decisions do not require much attention or are 

difficult (Thaler and Sunstein, 2008). People need also nudges, when they do not get timely 

feedback, and when they have trouble translating aspects of situations in a way they can easily 

understand (ibid.). Nudges play an important role in engaging participants of the co-creative 

project in the development process by anchoring them in the context (Hilbert, 2012). 

Anchoring takes place with help of nudges, which empower participants and make them focus 

on their own wellbeing. Smart devices, mobile applications, and digital services can be seen as 

nudges especially, when there is a two-way interaction between them and end-users.  

Nudges that confirm and support development of end-users’ wellbeing in positive ways work 

best. Recognition of ambivalent nudges prove that nudging can help even when the collected 

data imply that the wellbeing development is not evolving towards set targets if the feedback 

is constructive, assistive and contains personal information. As Thaler (2018) and Sunstein 

(2019) state, it is important that nudges are designed to fit a certain target group in a known 

setting because a failed nudge can be negligible or create a backlash. Failed nudging is a waste 

of time and money, and it can cause immediate harm and long-term distress.  

Failed nudging of the first trial has also revealed a new challenge in digital nudging; it is utmost 

important that the mobile application can provide just in time personal feedback about end-

users’ wellbeing. As Mills (2021) points out, the future of nudging will be personal. Based on 

the findings of the trial, there is still room for further research within digital nudging to find 

imperfections and deeper flows in the nudge theory. The findings are aligned with 

Frischmann’s (2022) claim: development of choice architecture entails friction which in turn is 

necessary for human development and meaningful engagement of people in techno-social 

environments.   

5.3.2 Role of Noise in the First Trial  

The second research question focuses on the role of noise in a co-creative wellbeing 

development project. Noise and bias are two components of error, which occurs in decision-

making (Kahneman, 2021). However, noise is a co-creative development project is difficult to 

detect without a clear target setting, which would help to recognise scatter in individual 

decision-making.   

The participants had personal targets, but explicit numbers were not in the scope of the trial. 

However, participants’ comments on their personal target setting and success in reaching the 

targets indicate that there is noise in what the participants thought of their activities, weight, 
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and blood pressure, and what the cold facts were. However, the evidence of the existence of 

noise in the trial is missing due to privacy reasons.  

5.3.3 Co-creation of a Digital Solution  

The third research question focuses on how to co-create a digital solution, i.e., a mobile 

application and action models, which enable nudges to improve end-users’ wellbeing as well as 

minimize noise. Findings of the first trial will be building blocks for the action models and 

development of the mobile application for the second trial of ARPA project.  

Results of the study indicate that failed nudges of the first trial intensified individuals’ negative 

attitudes and feelings which made supporting of target groups’ well-being more difficult. 

However, the failed nudges are the most fruitful sources to find ways to improve the second 

trial. Firstly, young participants for the second trial are hand-picked by professionals, such as 

student councillors, who know them. Secondly, feedback is not collected on a separate digital 

channel, such as Padlet canvas, during the trial. Thirdly, data to collect and visualise trial 

participants’ wellbeing status can be accessed via one single mobile application. Fourthly, 

smart devices used in the trial are personal and they can be used in a private environment 

without external disturbance.  
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 Discussion of the Results 

Results, their reliability and validity as well as ethics of the used methods and approached are 

discussed in this chapter.  

When reviewing the aim of ARPA project and findings of this study with a wider perspective, it 

is evident that we are trying to solve a poorly structured and ill-defined wicked problem (Rittel 

& Webber, 1973). Otherwise, there would be plenty of well-functioning digital solutions with 

well-working service models in the world. Solutions to wicked problems require scientific facts, 

descriptions, predictions, control mechanism as well as shared narratives and social meanings 

to parallel activities to mobilise needed capabilities to solve specific problems (Conklin, 2005). 

Nudges and ambivalent nudges are factors, which can be exploited in the development, but 

there are numerous uncontrollable factors in the environment, such as weather.  

The most controversial nudges are paternalistic, noneducative or they either enlist or exploit 

people’s behavioural biases (Sunstein, 2015). Just as Kosters & Van der Heijden (2015) 

emphases, application of nudge-based actions needs to be carefully considered, evaluated, 

and discussed with the “targeted” individuals to ensure transparency, fairness, and legitimate 

use of nudging. On the other hand, if welfare needs to be maximized, the best option to create 

choice architecture can be not to use nudges at all (Mills, 2021). 

Smart devices used in the project were not designed especially for the purpose of ARPA 

project but were commercial products available in stores. The devices acted as nudges 

embedded in people’s societal life because they were used in authentic environment as part of 

people’s everyday life for a certain period of time. Although every person interviewed in the 

study have unique live situation, the group participating in the study was relatively 

homogeneous due to nationality, cultural background, and standard of living. Majority of the 

interviewed persons did not have a need or motivation to change their behaviour, but they 

were mostly interested in measuring various factors of their own wellbeing.   

The study also includes paradoxes. Firstly, according to Kahneman (2021), noise exists 

wherever there is judgement present. However, possibility-driven design stems from positive 

psychology and inclusiveness where judgement is scarce. This may also explain difficulties of 

recognising noise in the study (Tamminen, 2016). Secondly, Richter et al. (2018) state that 

social norm interventions, a.k.a. nudges, can have side effects in crowded, information-

overloaded, a.k.a. noisy, environments. The side effects promote sludge, which is opposite to 

nudge, and based on the claims of Richter et al. (2018) and Thaler (2018), nudges can be 

difficult to find due to noise of the environment. 
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6.1 Reliability, Validity and Ethics 
Weaknesses of conducted studies need to be considered as flawless research does not exist 

due to human and social nature of researchers (Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013). Potential problems 

and issues caused by selected research methods of the study as well as taken action to 

minimise them are presented in this chapter.  

6.1.1 Reliability and Validity 

Reliability refers to replication and consistency of the study (Saunders et al., 2019). Findings 

derived from using semi-structured interviews can cause a reliability issue because they reflect 

situational reality at the time data were collected, and situations can change over time (ibid.). 

Different types of threats and actions to tackle them during the study are presented in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability threats and means to minimise the threats in the study (Saunders et al., 2019). 

Threat Explanation Action to minimise threat 

Participant error A factor that alters participant’s 

performance 

 Encouragement to honest and 

open discussion 

 Voluntary participation 

Participant bias A factor that causes a false 

response 

 Separate discussions and 

forums for the young and the 

adult 

 Creation of warm and 

trustworthy atmosphere 

during the semi-structure 

interviews 

Researcher error A factor that changes the 

researcher’s interpretation 

 Achieved saturation point due 

to 23 interviews 

 Experienced researcher 

 Triangulation 

Researcher bias A factor that causes the 

researcher to record responses 

falsely 

 Researcher’s experience to 

analyse data objectively 

although data analysis was 

done by only one researcher 
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 Interviews were transcripted 

right after each face-to-face 

interview  

 Two researchers conducted 

the interviews and discussed 

outcome of each interview 

right after it 

Internal reliability Consistency in actions during 

research 

 Study in carried out according 

to a research plan 

 Semi-structured interviews 

 Interviews carried out by two 

researchers 

 Triangulation of data 

External reliability Consistency in findings based on 

used data collection techniques 

and analysis procedures 

 Clear research process 

applied throughout the study 

 Triangulation of data 

Interestingly, there is an oxymoron in reliability of the study. The study focuses on noise, i.e., 

variability across individuals or occasions (Kahneman, 2021), but the study itself can also 

commit error and bias.  

Validity refers to appropriateness of the used techniques, accuracy of the conducted analysis 

and results, and generalisability of the findings (Saunders et al., 2019). Different aspects of 

validity and actions to strengthen them are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6. Validity aspects and means to strengthen validity in the study (Saunders et al., 2019). 

Validity Explanation Action to strengthen validity 

Face validity People with similar experience as 

researchers understand findings 

as true  

 Discussion of findings with 

healthcare professionals and 

project steering group 

members 

Construct validity An extent actually measured by 

the collected data 

 Focus on participants’ actions 

and moods rather than data 

the smart devices and 
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answers the subjective 

wellbeing questions provided 

Content validity An extent to which the 

measurement device provides 

suitable coverage to research 

questions 

 First trial round steers 

development of the solution 

further step by step and 

therefore validity of the 

content will be verified later 

Predictive validity a.k.a. criterion-related validity, 

measures can make accurate 

predictions 

 Findings of the study will be 

used in the second trial round 

and therefore predictive 

validity will be verified later  

Internal validity An extent to which research 

finding shows causality; findings 

are valid instead of flaws in 

research design 

 Focus on participants’ 

perception rather than data 

the smart devices and 

answers the subjective 

wellbeing questions provided  

External validity Generalizability of the findings to 

other relevant contexts 

 Findings are valid to some 

extent, but they reflect 

situational reality at the time 

data were collected, and 

situations can change over 

time 

 

Triangulation of research refers to using mixed methods to combine data to ensure if the 

findings from one method corroborate the findings from the other method (Saunders et al., 

2019). Several methods were used in the study. Firstly, the semi-structured interviews were 

the main technique to collect data from the primary target groups. Since all interviewees were 

provided a possibility to use smart devices and to answer questions related to their subjective 

wellbeing during the trial period, it was essential that there was a consistent structure in the 

interviews. Secondly, participants of the first trial were asked to write down comments and 

give feedback related to the trial on Padlet canvases anonymously. The idea with the use of 

Padlet canvases was to collect data about participants’ perception of the use of smart devices 
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and participants’ moods and thoughts raised up by the subjective wellbeing questions. Thirdly, 

the researcher also took field notes, wrote meeting minutes, conducted status meetings with 

the project team, and presented progress and status of ARPA project in steering group 

meetings. 

6.1.2 Ethics 

The study is part of ARPA project, which had to go through an ethical review by the Human 

Sciences Ethics Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of Applied Sciences (Appendix 3). 

Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity (TENK2) is the highest institution that controls 

ethics of academic research conducted in Finland, and the review statement is based on the 

rules and best practices of TENK. Careful planning and documentation were conducted for the 

ethical review: The documentation contained detailed descriptions of the project and planned 

actions where the target groups were involved. In addition to the descriptions, six appendices 

were needed: The research plan, information leaflets for both the young and the adults about 

the research with a clear statement that the participation is voluntary, and the participants can 

leave the trial at any time without any reason, description of the use of the data while the 

project is on-going and afterwards, and research permits of the young and the adults.  

British Academy of Management (2013) present code of ethics and a list of best practices 

(O’Gorman & MacIntosh, 2015). The practices of ARPA project are described next to British 

Academy of Management’s code of ethics list (Table 7).  

Code of Ethics Practice in ARPA Project 

Responsibility and accountability Project Manager is responsible and accountable of the 

project, and it is stated clearly in all documentation. 

Integrity and honesty Documentation follows up integrity and honesty 

throughout the project and the Human Sciences Ethics 

Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of 

Applied Sciences has approved the documentation and 

given permission to conduct the research. 

Respect and fairness Documentation follows up respect and fairness 

throughout the project and the Human Sciences Ethics 

 
 

2 https://www.tenk.fi/en  
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Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of 

Applied Sciences has approved the documentation and 

given permission to conduct the research. 

Privacy and confidentiality Participants’ privacy and confidentiality of data are 

ensured in planned actions and documentation of the 

project throughout the project and the Human Sciences 

Ethics Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of 

Applied Sciences has approved the documentation and 

given permission to conduct the research. 

Avoidance of personal gain Outcome of ARPA project is public information and 

there is a transparency in actions carried out in the 

project.  

Conflict of interest If there are conflicts of interest in ARPA project, 

steering group of ARPA project will solve the issues. 

There are representatives of all stakeholder groups in 

the steering group. 

Collegiality Good project management practices are applied in 

ARPA project.  
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 Conclusions 

Immense amount of information is accessible to all of us every day. Human-beings’ behaviour 

and information processing of a human-mind are difficult to predict due to involved feelings, 

past experiences, affordances, situational factors, and goals of the future.  

The aim of ARPA project is to co-create a mobile application that supports wellbeing to the 

target groups of the project. The findings of the study showed how noisy information 

processing systems and environment produced inconsistency in human behaviour. 

Predictability of the behaviour is especially important when the aim is to maintain wellbeing of 

the young. Based on the issues in the first trial, the second trial is developed to be less noisy by 

focusing on only one mobile application, a small number of data collection points, and use of 

convenient ways to collect the data, such as a smart watch that collected data from trial 

participants’ wrists without any extra trouble.  

The outcomes of the first trial are building blocks for the development of the mobile 

application, which is the focal point of the second trial. Quantitative and qualitative data from 

the end-users are combined with data from the environment in the mobile application with an 

informative and visual user interface (Figure 13). There are several trials in ARPA project, and 

similar studies to this one will be conducted as the project progresses. 

  

Figure 13. Draft of a visualisation of measured data in the mobile application (in Finnish).  
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Appendix 1: Questions of the semi-structured interview 

General: 

1. How was the trial period?  

2. Could you please describe the trial period with own words? 

3. What made you choose a certain service package for your trial period?  

4. What surprised you in the trial?  

5. What made you think of your own wellbeing?  

6. What comes first into your mind when you think of the trial period?  

Gathering of Quantitative Data and User Experience Related to Use of the 
Services:  
7. How did you use smart devices included in your service package?  

8. What thoughts did the use of smart devices evoke in your mind?  

9. Did the use of smart devices change your behaviour in any way?  

10. If it did, in what ways?  

11. If it did not, why nothing changed?? 

12. Did you talk about the use of smart devices with your friends or parents/children?  

13. What did you talk about?  

14. How did you perceive the use of Health Mate application along with smart devices?  

16. What features did you follow up in smart devices and Health Mate application?  

17. Did the smart devices work the way you wanted? If not, what part did not work as you 

thought it would?  

18. Did Health Mate application work the way you wanted? If not, what part did not work 

as you thought it would? 

19. Was there something annoying in the smart devices or the application?  

20. How would you develop Health Mate application further? 

Gathering of Qualitative Data and User Experience Related to Use of the 
Services:  
21. How did you find the email invitation to Living Skills services?  

22. How did you find the registering procedures to the service?  

23. Did you watch the introduction video? – If not, why did you not watch it? 

24. Was it easy or difficult to answer to the wellbeing questions?  

25. How often did you answer to the questions?  

26. Did you also answer to the questions of the mood diary? If not, why did you not 

answer them? 



 

II 

27. Did you also answer to the questions related to your motivation? If not, why did you 

not answer them? 

28. What kind of thoughts did the questions raise?  

29. Did the questions change your thoughts or behaviour related to wellbeing?  

30. Did you talk about the questions with your friends or or parents/children? 

31. Would you answer the questions more often than once if they followed up your 

wellbeing in more detail?  

32. How often would you like to answer the questions? 

33. Was there something odd or confusing in the questions?  
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Appendix 2: Categories emerged from the interview data 

The first round of coding generated 24 items in NVivo tool. 
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Appendix 3: Ethics Proforma (in Finnish) 

Human Sciences Ethics Committee of the Helsinki Region Universities of Applied Sciences 

conducted an ethical review to ARPA project before any data were collected from the target 

groups. Approval of the Ethics Committee is presented below followed by the application form 

in Finnish. 

 

An application presented in this appendix summarizes ethical aspects of the project. There 

were six appendices included in the application:  

1. Research plan 
2. Information leaflets for the young about the research with a clear statement that the 

participation is voluntary, and the participants can leave the trial at any time without 

any reason 
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3. Information leaflets for the adults about the research with a clear statement that the 

participation is voluntary, and the participants can leave the trial at any time without 

any reason 
4. Description of the use of data 
5. Research permit of the young 
6. Research permit of the adults   

LAUSUNTOPYYNTÖ TUTKIMUKSEN EETTISESTÄ ENNAKKOARVIOINNISTA 

1. Tiedot tutkimuksesta 
 

Tutkija  

Organisaatio Hämeen ammattikorkeakoulu Oy (HAMK) 

Sähköposti pia.karumaa@hamk.fi 

Puhelin 050 470 7558 

Tutkimuksesta vastaava henkilö   

Nimi Pia Karumaa (ex Tamminen) 

Oppiarvo, toimi Tekniikan tohtori, tutkijayliopettaja 

Organisaatio HAMK Smart -tutkimusyksikkö 

Sähköposti pia.karumaa@hamk.fi 

Puhelin 050 470 7558 

Tutkimuksen nimi 

(myös englanniksi, jos toimikunnalta 

tarvitaan englanninkielinen lausunto) 

ARPA - Arvoperustaiset palvelumallit nuorten 

mielenterveyden edistämisessä 

 

Lyhyt kuvaus tutkimuksesta 

(Mihin ongelmaan haetaan 

ratkaisua? Tarkennettu 

tutkimuskysymys, käytettävät 

Hankkeen tutkimukseen osallistuu yli 15-vuotiaita 

hämeenlinnalaisia ja janakkalalaisia nuoria. Lisäksi 

tutkimukseen osallistuu aikuisia ja sote-

ammattilaisia. 
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metodit, toivottu tulos, tulosten 

hyödyntäminen ja hyödyntäjät. Mitä 

uutta tietoa tutkimus tuo? Uuden 

tiedon merkitys? Jos kyseessä iso 

hanke, kuvaile kohdat, joihin haluat 

toimikunnan ottavan kantaa.) 

Enintään 300 sanaa. 

Hankkeen keskeinen tavoite on helposti 

saavutettavan digitaalisen toiminta- ja palvelumallin 

kehittäminen.  

 

Tutkimuksen tavoitteena on tuottaa tietoa, jonka 

avulla voidaan yhteiskehittää digitaalisia palveluja ja 

löytää ratkaisuja, jotka parhaiden soveltuvat 

kohderyhmien käyttöön. Tutkimuksen tarkoituksena 

on kuvata kokeiluihin osallistuneiden nuorten ja 

aikuisten kokemuksia digitaalisten palvelujen ja 

erilaisten (älykello, älyverenpainemittari ja 

älyvaaka) välineiden käytöstä ja niiden koetuista 

hyödyistä oman hyvinvoinnin seurannassa. 

Tarkoituksena on selvittää millaisia 

käyttökokemuksia digitaalisista ratkaisuista nuorille 

ja aikuisille kertyy kokeilemistaan laitteista ja 

digitaalisista palveluista. Lisäksi tarkoituksena on 

selvittää, mitkä ratkaisut osallistujat kokevat 

hyödyllisiksi oman hyvinvoinnin seurannassa. 

 

Tutkimuskysymykset:  

1. Millaisia käyttäjäkokemuksia nuorille kertyy 
testattavista digitaalisista palveluista ja 
niiden sisällöistä?  

2. Millaisia käyttäjäkokemuksia nuorille syntyy 
testattavista älylaitteista?  

3. Millaista kokemuksia testattavista 
älylaitteista ja digitaalisista palveluista 
nuorelle kertyy oman hyvinvoinnin 
seurannassa?  

4. Millaiset tekijät edesauttavat nuorten 
valintojen tekemistä? 

5. Millaisia käyttäjäkokemuksia digitaalisista 
palveluista kertyy sote-ammattilaisille?  

6. Millaista kokemuksia testattavista 
älylaitteista ja digitaalisista palveluista sote-
ammattilaisille kertyy oman työnsä 
näkökulmasta? 
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Tutkimus on luonteeltaan arvioivaa ja ohjaavaa 

tutkimusta, jonka tarkoituksena on löytää paras 

mahdollinen yhdistelmä kokeilluista vaihtoehdoista. 

Aineisto kerätään teemahaastatteluilla, Attrakdiff-

kyselyllä (http://www.attrakdiff.de/) ja Padlet-

alustalle kertyneistä kommenteista. 

Tutkimuksen toivottuna tuloksena saadaan 

kokeiluihin osallistuneiden henkilöiden 

kokemustietoa, jota hyödynnetään digitaalisten 

palveluiden kehittämisessä.  

Tarvitsemme eettisen toimikunnan arviota 

hankkeen tutkimukseen.  

Tutkimuksen arvioitu alkaminen 1.3.2022-31.3.2023 

Arvioitu kesto 1 vuosi 

Aineistonkeruu aloitetaan [pvm] 1.3.2022 

Minkälaiseen kokonaisuuteen 

tutkimus kuuluu?  

Hankkeen toimijat (tutkimuslaitokset, 

korkeakoulut, niiden yksiköt/laitokset 

ja tutkijat; muut osallistuvat yksiköt 

ja niiden tutkijat) 

ARPA-hankkeen päätoimija on Hämeen 

ammattikorkeakoulun HAMK Smart -

tutkimusyksikkö. Lisäksi hankkeessa on mukana 

kaksi suomalaista sote-alan yritystä, Predicell Oy ja 

LivingsSkills Oy. Hankkeen henkilöstö on kuvattu 

tutkimussuunnitelmassa.  

Hankkeen rahoittajat ja 

rahoitussummat 

Euroopan sosiaalirahasto (ESR) tukee hanketta 266 

936 eurolla ja hankkeen kokonaisbudjetti on 333 

670 euroa. 

 

Onko kyseessä: 

☐  Uusi tutkimus  
☒  Tutkimukseen on tehty muutoksia ja pyydetään uusi lausunto 

Aiemman lausunnon päivämäärä: 22.2.2022 (lausuntopyyntö 6/2022) 

Mitä muutoksia tutkimukseen on tehty aiemman ennakkoarviointilausunnon saamisen 
jälkeen? Lyhyt kuvaus muutoksista luettelona, enintään 200 sanaa. 
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Saimme toimikunnan lausunnot 4.3.2022 ja 22.3.2022, joiden pohjalta olemme tarkentaneet 

eettisen ennakkoarvioinnin hakemusta. 

 

 

1. Lausunnon hakijan arvio eettisen ennakkoarvioinnin tarpeellisuudesta 
 

 Onko kyseessä lääketieteellistä tutkimusta koskevan lain alainen 

tutkimus, eli: 
Kyllä Ei 

1. Onko kyseessä tieteellinen tutkimus? 

Lääketieteen tutkimuslain tarkoittama tutkimus on tieteellinen, jos: 

- siitä vastaavalla henkilöllä on ko. tutkimuksen edellyttämä ammatillinen ja 
tieteellinen pätevyys 

- tutkimukselle on tehty tieteellisen tutkimuksen tutkimussuunnitelma 
- tarkoitus on lisätä tietoa tieteellisen menetelmän avulla 
- tutkimuksen tulokset on tarkoitus julkaista kaikkien saataville johonkin 

tiedeyhteisön hyväksymään julkaisukanavaan 
Huom! AMK-opinnäytetyö täyttää harvoin tieteellisen tutkimuksen kriteerit. Jos ONT on 

osa isompaa tutkimushanketta, haetaan eettinen ennakkoarviointi koko 

tutkimussuunnitelmalle. 

☒ ☐ 

2. Onko tutkimuksen tarkoituksena lisätä tietoa terveydestä, sairauksien 

syistä, oireista, diagnostiikasta, hoidosta, ehkäisystä tai tautien 

olemuksesta yleensä?  

☐ ☒ 

3. Puututaanko tutkimuksessa ihmisen fyysiseen koskemattomuuteen? 

Tutkimukseen osallistuvat voivat halutessaan ottaa kokeilujaksoilla käyttöön älykellon, 

älyverenpainemittarin tai älyvaa’an, jotka voidaan nähdä ihmisen fyysiseen 

koskemattomuuteen puuttumisena. 

☐ ☒ 

4. Puututaanko tutkimuksessa ihmisen psyykkiseen 

koskemattomuuteen? 

Psyykkiseen koskemattomuuteen puuttumista on, jos tutkimuksesta voi aiheutua vaaraa 

tutkimushenkilön henkiselle hyvinvoinnille. 

☐ ☒ 

Jos vastasit “kyllä” kysymyksiin nro 1 ja 2 sekä kysymykseen 3 tai 4, tutkimukselle on saatava 

ennen sen aloittamista puoltava lausunto alueelliselta lääketieteelliseltä eettiseltä 

toimikunnalta.  
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Lisätietoja: HUS eettisten toimikuntien nettisivuilta  

Huom! 

a) Jos kyseessä ei ole tieteellinen tutkimus, vaan anonyymisti toteutettava 
mielipidekysely, et tarvitse eettistä ennakkoarviointia 

b) Jos haastattelututkimuksessa kerätään erityisen henkilökohtaisia tai arkaluonteisia 
terveydentilatietoja ja tarkoitus on tutkia sairauksia tai niiden hoitoa, kyse saattaa 
olla lääketieteellisestä tutkimuksesta, missä puututaan psyykkiseen 
koskemattomuuteen. Silloin eettisen ennakkoarvioinnin tekee alueellinen 
lääketieteellinen eettinen toimikunta 

c) Pelkästään rekisteritietoihin perustuvat tutkimukset tai potilasasiakirjoihin 
perustuvat tutkimukset (tutkittaviin ei oteta yhteyttä) eivät tarvitse eettistä 
ennakkoarviointia 

d) Terveydenhuollossa tehtävät palvelukehitys- ja havainnointitutkimukset sekä laatu- 
ja prosessihankkeet, kun niissä ei puututa ihmisen koskemattomuuteen, eivät kuulu 
lääketieteellistä tutkimusta koskevan lain piiriin 

 
  Kyllä Ei 

5. Onko kyseessä muu kuin lääketieteen tutkimuslain alainen ihmiseen 

kohdistuva tutkimus? 

Eli humanististen alojen ja yhteiskuntatieteiden ohella esim. ihmisiin kohdistuva 

luonnontieteellinen ja tekniikan alan tutkimus, taiteellinen tutkimus ja ei-kajoava 

terveys- tai lääketieteellinen tutkimus ml. liikuntatieteellinen ja ravitsemustieteellinen 

tutkimus. 

☒ ☐ 

6. Poiketaanko tutkimukseen osallistumisessa tietoon perustuvan 

suostumuksen periaatteesta? 

Tietoon perustuva suostumus tarkoittaa sitä, että: 

a) tutkittava tietää olevansa tutkittavana 
b) tutkittava saa ymmärrettävästi ja totuudenmukaisesti tietoa tutkimuksesta 
c) tutkittavalla on riittävästi aikaa päätöksentekoon ja mahdollisuus kysyä 

lisätietoa 
d) tutkittavalle ei saa tulla tunnetta osallistumisen pakollisuudesta eikä pelkoa 

kielteisistä seurauksista, jos hän kieltäytyy osallistumasta 
e) tutkittava osoittaa aktiivisesti halukkuutensa osallistua tutkimukseen  
f) tutkittavalla on oikeus keskeyttää osallistumisensa tai peruuttaa 

suostumuksensa syytä ilmoittamatta ennen tutkimuksen päättymistä  

☐ ☒ 

7. Onko tutkittavien joukossa henkilöryhmiä, joiden vapaaehtoisuus 

tutkimukseen osallistumisesta voidaan kyseenalaistaa? 

Haavoittuvassa asemassa olevat tai tutkijaan tai tutkimusta tekevään organisaatioon 

riippuvuussuhteessa olevat, esim. asevelvolliset, vangit, tutkijan omat alaiset, 

opiskelijat, oppilaat. 

☐ ☒ 
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8. Puututaanko tutkimuksessa tutkittavien fyysiseen 

koskemattomuuteen? 

Tutkimuksessa on mukana älykello, älyvaaka ja älyverenpainemittari, joiden 

tarkoituksenmukaiseen käyttöön tutkimukseen osallistujat opastetaan käytön alussa. 

Lisäksi tutkimuksessa on omaan hyvinvointiin liittyviä kysymyksiä, joiden vastaamiseen 

tutkimukseen osallistujat opastetaan käytön alussa. Laitteiden käyttäminen ja 

kysymyksiin vastaaminen on vapaaehtoista, ja osallistujat voivat itsenäisesti päättää 

olla käyttämättä laitteita tai vastaamatta kysymyksiin.  

 

☒ ☐ 

9. Kohdistuuko tutkimus alle 15-vuotiaisiin ilman huoltajan erillistä 

suostumusta tai informointia, jonka perusteella huoltajalla olisi 

mahdollisuus kieltää lasta osallistumasta tutkimukseen? 

Alle 15-vuotiaiden tutkittavien osallistumiseen tarvitaan pääsääntöisesti huoltajan 

suostumus. Pelkkä huoltajien informointi tutkimuksesta riittää jos: 

- kyseessä on vähintään 400 henkilölle kohdistuva kyselytutkimus 
- tutkittavia havainnoidaan ilman tallennevälineitä ja henkilötietojen käsittelyä 

☐ ☒ 

10. Esitetäänkö tutkittaville poikkeuksellisen voimakkaita ärsykkeitä?  

Esim. väkivaltaa tai pornografiaa sisältävät materiaalit, tutkittavan arvomaailmaan 

täysin sopimattomat ajatukset tai materiaalit. 

☐ ☒ 

11. Onko tutkimuksessa riski aiheuttaa tutkittaville tai heidän läheisilleen 

normaalin arkielämän rajat ylittävää henkistä haittaa? 

Esim. tutkimus liittyy tutkittavien tai heidän läheistensä traumaattisiin kokemuksiin. 

☐ ☒ 

12.  Voiko tutkimuksen toteuttaminen merkitä turvallisuusuhkaa 

tutkittavalle tai tutkijalle tai heidän läheisilleen? 

Esim. perheväkivaltaa koskevat tutkimukset, kriisitilanteissa tai -alueilla toteutettavat 

tutkimukset. Myös tietoturvariskit voivat olla turvallisuusuhka, jos tutkittavien 

henkilötietoja esimerkiksi kerätään ja yhdistetään useista eri lähteistä. 

☐ ☒ 

Jos vastasit “kyllä” kysymykseen nro 5 ja johonkin kysymyksistä 6 - 12, tutkimukselle on 

saatava ennen aineistonkeruuta ennakkoarviointilausunto ihmistieteiden eettiseltä 

toimikunnalta. 
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Jos ennakkoarviointilausuntoa ei pyydetä tai tutkija ei noudata saamansa lausunnon 

ohjeistusta, kyseessä voi olla hyvän tieteellisen käytännön (HTK) loukkaus, joka voidaan 

tarvittaessa selvittää HTK-loukkauksia koskevien epäilyjen käsittelyprosessissa. 

Lisätietoa: Tutkimuseettisen neuvottukunnan (TENK) sivuilta  

13. Onko sinulla jokin muu syy pyytää eettistä ennakkoarviointia kuin 

edellä olevissa kysymyksissä 6 - 12 mainittu? 

Rahoittajan (Hämeen ammattikorkeakoulu) vaatimus 

 

☒ ☐ 

Tällöin eettinen toimikunta voi antaa lausunnon sijaan kuvauksen Suomen eettisen 

ennakkoarvioinnin käytännöistä ja siitä, milloin Suomessa tarvitaan eettinen 

ennakkoarviointi. 

14. Perustuuko tutkimus vain julkisiin tietoihin, rekisteri- ja asiakirja-

aineistoihin tai arkistoaineistoon? 
☐ ☒ 

Jos vastasit “kyllä”, et tarvitse eettistä ennakkoarviointilausuntoa ihmistieteiden eettiseltä 

toimikunnalta. Tarkista, tarvitsetko mahdollisesti muita lupia tai lausuntoja! 

 
 

2. Lausunnon hakijan näkemys tutkimukseen liittyvistä eettisistä 
kysymyksistä ja niiden ratkaisemisesta 

 
 

Tutkittavien informointi ja suostumus  

Jos lausuntopyynnön liitteenä olevista tutkittavan informointimateriaalista ja suostumuslomakkeesta käy ilmi 

selvästi alla olevat asiat, voit jättää vastaamatta kysymyksiin 15 - 19. 

15. Kuinka rekrytoit tutkittavat mukaan tutkimukseen? 

 Tutkimusryhmä kutsuu vapaaehtoiset tutkimukseen osallistujat mukaan 

tutkimukseen yhteistyöverkostoista (alueen oppilaitokset ja vanhempain yhdistykset), 

ja rekrytointi tapahtuu tiedotustilaisuuksissa (hakemuksen liitteenä on esimerkki 

tiedotustilaisuuden materiaalista). 
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16. Kuinka kerrot tutkittaville tutkimuksesta ja siihen osallistumisesta ymmärrettävästi 

ja totuudenmukaisesti? 

 Esittely tutkimuksesta ja yhteiskehitettävästä palvelusta tehdään 

tiedotustilaisuuksissa. Lisäksi tutkimukseen osallistuville kerrotaan suullisesti ja 

kirjallisesti tutkimuksesta ja he saavat esittää tarkentavia kysymyksiä. Heille annetaan 

myös kirjallinen tiedote tutkimuksesta.  

17. Jos tutkittavat ovat alle 15-vuotiaita, kuinka kerrot heidän huoltajilleen 

tutkimuksesta ja siihen osallistumisesta? 

 Tutkimukseen osallistuvat ovat yli 15-vuotiaita. 

 

18. Kuinka varmistat, että osallistuminen on aidosti vapaaehtoista? Onko tutkittavissa 

henkilöryhmiä, joiden vapaaehtoisuus voidaan kyseenalaistaa? Kuinka näiden 

henkilöiden suostumuksen vapaaehtoisuus on turvattu? Tutkittavalle ei saa tulla 

tunnetta kielteisistä seurauksista, jos hän ei halua osallistua tutkimukseen tai hän 

haluaa perua suostumuksensa myöhemmin.  

 Tutkimukseen osallistuville kerrotaan osallistumisen vapaaehtoisuudesta ja siitä, että 

tutkimuksesta voi jäädä pois milloin haluaa. Tutkimukseen osallistuville kerrotaan 

tutkimuksesta, ja he päättävät osallistumisestaan itse. Älylaitteiden käyttäjät voivat 

itsenäisesti päättää olla käyttämättä laitteita, eikä tutkimusryhmä vaikuta käyttäjien 

päätöksiin. Älykellon käyttäjä voi milloin tahansa ottaa kellon ranteestaan pois, ja sen 

pitäminen ranteessa on jokaisen käyttäjän oma valinta. Mahdollisuus stigman 

syntymiselle kellon käytöstä on hyvin pieni, sillä kello on normaali älykello, jonka voi 

ostaa kaupasta, ja jollaista moni tutkimukseen osallistumatonkin käyttää.  

Omaan hyvinvointiin liittyviin kysymyksiin vastaaminen on vapaaehtoista, eikä 

tutkimusryhmä vaikuta käyttäjien päätöksiin. Kysymyksiin vastannut henkilö voi 

halutessaan pyytää tutkimuksesta vastaavan tai palveluntarjoajan (LivingSkills) 

poistamaan omat tietonsa järjestelmästä. 

Tutkimukseen osallistujat opastetaan älylaitteiden tarkoituksenmukaiseen käyttöön. 

Lisäksi heitä opastetaan ottamaan tarvittaessa yhteyttä tutkijoihin, mikäli 
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tutkimukseen osallistuminen aiheuttaa ahdistusta tai muita haittoja. Tutkijat 

tarjoavat keskusteluapua ja ohjaavat käyttäjät tarvittavan tuen piiriin.  

19. Kuinka osoitat tutkittavan tietoon perustuvan suostumuksen? 

Huomaa, että vaikka huoltaja tai laillinen edustaja voi antaa luvan tutkimukseen 

osallistumiseen, päätöksen osallistumisesta tekee kukin tutkittava omalta osaltaan. 

 Jokainen tutkimukseen osallistuva allekirjoittaa suostumuksensa osallistua 

tutkimukseen. 

20. Aiotko poiketa tutkittavien tietoisesta suostumuksesta osallistua tutkimukseen? 

Aiotko olla antamatta tutkittaville riittävästi tai oikeaa tietoa tutkimuksesta? 

Perustele ratkaisusi. 

 Tutkimukseen osallistuvilta pyydetään nimenomainen suostumus tutkimukseen 

osallistumisesta, ja heille annetaan riittävästi ja oikeaa tietoa tutkimuksesta. Sekä 

kehittämistyö että digitaalisten palveluiden kokeilut pidetään mahdollisimman 

läpinäkyvinä ja osallistavina koko tutkimuksen ajan. Kokeilujakson aikana osallistujalla 

on pääsy omiin tietoihinsa. Tutkijat eivät pääse osallistujan kokeilujaksolla tuottamin 

hyvinvointitietoihin. Tutkimus kohdistuu palvelun käyttökokemuksiin.  

21. Aiotko tutkia alle 15-vuotiaita ilman huoltajan erillistä suostumusta tai 

informointia? Perustele ratkaisusi. Miten varmistat, että tutkittavaksi pyydettävät 

ymmärtävät tutkimuksen aiheen ja sen, mitä tutkimukseen osallistuminen heiltä 

edellyttää? 

 Kaikki tutkimukseen osallistuvat ovat yli 15-vuotiaita. 

Henkilötietojen käsittely tutkimuksessa  

Jos lausuntopyynnön liitteenä on aineistonhallintasuunnitelma ja tutkimuksen tietosuojailmoitus, joista alla 

olevat tiedot käyvät selvästi ilmi, voit jättää vastaamatta kysymyksiin 22–30. 

22. Käsitteletkö tutkimuksessasi henkilötietoja? Mitä ja miksi? 

 Tutkimusaineiston henkilötiedot ovat sukupuoli ja asuinpaikkakunta. Digitaaliset 

palvelut kehitetään sopimaan kohderyhmälle, siksi tarvitaan henkilöiden 

asuinpaikkakunta, joka on sidottu paikkakunnan matalan kynnyksen palveluihin. 
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Haastatteluaineistosta ilmenee henkilöiden sukupuoli. Muita henkilötietoja 

tutkimuksessa ei kerätä.   

23. Käsitteletkö tutkimuksessasi erityisiin henkilötietoryhmiin kuuluvia (arkaluonteisia) 

henkilötietoja? Mitä ja miksi? 

 Tutkimuksessa ei käsitellä erityisiin henkilötietoryhmiin kuuluvia henkilötietoja. 

Arkaluonteisia henkilötietoja ei kysytä. 

24. Mikä on henkilötietojen laillinen käsittelyperusteesi? 

Henkilötietoja saa käsitellä vain, kun siihen on lainmukainen käsittelyperuste 

☐  Yleisen edun mukainen tieteellinen tutkimus 

☒  Tutkittavan (rekisteröidyn) suostumus 

☐  Jokin muu, mikä?  

25. Jos henkilötietojen käsittelyperusteesi on tutkittavan (rekisteröidyn) suostumus, 

kuinka osoitat suostumuksen? 

 Tutkimukseen osallistuvilta pyydetään allekirjoittamaan nimenomainen suostumus 

26. Kuka tai ketkä on rekisterinpitäjiä?  

 Hämeen ammattikorkeakoulu on rekisterinpitäjä, joka vastaa rekisterin tietosuojasta. 

27.  Kuvaa, miten henkilötietoja käsitellään aineistoa analysoitaessa ja tutkimuksen 

tuloksia raportoitaessa. Ketkä käsittelevät? Milloin ja miten aineisto 

pseudonymisoidaan ja/tai anonymisoidaan? Säilytetäänkö henkilötietoja tietojen 

yhdistämistä varten? 

 Tutkimukseen liittyvä henkilötieto: tietoja käsittelevät vain tutkimusryhmän jäsenet. 

Tutkimusryhmän jäsenillä on salassapitovelvoite. Haastatteluaineisto 

pseudonymisoidaan litteroinnin yhteydessä.  

Tutkimuksen ulkopuolinen henkilötieto, jota hankkeessa kerätään: Kokeilujaksoille 

osallistuvat henkilöt päättävät itse, ottavatko he digitaaliset palvelut käyttöönsä, 

jolloin kokeilujakson aikana heistä kertynyt tieto siirtyy hankkeessa 

yhteiskehitettävän palvelun käyttöön. Hankkeessa kertyvä henkilötieto on 
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anonymisoitua objektiivista ja subjektiivista tietoa, josta kukaan yksittäinen henkilö ei 

ole tunnistettavissa. Anonymisoitua dataa ei käytetä tässä tutkimuksessa.  

28. Onko mahdollista, että yksittäiset tutkittavat on tunnistettavissa 

tutkimusjulkaisuissa esim. otoksen pienen koon tai tutkittavien julkisen aseman 

vuoksi? 

 Yksittäisen henkilön tunnistaminen tutkimusjulkaisussa ei saa olla mahdollista. 

Tulokset kuvataan yleisellä tasolla.   

Mitä tapahtuu tutkimusaineistolle tutkimuksen päättymisen jälkeen? 

29. Onko tutkimusaineisto hyödyllinen myös jatkotutkimuksia ajatellen ja voisiko sen 

tallentaa avoimen tieteen periaatteiden mukaisesti myös muiden tutkijoiden 

saataville? Kuka huolehtii aineiston anonymisoinnista ja tallentamisesta muiden 

tutkijoiden saataville? 

 Tutkimusaineistoa ei käytetä myöhemmin jatkotutkimuksia ajatellen. 

Tutkimusaineisto hävitetään raportoinnin jälkeen. 

30. Jos aineistoa ei voi tallentaa ja avata muiden tutkijoiden käyttöön, kuka tuhoaa 

sen, miten ja milloin? 

 Tutkimuksesta vastaava henkilö huolehtii aineiston tuhoamisesta. Aineisto tuhotaan 

tutkimustulosten julkaisemisen jälkeen viimeistään 31.12.2025. 

Muut mahdolliset tutkittaviin, tutkijoihin tai heidän läheisiin kohdistuvat riskit ja 

haitat 

31. Jos tutkittaville esitetään poikkeuksellisen voimakkaita ärsykkeitä tai on riski 

aiheuttaa tutkittavalle tai heidän läheisilleen normaalin arkielämän rajat ylittävää 

henkistä haittaa, miten olet varautunut mahdollisiin negatiivisiin seurauksiin? 

 Tutkimukseen osallistuville ei esitetä voimakkaita ärsykkeitä eikä ole riskiä, että heille 

tai heidän läheisilleen aiheutuisi tutkimukseen osallistumisesta henkistä haittaa. 

Mikäli subjektiivinen hyvinvoinnin seuranta herättää huolta, tutkimukseen osallistujat 

ohjataan asiantuntijapalveluiden piiriin.  
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32.  Voiko tutkimuksesta seurata turvallisuusuhkaa tutkittavalle, tutkijalle tai heidän 

läheisilleen? Mitä teet riskin pienentämiseksi? 

 Tutkimuksesta ei seuraa tutkimukseen osallistuville, tutkijoille tai heidän läheisilleen 

turvallisuusuhkaa. 

33. Voiko tutkittaville mielestäsi aiheutua tutkimuksesta jotain muuta riskiä tai 

haittaa? Miten estät tai vähennät tuota riskiä tai haittaa? 

 Tutkimuksesta ei aiheudu tutkimukseen osallistuville muutakaan riskiä tai haittaa. 

34. Jos tutkimukseen liittyvissä mittauksissa, kuvantamisessa tms. löytyy jotain 

odottamatonta (esim. viitteitä sairaudesta, josta tutkittava ei ole tietoinen), miten 

toimit? 

 Jos tutkimukseen liittyvissä mittauksissa löytyy jotain odottamatonta, pyrimme ensin 

varmistamaan taustatiedoista mittaustuloksen aitouden (esim. olosuhteet ja 

tutkittavan oma mielipide). Tarvittaessa jäljitetään tutkimukseen osallistuvan 

henkilöllisyys ja ohjataan osallistuja asiantuntija-avun piiriin. Tutkimukseen 

osallistuva seuraa omia mittaustuloksiaan koko ajan ja pystyy itse arvioimaan 

mahdollista avun tarvettaan. 

 

 
 

3. Tutkimuksesta vastaavan henkilön arvio tutkimuksen tutkittaville, 
tutkijalle tai heidän läheisilleen mahdollisesti aiheuttamista riskeistä 
tai haitoista ja tutkijan suunnitelmasta niiden ehkäisemiseksi 
(enintään 300 sanaa) 
 

Tutkimus kohdistuu tutkimukseen osallistuvien kokemuksiin digitaalisten palveluiden 

käyttämisestä. Tutkimuksen tavoitteena on tuottaa tietoa, jonka avulla voidaan 

yhteiskehittää digitaalisia palveluja ja löytää ratkaisuja, jotka parhaiden soveltuvat 

kohderyhmien käyttöön oman hyvinvoinnin seurannassa. Hankkeessa yhteiskehitettävä 

PoC (Proof-of-Concept) -ratkaisu hyödyntää tutkimustietoa. PoC -taso tarkoittaa, että 

hankkeessa pyritään selvittämään testauksen ja varhaisten prototyyppien avulla, onko 

yhteiskehitetty ratkaisu mahdollista toteuttaa. Yhteiskehitettävän ratkaisu koostuu 

palvelu- ja toimintamalleista sekä sisältää mobiilin käyttöliittymän ja sitä tukevan back-end 

-ratkaisun. Hankkeessa ei kehitetä lääkinnällistä laitetta. 
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Tutkimuksen tarkoituksena on kuvata kokeiluihin osallistuneiden nuorten ja aikuisten 

kokemuksia digitaalisten palvelujen ja älykellon, älyverenpainemittarin ja älyvaa’an käyttöä 

ja niiden koetuista hyödyistä. 

Tutkimuksen osallistuvat omistavat oman tietonsa hyvinvoinnistaan ja voivat halutessaan 

hyödyntää sitä vertailemalla objektiivista ja subjektiivista tietoa keskenään.  

Tutkimukseen osallistujia opastetaan ottamaan tarvittaessa yhteyttä tutkijoihin, mikäli 

tutkimukseen osallistuminen aiheuttaa ahdistusta tai muita haittoja. Tutkijat tarjoavat 

keskusteluapua ja ohjaavat käyttäjät tarvittavan tuen piiriin. Lisäksi osallistujille 

muistutetaan, että he voivat olla suoraan yhteydessä asiantuntija-apuun tai esimerkiksi 

opiskelija- ja työterveyshuoltoon. 

Tutkimuksessa noudatetaan TENKin (2019) hyvän tieteellisen tutkimuksen eettisiä 

periaatteita.  

 
Allekirjoitukset  

☒ Vakuutan, että olen pohtinut tämän tutkimuksen tutkittaville, tutkijalle tai heidän 

läheisilleen mahdollisesti aiheuttamia riskejä tai haittoja ja antanut niistä edellä 

totuudenmukaisen kuvan.  

Vakuutan, että tutkimus toteutetaan suunnitelman mukaisesti.  

JA 

☒ 
Mielestäni tämä tutkimus ei aiheuta tutkittaville, tutkijalle tai heidän läheisilleen 

riskejä tai haittoja, jotka edellyttäisivät eettisen toimikunnan ennakkoarviointia. 

TAI 

☐ 

Mielestäni tämä tutkimus / opinnäytetyö voi aiheuttaa tutkittaville, tutkijalle tai 

heidän läheisilleen riskejä tai haittoja, jotka edellyttävät eettisen toimikunnan 

ennakkoarviointia.  

Tutkijan / opinnäytetyöntekijän allekirjoitus: 

 

Päiväys: 
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Tutkimuksesta vastaavan henkilön allekirjoitus: 

 

 

Päiväys: 

4.4.2022 

 

 
Lausuntopyynnön liitteet 
 

Pakolliset liitteet 

Tutkimussuunnitelma ☒ 

Aineistonhallintasuunnitelma ☒ 

Tutkimusasetelmasta riippuen 

Tutkittavan informaatiomateriaali (nuorille ja aikuisille) ☒ 

Tutkittavan suostumuslomake (nuorille ja aikuisille) ☒ 

Haastattelurunko ☒ 

Tutkittavalle toimitettava haastattelurunko ja 

kyselylomake 
☒ 

Muu, mikä?  

1) Predicell Oy:n tietojen hallinnan periaatteet 
2) LivingSkills Oy:n tietosuojaseloste ja rekisteri-

ilmoitus 
3) Erityisehdot tietoverkon välityksellä 

toimitettavista palveluista IT2018_ETP 
4) Hankkeen esittelymateriaali 

tiedotustilaisuudessa, jossa pyydetään 
kiinnostuneita osallistumaan tutkimukseen 

☒ 

 


