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1 Introduction 

1.1 Rationale 

Despite long traditions in wood processing and wooden construction the amount of 

multistorey wooden construction (WMC)1 is still very limited in Finland. However, 

the relatively new government driven agenda, bioeconomy2, has created an oppor-

tunity for wood to strengthen its position in the construction sector. In the wake of the 

bioeconomy the Finnish government has stated its plans to increase the amount of 

wood in construction (Finnish Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment 2014). 

WMC and construction of additional floors of wood, among others, have been identi-

fied as the biggest opportunities for growth in timber construction by the Ministry of 

Economic Affairs and Employment. Sustainability and economical aspects act as mo-

tivations for increasing use of wood in construction. 

 

Some of the underlying foundations are the large forest coverage and increasing forest 

growing stock, which make wood an abundant renewable raw material in Finland. Alt-

hough the forest industry already utilizes to a large extent the available wood raw ma-

terial, majority of the harvested wood consists of pulpwood (Natural Resources Insti-

tute Finland 2020). In addition to the existing pulp and paper industry in Finland there 

are several greenfield investment plans, which if realized will require balancing of the 

wood yield of different timber assortments – i.e. logs, pulpwood and fuelwood. The 

pulp and paper industry uses mainly pulpwood, whereas logs are used as raw material 

for the majority of wood products used in construction. Therefore, the use of wood 

 

1 In this study wooden multistorey construction refers to buildings with at least three storeys and a 

wooden frame, or to the process of constructing such buildings. 

2 Bioeconomy is "the production of renewable biological resources and the conversion of these re-

sources and waste streams into value added products, such as food, feed, bio-based products and bio-

energy” (European Commission 2012). 



 

 

2 

 

products in construction can be used as a partial means to balance the efficiency of 

wood raw material use. There is also a national aim to increase export of wooden mul-

tistorey construction products through support and development of domestic know-

how, and especially through development of industrial manufacturing in wooden con-

struction (Ministry of the Environment 2018). Partially due to the forest industry’s 

current product portfolio the Finnish bioeconomy’s economic benefits have been con-

sidered to be lower than could be expected by the mere increase in wood consumption 

(Kniivilä et al. 2017). Wooden construction has also a role in climate change mitiga-

tion as wood is a renewable raw material which can store carbon for decades within 

the constructions. The Finnish Ministry of the Environment aims to make legislative 

changes to include carbon footprint requirements into building codes by 2025. In past 

decades there has also been alleviating changes in construction and fire safety regula-

tion regarding wooden multistorey construction in Finland, and discussions on further 

lightening the regulation continues. The aforementioned factors are embedded in the 

national bioeconomy concept of Finland, which has been endorsed by recent regimes. 

These factors also act as a partial motivation for this study. 

 

The bioeconomy derives its motives from holistic sustainability, in which WMC seems 

to have a foothold as it can be linked to environmental, social, economic, and even 

cultural sustainability. Housing has significant environmental impacts and it is an es-

sential segment in a shift towards greener economies (UNEP 2011 & 2010). Climate 

change is one of the most evident large-scale sustainability drivers, and WMC can be 

used to support the needed mitigation actions to combat the climate change. WMC, 

wooden construction and wooden materials in general have been suggested to have 

other benefits as well. For example, benefits of ready-made modules include shorter 

construction time at site and drastic waste reductions, and wooden interiors seem to 

provide health and aesthetical benefits (Korsunova 2017). All the aforementioned sus-

tainability matters make WMC very topical. 
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According to the European Bioeconomy Strategy consumers and their behaviour play 

a major role in the transformation process towards bioeconomy. Behaviour of consum-

ers can dictate the demand for products of the bioeconomy (Kniivilä et al. 2017). The 

bioeconomy strategy of Europe names public awareness and stakeholder engagement 

as key features for the future development of the bioeconomy. The strategy also states 

that citizens opinions on bioeconomy-related issues also need to be embedded in the 

process. (European Commission 2018.) In Toppinen et al.’s (2018ab) studies sustain-

able development has been identified as a growing megatrend in housing in the future. 

Although changing regulation reflecting societal needs has been considered as a main 

driver for WMC growth, also the role of consumer demand has been recognized in 

their studies. They have urged further research on the strength and scope of sustaina-

bility and consumer drivers in the growth of WMC. The importance of the role of 

consumers is unarguable in a process towards a greener and safer operating space for 

humanity (Rockström et al. 2009), although for the majority of consumers taking sus-

tainability issues into account is difficult or even impossible, for example, due to eco-

nomical restrictions (Gunn & Mont 2014). Purchase of a home is usually the largest 

single investment for consumers in their lifetime making it distinctive of many other 

purchase decisions. 

 

WMCs are a rarity both globally and in Finland. Since the introduction of modern 

WMC in the 1990’s in Finland its growth has been quite slow. One of the reasons has 

been restricting construction and fire regulation. However, due to legislative changes, 

today it is possible to build up to eight storeys wooden buildings for residential, office, 

accommodation and caring field purposes. Additionally, it is possible to build up to 

four storeys public buildings for assembly purposes, such as schools (Puuinfo 2019a). 

As the amount of wooden multistorey construction projects slowly increases, the true 

potential of the sector is still to be discovered. So far Canada, Sweden and Austria 

have been regarded unofficially as forerunners in wooden multistorey construction. 

With circa 80 completed WMCs in Finland, the total amount is still very modest 

(Puuinfo 2018). However, a slight spike in new WMC can be detected, as in late 2019 
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there were 18 planned certain WMC projects, 31 likely projects, and 14 possible pro-

jects (Ministry of the Environment 2019). Growth from 2018 to 2019 was reported at 

25%. Out of regions, Uusimaa, Pirkanmaa and Varsinais-Suomi have been in recent 

years the most active with new WMC. Wooden multistorey buildings can be con-

structed with different methods and by using various wood products. The main used 

wood products are sawnwood, glulam (glue laminated timber), CLT (Cross-Laminated 

Timber), and LVL (Laminated Veneer Lumber) (Puuinfo 2020). 

 

1.2 Background and aim of the study 

This study is made in affiliation with two projects of University of Helsinki: Orches-

trating sustainable user-driven bioeconomy: Policy, transformation and benefits 

2017–2020 (Orbit) and Taste of Wooden Living (KäPy). KäPy investigates develop-

ment of the wooden multistorey construction from an end-user perspective. Previous 

wooden multistorey studies have focused on growth, technological and environmental 

aspects (e.g. Toppinen 2018a; Nykänen et al. 2017; Ijäs 2013), but the role of users 

has been given less attention. Previous studies suggest that the construction industry 

seems to dismiss the need for end-user views during the construction process, although 

at the same time it acknowledges the demand for green building3 from a consumer 

point of view (Toppinen et al. 2019; Röhr 2016). This encourages to investigate po-

tential within consumers/end-users. In addition, both end-users and the bioeconomy 

have been suggested as perspectives for promotional strategies to improve the com-

petitiveness of wood (Riala & Ilola 2014).  

 

 

3 “A ‘green’ building is a building that, in its design, construction or operation, reduces or eliminates 

negative impacts, and can create positive impacts, on our climate and natural environment. Green 

buildings preserve precious natural resources and improve our quality of life.” (World Green Building 

Council 2019.) 
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Regarding living in wooden apartments, some previous research has mapped out pref-

erences, attitudes and values of residents (e.g. Nurminen 2019, Palonen 2017, Kar-

jalainen 2002). Sustainable living has also been under research during the past decades. 

As for user involvement, it can be used as a mean to gather user information, which 

can be used in development of products and services (Heiskanen et al. 2010). Never-

theless, the construction sector is somewhat known for the lack of end-user participa-

tion (Bygballe & Ingemansson 2014). From a business point of view, competitive ad-

vantage could be achieved if consumers were better understood and their needs ful-

filled; whereas for consumers it could mean improved living. Thus, arguably there is 

a need to increase knowledge about the possibilities of end-user participation and sub-

sequently the potential of a consumer driven market in wooden multistorey construc-

tion. To address the knowledge gap, this study aims to investigate stakeholder percep-

tions of WMC and to explore the opportunities and barriers of end-user involvement 

in development of wooden multistorey construction procedures within the framework 

of bioeconomy targets. By end-users are meant consumers and residents, thus exclud-

ing investors. The following research questions are derived from the aim of the study: 

 

RQ1: What is the current relation between wooden multistorey construction and the 

bioeconomy? 

 

RQ2: What is the role of end-users in wooden multistorey construction? 

 

The following chapter consists of the contextual background; the bioeconomy, WMC 

and the role of consumers. Thereafter, in the theoretical framework is presented the 

framework of the study and theories regarding stakeholders, involvement, and choice 

editing. The fourth chapter presents the used methodology and data. Results are pre-

sented in the fifth chapter, after which the discussion form the sixth. Conclusions are 

presented in the seventh and last chapter. 
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2 Contextual background 

The purpose of this chapter is to through previous studies map the role of WMC from 

the viewpoint of the bioeconomy, the construction sector, design professionals and 

consumers, and to provide linkages between the aforementioned groups. 

 

2.1 WMC in the bioeconomy 

The largest sector of the Finnish bioeconomy is the forest sector, which in 2018 ac-

counted for 39% of the total output of the bioeconomy (Natural Resources Institute 

Finland 2019). The current product portfolio of the Finnish forest industry mainly con-

sists of pulp and paper products, which have relatively short product life cycles com-

pared to solid wood products (e.g. sawnwood, plywood and engineered wood prod-

ucts). In WMC is used sawnwood and engineered wood products for structural pur-

poses, which enables long-lasting carbon storages. Construction accounted for 16% of 

the output of the bioeconomy (Natural Resources Institute Finland 2019). With 1 600 

WMC apartment starts and 166 finished WMC apartments in 2018 (Puuinfo 2018), the 

market share of WMC in Finland was circa 5% of the total multistorey construction 

sector (Forecon 2018). In 2018, a total of 30 500 blocks of flats were built in Finland 

(Official Statistics of Finland 2019). 

 

Toppinen et al. (2019) identified standardized building systems and skilled architects 

and builders as important factors affecting future competitiveness of WMC business 

in Finland and Sweden.  Furthermore, the development of technical infrastructure and 

project-based business networks were considered as key aspects for the competitive-

ness of WMC. Key elements for increasing competitiveness of smaller residential 

WMC seem to relate to knowledge-sharing, skills, know-how and attitudes of market 

actors (i.e. constructors, developers, clients and wood product manufacturers) as well 

as to the public sector’s role in creating congruent and effective policies for building 

(i.e. fire regulation, building codes and promotion of environmental friendly construc-

tion) (Haaranen 2017). Possibilities for WMC rise also from industrial construction 



 

 

7 

 

(i.e. pre-fabrication), demanding architectural and constructional design, increased re-

sponsibilities for planning and construction, and improved and systematic feedback of 

experiences (e.g. Kniivilä et al. 2017; Kuzman & Sandberg 2017; Hurmekoski et al. 

2015). Main motivations for adopting wood as a structural material for non-residential 

building have been reported as sustainability, technical aspects, costs, building erec-

tion speed and aesthetics (Gosselin et al. 2017). 

 

Röhr (2016) examined crucial factors in the value chain of future WMC. According to 

the study, such significant factors are technological advancements, growth of aware-

ness regarding WMC, and increasement of liaison. Also, sustainability factors were 

seen to have some potential in the future. Sustainable construction – together with 

renewable energy, urban planning, food cultivation, education, and transportation – 

has also been identified as an essential factor regarding sustainable living in future 

Finland (Sauru 2018).  

 

WMC seems to have environmental benefits compared to concrete and steel construc-

tion. For example, in a carbon footprint study conducted by the Technical Research 

Centre of Finland (VTT) WMCs had 75% lower carbon footprints compared to close-

to identical concrete framed buildings (Nykänen et al. 2017). Also, in a study by Wang 

et al. (2013) experts in UK agreed on wood’s superior environmental performance. In 

addition, a meta-research of various LCA studies concluded that wooden buildings in 

general cause lower environmental impacts than conventional buildings (Asdrubali et 

al. 2017). Despite environmental benefits in wooden construction such benefits seem 

to be difficult to transfer into competitive advantage. Hurmekoski (2016) identified 

three main change factors for the operational environment of the construction sector: 

targets for decreasing negative environmental effects, increasing productivity, and im-

proving the quality of building. His findings suggested that these factors do not seem 

to contribute significantly to the competitiveness of wooden construction, as outcomes 

deriving from these factors are likely to exceed building code requirements, and con-

sequently might set the price point of wooden constructions too high. Key factors that 
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generally play a significant role in the choice of construction materials include build-

ing code, cost, project goals (performance requirements), client expectations and de-

sign professionals’ preferences (Knowles et al. 2011).  

 

Besides strengths and opportunities of WMC, also barriers have been studied. Inter-

estingly, barriers and motivations for adopting wood as a structural material have been 

reported to be partially overlapping. According to Gosselin et al. (2017) the most sig-

nificant barriers for non-residential WMC are – in descending order – building codes, 

lack of experience, costs, durability, technical aspects, industry culture and material 

availability. As typical issues were also mentioned fire safety, conception of a build-

ing, on-site assembly, scheduling, orders and deliveries, and stakeholder relationships. 

As WMC’s main barriers in Finland has been recognized cost, path-dependence of the 

concrete industry, and distrust of technical qualities of wood materials (Riala & Ilola 

2014). Somewhat similar themes were recognized as barriers by Kniivilä et al. (2017), 

as they reported lack of know-how and negative attitudes towards WMC among others. 

Hindrances of WMC implementation in Finland have also been reported to relate to 

poor information distribution, limited number of WMC industry actors and limited 

government policy measures for supporting project implementation (Franzini 2018). 

The European construction sector – along with the mechanical wood product industry 

– has been regarded as having cultural and structural attributes that reassert their risk 

aversiveness (Hurmekoski 2016), which may act as a hindrance to the growth of WMC 

in the future. 

 

2.2 Different perceptions of actors on WMC 

A building process can be divided into four phases: program phase, design phase, con-

struction phase and use phase. For material selection the program and design phases 

are the most essential (Roos et al. 2010). Design professionals – i.e. architects and 

engineers foremost – are an essential group of actors of a multistorey construction 

project, and they play an important, although not often a crucial, role in structural and 

material choices (Markström et al. 2019; Knowles et al. 2011). Thus, their perceptions 
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and role in wooden construction and green building has been under research and is still 

topical. In the late 1990’s Kozak and Cohen (1999) found that North American archi-

tects and engineers perceive wood to be comfortable, warm, functional, attractive and 

inviting. At about the same time Nolan and Truskett (2000) reported that Australian 

design professional’s perceive advantages of wood to relate to aesthetics, ease of use, 

availability and cost. Results indicating positive attitudes of architects towards wood 

seem to hold up in more recent studies conducted in Sweden (see Hemström et al. 

2011). Wood material’s environmental friendliness compared to other materials has 

also been acknowledged by architects and engineers (O’Connor et al. 2004). Gener-

ally, environmental properties seem to play a role in material choice especially in the 

European context (Roos et al. 2008). There is also indication of engineered wood prod-

ucts (EWPs), which are commonly used in WMC, being appreciated by architects for 

their low environmental impacts and aesthetics. It seems that the more a design pro-

fessional uses EWPs also the interest in using them increases (Markström et al. 2019). 

In turn, Wang et al.’s (2013) findings suggest that lack of information and knowledge 

of wood products among end-users often goes together with prejudice against them. 

Study results from Central and Southeast Europe suggest that in the case of EWPs 

there seems to be much variety among architects regarding familiarity and knowledge 

of their potential applications in wooden construction (Kuzman et al. 2018). However, 

also in this study architects generally perceived the use of wood positively. 

 

Views and perceptions of architects regarding frame materials have been studied quite 

widely in recent years (Markström et al. 2019). Despite relatively positive attitudes 

towards WMC and use of wood in general, knowledge gaps regarding them still seem 

to be common among design professionals (e.g. Kuzman & Sandberg 2017). Doubts 

towards wood in general are often related to decay, instability and sound transmission 

(Roos et al. 2010). Nevertheless, from the designer perspective there have been posi-

tive signs in the future outlook of wood as a construction material, as upcoming archi-

tects’ perceptions on properties of wood have been reported being more positive com-

pared to active architects (Kaputa & Maťová 2018). 
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Recent study results have shown increasing support for WMC among civil servants in 

Finnish municipalities, although perceptions of civil servants regarding benefits of 

WMC to different stakeholders and from different aspects seem to vary quite much 

(Franzini 2018). These positive perceptions towards WMC largely stem from benefits 

from the use of EWPs, which include economic, lifestyle, technological and (environ-

mental) sustainability aspects. As in the case of design professionals, also civil serv-

ants’ interest in WMC seems to increase as they gain (positive) experiences of WMC. 

According to Lähtinen et al. (2019) Finnish urban planners perceive wood materials 

from technological and regulatory perspectives and from the perspective of their solid 

environmental and other quality attributes in building.  

 

Different stakeholders’ power and attitude in the process of material selection in the 

context of Swedish construction has been depicted by Roos et al. (2010), and is pre-

sented in Figure 1. According to Roos et al., developers, authorities and constructors 

have the most power in material selection. However, both developers and constructors 

seem to have relatively negative attitudes towards timber, which is likely to be a major 

disadvantage as developers have been suggested to be a key stakeholder group for the 

growth of WMC in Finland (see Karjalainen 2002). They have been reported to be 

reluctant towards WMC due to bottom-line mentality and perceived development risk 

(Franzini 2018). Contrary to developers, Finnish constructors have been reported to be 

satisfied in wooden multi-structure projects (Karjalainen 2017b).  End-users’ percep-

tions toward timber in construction are depicted as neutral but they have only little 

power (lowest of all stakeholders). The following sub-chapter provides further infor-

mation on the perceptions of end-users and their role in WMC. 
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Figure 1 Power and attitude in the process of material selection (Roos et al. 2010). 

2.3 The role of consumers in WMC 

According to the European Bioeconomy Strategy, consumers and their behaviour are 

essential factors for promoting the transformation process into circular economy and 

sustainable living (European Commission 2018). Finnish consumers seem to have a 

positive attitude towards pro-environmental products. However, a clear minority is ac-

tually ready to make an effort to change their behavioral patterns or pay higher prices 

for sustainable products (Kniivilä et al. 2017). Although responsible consumption be-

havior requires sufficient consumer awareness and knowledge (See e.g. Buerke et al. 

2017 or Stöckigt et al. 2018), some have suggested that the attitudinal distortion related 

to WMC – including several stakeholders – cannot be addressed with communication 

and consumer education, as the misinterpretations seem systemic (Kniivilä et al. 2017). 

Consumers’ sustainable willingness does not translate into sustainable consumer be-

havior for various reasons, such as availability, affordability, convenience, product 
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performance, conflicting priorities, skepticism or force of habit (World Business 

Council for Sustainable Development 2008). In early 2000’s residents were seen to 

have an essential role in growth of WMC in Finland (Karjalainen 2002). Similarly, in 

later studies the role of consumers as a driver for WMC growth has been acknowledged 

(e.g. Riala & Ilola 2014; Toppinen et al., 2018). In a study conducted by Toppinen et 

al. (2018) some expert panelists considered the need for sustainable construction to 

echo directly from changing individual consumer needs. 

 

Previous studies suggest there are ascending positive attitudes towards living in 

wooden apartment houses. In a survey of WMC residents in the early 2000’s multisto-

rey timber apartments were seen as cozy and pleasant, having a good indoor climate, 

being functional, architecturally successful, fire-safe and well insulated against air-

borne sounds (Karjalainen 2002). Similar positive experiences were registered again 

in 2017 (Karjalainen 2017). Disturbingly loud noises caused by impact from upper 

floors were still regarded as one of the biggest issues, although there has been a sig-

nificant decrease in dissatisfaction in 15 years from 80% to 21% (Karjalainen 2002 vs. 

2017). Also other negative perceptions of the public towards wood as a construction 

material have been reported. For example, prejudice regarding fire resistance, durabil-

ity and stability of wood as a construction material has been reported among German 

consumers (Gold & Rubik 2009). In the same study consumers’ positive perceptions 

of timber and timber-framed houses were associated with “softer” aspects, such as 

well-being, aesthetics and eco-friendliness. A North American study compared con-

sumers’ perceptions of tall wooden buildings (TWB) to concrete and steel buildings. 

Results of the study showed that TWB’s were perceived as more aesthetic, contrib-

uting more to a positive living environment and being made of renewable materials 

(Larasatie et al. 2018). 

 

Palonen (2017) theme interviewed apartment buyers about their preferences and ex-

amined attitudes towards wood among apartment owners in wooden apartment build-

ings. According to her study, it is important for consumers to have unique and ready-
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made living solutions, to have an opportunity to influence on the appearance of the 

building and yard, but also to get unbiased information on qualities of wood in order 

to able to compare wood against other construction materials. Also in Palonen’s study 

consumers seemed to hold a positive image of wood as a construction material. As for 

non-resident stakeholder perceptions, builders seem to hold health benefits clearly as 

a more important rationale for consumers to live in a wooden building than environ-

mental aspects, whereas wood processors think the opposite although not as unani-

mously as the builders (Röhr 2016). According to Roos et al. (2010) end-users value 

price, location, comfort, and visual details over material choice. In Finnish context, 

majority of consumers seem to be unwilling to pay any extra for an apartment in  WMC 

compared to an apartment in a concrete building (Heinonen 2018). 

 

In a case study by Pöyhönen (2018) the formation and functions of WMC business 

ecosystems were described. Also use of end-user information in construction was ex-

amined. In conjunction with the study was noted that the residents were not able to 

participate in decision-making regarding interiors until the construction was started. In 

Franzini’s study (2018) opinions of end-users did not come up often by civil servants 

during interviews, although the civil servants also believed consumer choice to be a 

driver for altering housing market trends.  Residents’ opinions have been reported to 

feature both interest and skepticism towards WMC, but they have also been accused 

by civil servants of apathy regarding provision of living desires (Franzini 2018). In 

light of previous research, the power of consumers in multistorey construction seems 

quite limited. 

 

Connections with customers and users in the construction industry have typically been 

weak, although this seems to be changing (Bygballe & Ingemansson 2014). One of the 

reasons behind weak connections is that companies’ strategic interests may not coin-

cide with user needs (Heiskanen et al. 2010). Wood is still a novelty in multistorey 

construction. Within change lies also risk for companies, as acceptance of new mate-

rials among customers may take time. Technical concepts take also time to form into 
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feasible business cases. Meanwhile mistakes can be noticed late and they can lead to 

expensive repairs and legal processes.  
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3 Theoretical framework 

3.1 Framework of the study 

The framework of this thesis is encompassed by the concept of sustainable develop-

ment, and the need and aspiration towards more sustainable human activities, whether 

it is from an environmental, social, economic or even cultural aspect. This thesis fo-

cuses on sustainable living and building possibilities within residential wooden multi-

storey construction. The consumer – also referred to as end-user and resident – is in a 

focal point and is examined from the perspective of chosen actors (experts, architects, 

firms and property managers) and by the end-users themselves. In addition, this thesis 

explores consumers and the role of WMC from the perspective of the bioeconomy. 

Bioeconomy is a concept that can be held as a mean to promote sustainability, has been 

increasingly discussed in the Finnish society and WMC has been associated with it, 

for example, through the national bioeconomy strategy (see Ministry of Employment 

and the Economy 2014). To help exploration of the above-mentioned aspects, to nar-

row down the scope of the study, and to bring structure and reflection to analysis and 

discussion, two consumer/user theories are introduced; user involvement and choice 

editing. Innovation and the role of different stakeholders are also overviewed in the 

theoretical framework, as new possibilities of end-user engagement by different actors 

are explored. The visual illustration of the theoretical framework is provided in Figure 

2. 
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Figure 2 Framework of the study. 

Figure 3 presents an interpretation of the relationship of user involvement and choice 

editing in this thesis. In the theoretical framework of this study a passive role of con-

sumers is manifested by choice editing, where consumer choices are controlled and 

restricted in a way that steers them into certain type of behavior and actions. In turn, a 

more active role of consumers is manifested by user involvement. Although this also 

suggests that consumers are permitted to influence, they receive a much more active 

role in which they do not only affect the outcome but can also influence processes 

antecedent to the outcome. An outcome may represent here, for example, a purchase 

decision of an apartment, interior choices of a new apartment or the choice of frame 

material of a construction.  
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Figure 3 Interpretation of the relation of involvement and choice editing in the theo-

retical framework of the study. 

 

3.2 The role of different stakeholders in sustainable innovation 

Lack of sufficient innovation management has been identified as an issue in the Finn-

ish construction sector (Matinaro & Liu 2017), which may have contributed to the 

stagnating development of productivity in the industry. Matinaro and Liu argue that 

through a culture of creative thinking and innovations it could be possible for the con-

struction industry not only to evolve product and process wise but to also become more 

sustainable. The decentralized character and project-oriented business combined with 

changing customers and requirements make innovation and standardized new methods 

difficult in the construction industry. Innovation in the construction sector often con-

cerns management of resources, activities and actors. Innovation logic among con-

struction companies is thought to be strongly linked to the interaction and connections 

of their networks, i.e. the stakeholders. (Bygballe & Ingemansson 2014.) In literature 

stakeholder engagement has different meanings (Goodman et al. 2017). Goodman et 

WMC in the bioeconomy 

Bioeconomy as a representation of sustainability 

Sustainable economy 

Relation of the aforementioned to sustainable construction and living. 

Role of consumers in WMC 

Passive role of consumers 

• Control and restriction of con-
sumer choices. 

• Applicable theory: Choice editing. 

Active role of consumers 

• Increased possibilities to influ-
ence for consumers. 

• Applicable theory: User involve-
ment. 
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al. divide it into stakeholder collaboration, in which stakeholders merely give sugges-

tions to the company, and collaborative innovation in which creative and active in-

volvement of stakeholders is present. They also present that stakeholders capable of 

taking roles of proactive nature in an innovative process form a great opportunity for 

innovation. Stakeholders’ activities and roles may vary during innovation processes 

and thus also proactiveness may also vary. Stakeholders in WMC are examined in this 

study and particularly the role of consumers is emphasized. Together different actors 

affect the process of residential multistorey construction, and ultimately also in the 

living experience of residents. 

 

Matinaro and Liu (2017) emphasize the importance of stakeholders in innovation pro-

cesses of a construction company. Stakeholder interactions in WMC have been re-

ported to be limited and therefore forming a barrier for the adoption of WMC (Gosselin 

et al. 2017), which could also transform into a barrier for innovation. Stakeholders can 

be divided into primary and secondary stakeholders. Of the two groups primary stake-

holders are often close-knit to the company, which makes them more sensitive to rad-

ical changes in the company – whether these changes are related to sustainability or 

something else. This may discourage them to participate in change. As for secondary 

stakeholders, they may be even more relevant for sustainability-oriented innovation 

than primary stakeholders, because their intentions towards sustainability are often 

genuine (Goodman et al. 2017.) According to Toppinen et. al (2019), consumers seem 

to be positioned in the outer perimeter of (wooden multistorey) construction ecosys-

tems, instead of being a primary stakeholder group. Although secondary stakeholders 

may be even more relevant for sustainable innovation, their distance from the focal 

point of the ecosystem makes influencing challenging. 
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Some scholars have suggested that stakeholders might be in crucial role for sustainable 

innovation4, as sustainable innovation requires often knowledge and contacts from 

several organizations (Goodman et al. 2017). Despite this, the stakeholder perspective 

has been generally considered as a rare model for businesses innovation (Lee et al. 

2012) and has not either been much studied (Goodman et al. 2017). Goodman et al. 

identified the following eight stakeholder roles in sustainability-oriented innovation 

processes: the stimulator, initiator, broker/mediator, concept refiner, legitimator, edu-

cator, context enabler and impact extender. The role of an impact extender stakeholder 

was seen strongly characteristic for sustainability related innovation. Stakeholders in 

this role promote increased use of the product and may extend impacts to other areas 

of sustainable lifestyles as well. 

 

3.3 User involvement 

3.3.1 Definition of involvement 

There are several terms related to involvement of citizens, consumers, customers and 

users. In English, terms “involvement”, “participation” and “inclusion” are used in the 

context of taking part or being included. As terms, they are very close to each other if 

not synonyms. Involvement is defined as “the act or process of taking part in some-

thing” or “the state of being included in an activity”, and participation as the “action 

of taking part in an event or activity”. Inclusion is “the act of including someone or 

something as part of a group, list, etc., or a person or thing that is included” (Cam-

bridge Dictionary 2019abc.) Similarly, in Finnish language terms “osallisuus” and 

“osallistuminen” are used both as synonyms and distinctive terms, although in some 

cases the latter seems to be embedded in the former. In social sciences involvement is 

 

4 There is no unified definition for sustainable innovation. However, it is commonly defined as “a new 

or significantly improved product or service whose implementation in the market solves or alleviates 

an environmental or a social problem” (Goodman et al. 2017). 
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referred to possibilities of citizens or customers to influence development and deci-

sion-making processes in their living environment and the society (Sarvela & Pukari 

2007, p. 6). It includes both means and methods (Niiranen 2002, p. 71; Bäcklund & 

Paavola 2003, p. 51). In this thesis the distinction between citizen involvement (see 

e.g. Nivala et al. 2017; Yang & Callahan 2007; Creighton 2005, pp. 7-11) and user 

involvement (see e.g. Sigala 2014; Lettl 2007) is acknowledged, although they can be 

overlapping, as building processes include both private and public actors. Still, the 

former mainly refers to involvement in societal processes and the latter to consumer-

company interactions. Both are included in the scope of this thesis. It is noteworthy 

that as customers and clients do not need to be natural persons, it is possible that cus-

tomer involvement does not refer to consumers but to companies and organizations in 

general. In such cases, theories or ideas may not apply to consumers, although they 

can. 

 

3.3.2 Citizen involvement 

Citizen involvement is related to encouragement or promotion of participation, and to 

societal integration (Nivala 2008, pp. 165-166; Bäcklund & Paavola 2003, p. 51; 2002; 

Niiranen 2002). It can be regarded as something worth pursuing (Niiranen 2002, p. 74; 

Nivala 2008, p. 334) or even as an ideal state (Nivala 2008, pp. 166-168). Opposites 

of involvement or participation are often regarded as negative and unwanted (e.g. 

Hämäläinen 1999, p. 76; Nivala 2008, p. 166, p. 247 & pp. 249-250). A key feature of 

involvement is that it should be based on voluntariness (Hämäläinen 1999, p. 79). In 

order for participation to occur certain features from societal and individual perspec-

tives are required. Prerequisites of involvement can be divided into four elements: par-

ticipation possibilities offered by the civil society, readiness of the citizen, actual par-

ticipation, and the experience of being part of the society (Figure 4). Possibilities for 

participation means formal and actual possibilities that are provided to the participa-

tor. In order to utilize possibilities an individual needs different types of informational, 

cognitive and functional abilities and skills; i.e. citizen readiness. These include con-
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cretely social skills, but also attitude-related readiness (e.g. openness, interest and ini-

tiativity). Possibilities and readiness are the foundation for actual participation, which 

is the third prerequisites for involvement. The fourth requirement of so-called true in-

volvement is the experience of being part of the community, instead of being only for-

mally and functionally/operatively participating. Together these items form an experi-

ence of involvement. 

 

Figure 4 Prerequisites for involvement (adapted from Nivala 2008, p. 169). 

 

The Finnish constitution states that an individual has the right to participate and influ-

ence in the development of the society, and one’s living environment, and that the 

public authority is to promote possibilities to do so (Constitution of Finland 

11.6.1999/731). Additionally, the Finnish Local Government Act (10.4.2015/410) em-

phasizes citizen involvement in municipal decision making. Hence public involvement 

is obligated only in urban planning and is not included in residential building and liv-

ing. 
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User involvement theories have been presented in many fields, which present different 

classifications for the types and degrees of involvement. The principles seem to be 

both universal, and field and situation specific. Toikko (2011) presents four levels for 

user involvement in the context of social services; understanding of customers, re-

stricted participation of customers, equal participation of customers, and customers as 

principals. In Toikko’s division the level of involvement increases the more users are 

activated, treated as equals and goals and outcomes are not defined beforehand from 

the outside of the process, but rather are a result of interaction (Figure 5). If users are 

principles of the process they can attain ownership and control. (Toikko 2009, p. 98; 

2011, p. 108.) 

 

 

 

 

 

In a social services context Clark et al. (2008) divide the degree of involvement of 

users into five levels: “no involvement”, “limited involvement”, “growing involve-

ment”, “collaboration” and “partnership”.  In the first level no involvement has been 

incorporated in the service development process. In the second level there is limited 

involvement, which includes occasional consultation and restricted information shar-

ing. Growing involvement involves regular consultation regarding decisions, modus 

operandi and development. Collaboration adds to the previous level support (e.g. by 

training) and remuneration of users for their participation. In the strongest level of 

involvement, partnership, the provider and users work in all service aspects together 

and users evaluate the services and processes.  

 

From the participator’s viewpoint the strength of involvement can be described 

through three archetypes of involvement: a receiver, “a stand-taker” and a realizer (Ta-

ble 1). As a receiver the participator’s attendance in the involvement process is weak, 

Degree of involvement increases 

Understanding → Restricted participation → Equality → Principal user 

Figure 5 Types of involvement vis-à-vis degree of involvement (modified from Toikko 

2011). 
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passive. The participator merely follows given instructions and does not have genuine 

influence on the direction or content of the involvement process. The level of commit-

ment is low, and the effects remain minor. On the other side of the scale is the “real-

izer”, whose attendance is active and strives for affecting. The participator is given the 

possibility to influence on planning, execution and assessment during the process and 

the implications are at least advisory if not binding. In between of these two types is 

the so-called “taking a stand” type, in which commenting on things related to the par-

ticipators themselves is possible, nevertheless, the level of involvement is only partly 

active and has low to medium commitment. These involvement types suggest that 

along increasing participation also a stronger foundation for involvement is formed 

(Nivala 2008). Furthermore, intensity of involvement has also been examined by Meu-

ter & Bitner (1998) among others.  

 

Table 1 Different levels of involvement by archetypes (modified from Nivala (2008, 

p. 171). 

                           Type 

Factor 

Receiver “Taking a stand” Realizer 

Type of attendance Passive Partly active Active 

Role Complying with in-

structions 

Complying with in-

structions and com-

menting 

Possibility to influ-

ence purpose and 

planning 

Influence on content 

during participation 

No influence on con-

tent or direction 

Possibility to ex-

press opinions, 

wishes, and assess 

Possibility to influ-

ence planning, execu-

tion and assessment 

Influence on content 

during participation 

No influence on con-

tent or direction 

Possibility to ex-

press opinions, 

wishes, and assess 

Possibility to influ-

ence planning, execu-

tion and assessment 

Level of commitment Low Low to medium High commitment 

through involvement 

and responsibility 

Implications Little to no effect Advisory or binding Advisory or binding 

Level of involvement + ++ +++ 
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3.3.3 Consumer involvement 

The purpose of involvement is not only to empower citizens (Denegri-Knott et al. 

2006) but also to develop existing products and services. This subchapter examines 

users from a customer and/or a consumer point of view instead of a citizen viewpoint. 

Company perspectives are also included.  

 

Consumers can be depicted as opposing to companies and the markets. On the other 

hand, their needs are prioritized by companies as a logical result of consumers being 

the source of income for many of them. In the 1970’s was proposed that research and 

development had failed to understand the importance of user needs in product innova-

tion, after which users’ role in development grew, starting with industrial products 

(Heiskanen et al.  2010). Today user involvement is common, and it is not only used 

for development of industrial products but for all kinds of consumer products and ser-

vices, and is researched especially by innovation and service research (e.g. Gallan et 

al.  2013; Roggeveen et al. 2012). Cui & Wu (2015) provide a comprehensive list of 

past empirical studies on antecedents and consequences of customer co-creation, 

which illustrates the manifold effects of customer co-creation. It is suggested that 

providing opportunities for co-production may result in, for example, higher product 

performance (e.g. Al-zu’bi and Tsinopoulos 2012), increased customer satisfaction 

(e.g. Eisingerich et al. 2014), meaningful relationships between customers and produc-

ers (e.g. Mahr et al. 2014) or even create competitive advantage (Vargo and Lusch 

2004).  On the other hand, customer involvement’s role in firm performance has been 

considered to be unclear (Hoyer et al. 2010). Some study results, for example, show 

no indication of effects of customer involvement on new product development (e.g. 

Menguc et al. 2014). 

 

Cui & Wu (2015) divided customer involvement in three types (Figure 6), which are 

similar to the previously presented involvement types and levels regarding citizen in-

volvement. Customer involvement can be a mere source of information for a company 



 

 

25 

 

(CIS), a mean for co-development (CIC) or it can help to make customers as innovators 

for the company. 

 

 

Figure 6 Characteristics of different forms of customer involvement in innovation. 

Source: Cui & Wu (2015). 

 

Heiskanen et al. (2010) examined creation of user-inclusive innovation. They re-con-

ceptualized von Hippel’s (2005) innovation community5 as a “forum for joint action, 

meaning-creation, knowledge-sharing and alignment of interests.” Innovation com-

munities function as open platforms for innovation sharing. “Collaborative knowledge 

sharing” is presented as a prerequisite for innovation to arise from user involvement. 

This requires artefacts that create mediating representations and collisions of interest 

between users and producers. Needs and interests concerning innovation do not always 

meet between producers and users, as there is per se no alignment between users’ and 

producers’ interests. Users may be interested in innovating, but not necessarily in a 

way that producers desire. Regardless, such systems – or communities – may help with 

transformation of information on users’ and producers’ capabilities between sites. 

 

5 Innovation communities are defined as “nodes consisting of individuals or firms interconnected by 

information transfer links which may involve face-to-face, electronic or other communications” (von 

Hippel 2005). 
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Generally, transformation of information on capabilities is prone to be contextual, tacit 

and difficult to transfer from one site to another6. Some claims have been made that 

communities of practice7 cannot be created knowingly. Nevertheless, when a user-

inclusive innovation community has been formed, sustaining it requires commitment 

and alignment of interests. (Heiskanen et al. 2010.)  Technology provides new oppor-

tunities. For example, virtual communities have magnified consumers’ role as co-de-

signers, co-producers and co-marketers of their service experiences (Sigala 2013). 

From a supply chain perspective, Sigala (2013) has suggested that it is possible for 

customers and their social communities to contribute to sustainable supply chain man-

agement at all stages (e.g. service design, production, procurement and distribution). 

As key means for firms to be “forced” to adopt sustainable services, she presents cus-

tomer education and awareness. 

 

Mapping out consumer preferences and needs by simply asking can be insufficient 

(Heiskanen et al. 2010), as consumers’ ability to accurately verbalize their needs or to 

predict their preferences is dependable on their experience and knowledge of the prod-

uct (or service) in question (Riquelme 2001). Therefore, different user involvement 

methods – which from a service development perspective refer to methods and pro-

cesses used to gather, analyze and integrate user data (Kaasinen et al. 2010) – have 

been invented to assist user-based development. Methods themselves can be classified 

from different perspectives, for example, from perspectives of service design 

(Kaasinen et al. 2010, p. 3) and social science theories (e.g. Toikko 2009). Eventually 

the impact of involvement is dependent on several factors. For significant and long-

lasting impacts commitment and alignment of interests between users and producers 

are essential (Heiskanen et al. 2010).  

 

6 The phenomenon is also referred to as sticky information (Von Hippel 1998, 2005). 

7 Communities of practice are “voluntary groups of people who, sharing a common concern or a pas-

sion, come together to explore these concerns and ideas and share and grow their practice” (Mercieca 

2017). 



 

 

27 

 

 

3.4 Choice editing  

According to the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) the 

business approaches to sustainable development rely on three aspects: innovation, 

choice of influence and choice of editing (WBCSD 2008a). Retailers can shape, con-

struct and bound consumer choices physically, materially and symbolically. Physically 

it happens through choice of products, materially by pricing, and symbolically by 

meaning and identity creation. Three strategical options for moulding consumer 

choices in a sustainable direction have been recognized: choice provision, choice ar-

chitecture and choice editing. Choice provision is a relatively passive stance, where 

sustainable products are provided along with normal products. Choice architecture re-

fers to “nudging consumers in desired direction”, by creating a favorable environment 

for sustainable products through e.g. ambience, design and positioning of goods. The 

most active model of moulding, choice editing, occurs when retailers not only nudge 

consumers but also affect supply chains to reduce unsustainable actions and by limit-

ing the number of unsustainable products, consequently making every consumer a 

“sustainable consumer” without their own active role. (Gunn & Mont 2013.) In the 

case of wood products environmental choice editing has been implemented e.g. with 

certification (i.a. FSC and PEFC certification schemes). 

 

Choice editing can be conducted by different actors and on different levels. The strong-

est influencers are governments that can create fiscal incentives or impose total bans 

for unwanted goods (WBCSD 2008b). Companies, trade associations and industry net-

works can set voluntary initiatives for minimum standards, although a business case is 

often presupposed. There is a risk/opportunity balance that needs to be in favor of the 

sustainable way so that it is reasonable to expect competitive advantage or added value 

from it. For example, reputation can be such a driver. Public campaigning by NGO’s, 

media or government, and even demands of consumer groups may be drivers of choice 

editing if their lobbying power is sufficient. Issues with emotional resonance are more 

likely to become part of such actions. (Gunn & Mont 2013.) Successful choice editing 
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requires that the expectations of the market are met quality and price-wisely (SCR 

2006). 
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4 Methodology and data 

4.1 Focus group interviewing 

This explorative study uses purely qualitative research methods to answer its research 

questions. The data consists of views, ideas and opinions of individuals and groups 

regarding the bioeconomy, WMC and end-user involvement. In this thesis possible 

theoretical frameworks were considered before data gathering, but final decisions were 

not made until analysis was finalized. To explore possibilities of user involvement in 

WMC, information on current procedures is needed; how do interviewees view choices 

and involvement part of WMC, and what kind of meanings raise from this? The liter-

ature suggests that there are plenty of differences regarding perceptions of WMC be-

tween and within different groups. Focus group discussions or interviews were chosen 

to gain understanding of the studied phenomena. 

 

Focus group interviewing is a qualitative data collection method that met the needs for 

the study purposes of this thesis. Focus group discussions had not previously been 

conducted regarding in the context of WMC research. The method can be used to test 

“the reality of assumptions that go into the design of services, programs, and products” 

(Stewart et al. 2011). The aim was to create facilitating settings where participants 

could discuss freely and to, for example, find ways to connect end-users with other 

actors in the WMC ecosystem. 

 

According to Onwuegbuzie et al. (2009) the idea of a focus group is to collect a group 

of people around to discuss perceptions, ideas, opinions, and thoughts of a focused 

topic or set of issues in an open environment. Focus groups enable gathering data from 

multiple individuals simultaneously and receiving a synthesis of ideas. Today it is of-

ten used to assess consumers’ attitudes and opinions. Interactions may lead into spon-

taneous responses, which may provide solutions. Cohesiveness created by a group may 

help to create a feeling of safety in participants, which helps sharing information. The 
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social interaction in the group is argued to generate deeper and richer data compared 

to one-to-one interviews. (Onwuegbuzie et al. 2009.)   

 

Ideally, a focus group interview lasts 1–2 hours (Rabiee 2004). This time recommen-

dation actualized in the focus group meetings, for the meetings lasted 59–122 minutes, 

average being 88 minutes. The optimal number of participants is widely regarded as 

6–12, unless the participants have expert level of knowledge of the discussed topic. In 

that case so-called “mini-focus groups” with 3–4 participants can be sufficient 

(Onwuegbuzie et al. 2009). The aim is to have enough diversity without compromising 

openness. In this study, the number of participants varied from two to six; expert 

groups comprising of 2–4 and resident groups of 2–5 participants. The number of dif-

ferent focus groups and number of meetings of each group can vary (Onwuegbuzie et 

al. 2009). The need is assessed by data8 and theoretical saturation9, although 3–6 

groups have been argued to be adequate for simple research questions (Onwuegbuzie 

et al. 2009). The collected data for this study comprises of an expert group, three var-

ying market actor groups and three end-user/resident groups. 

 

4.2 The focus group participants 

The empirical part, and primary data collection method, of this thesis was conducted 

through a series of focus group interviews. The data is comprised of an elective sample 

collected through seven focus group discussions. The focus groups were as following 

with respective number of participants in brackets: 1. experts/academics (4), 2. archi-

tects (4), 3. firm representatives (4), 4. estate managers (2), and 4. residents (6, 4 & 

 

8 Data saturation occurs when “researchers sense they have seen or heard something so repeatedly that 

they can anticipate it” (Given 2008, p. 875). 

9 Theoretical saturation occurs when “more data about a theoretical category does not produce any fur-

ther theoretical insights” (Flick 2009, p. 474). 
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2)10. The expert group consisted of academics, who together had academic experience 

on WMC research, business, politics and environmental aspects, and consumer re-

search. The architect group consisted of participants with various backgrounds in ar-

chitecture. Two participants worked in the private sector as architects and they had 

architectural experience in wooden multistorey constructions. The remaining two par-

ticipants, both of whom had degrees in architecture, worked in the public sector; one 

as a civil servant in city planning and the other one in academia and education. There-

fore, there was a conjunction in wooden multistorey construction, but still their differ-

ent perspectives brought richness to the conversation. The group of firm representa-

tives consisted of a country manager, a sales & development manager, a deputy man-

aging director and a project manager. They represented firms affiliated in WMC, more 

precisely in property development (2), construction (1) and wood element manufac-

turing (1). The estate managers managed several wooden multistorey buildings. For a 

more comprehensive list of the non-resident participants, see Annex 1. The type of 

housing among the residents was a mix of tenure, right-of-occupancy and owner-oc-

cupancy. All of the buildings were quite new, as they were constructed between 2015 

and 2017. The residents were in various age-groups ranging from 24 to over 70. More 

details of the residents is provided in annex 2. 

 

4.3 Data collection 

The empirical data was collected with seven separate focus group discussions, which 

were conducted between September 2017 and February 2019. The discussions were 

held in Finnish. Generally, focus group members are chosen “because they are pur-

posive, although not necessarily representative” (Rabiee 2004). Possible participants 

for each group were searched by going through finished residential WMC projects (see 

Puuinfo 2019b), searching related organisations from the web with keywords, and by 

 

10 Resident focus groups were arranged in three sessions for residents of three different wooden apart-

ment buildings. 
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utilizing social networks of the research group. Further, the prospective participants 

were considered together with the supervisors and other project members before con-

tacting them by email, phone or both. Altogether 72 non-resident interviewee pro-

spects were invited to join a focus group discussion, of which 14 accepted the invita-

tion. The most common reasons for refusal were lack of time and unsuitable point of 

time or location of the interview. The recruiting challenge is acknowledged by method 

literature as well (see Rabiee 2004).  No rewards for participation were given to non-

residential participants. Therefore, their willingness to participate lied solely upon 

their personal or professional interest in the topic. The resident participants were re-

warded with movie tickets. The non-resident focus groups were held in Helsinki at the 

premises of University of Helsinki, where a silent space was reserved beforehand in 

order to create a peaceful environment for discussion. Resident discussions were held 

at the common rooms of respective buildings where the residents lived or in a public 

space. Anonymity for the participants was guaranteed, as it promotes the aspiration for 

openness of a focus group discussion. 

 

The discussions had a moderator and an assistant moderator, except for one of the 

meetings with a resident group, in which there was only one moderator. Most of the 

data were collected as primary data; the researcher himself was present and acted as 

the moderator for all non-resident interviews and for one of three resident interviews. 

A member of the research group held the remaining two resident interviews. All dis-

cussions were held face-to-face, with the exception of two sessions, where one partic-

ipant joined via online audio connection (Skype software). One meeting per group was 

arranged, as data saturation within-group (for data saturation see e.g. Saumure & 

Given 2008) seemed to have been reached within one meeting. Assessing the across-

group data saturation is challenging, as there was only one focus group discussion per 

respective non-resident group. Thus, reliable valuation on the overall data saturation 

in these groups is not possible, however, it is possible to assess the saturation of themes 

in the overall setting. 
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Even if the purpose of focus groups is to have open discussions, a frame is needed to 

guide the discussion (Onwuegbuzie et al. 2009). A semi-structured frame helps ensur-

ing all participants give an answer and the discussion remains focused on topic. It also 

supports the flow of discussion if it threatens to lag or stop. The interview design ad-

hered to principles of a half-structured thematic interview. It was not meant as a rigid 

frame for the discussions, but more as a guiding tool to help ensuring the pre-defined 

themes were discussed sufficiently. The frame for focus groups should consist of in-

troductory, transition, key and summary questions. These sections were slightly mod-

ified to bear relevance to each group, albeit the aim was to keep the themes in line to 

find common ground in analysis. The design consisted of main questions with a few 

prompts below to embolden discussion or to provoke ideas when needed. 

 

The discussion frames were designed together with the help of the supervisors. There 

were four themes for non-resident focus groups: 1. Role of wooden multistorey con-

struction in the bioeconomy, 2. User/consumer/resident and sustainable living solu-

tions, 3. End-user involvement, and 4. Future outlook and development. For residents 

the frame was structured as follows: Interviewees’ background, 2. Wood and living, 3. 

User and sustainable living solutions, and 4. End-user involvement. In the end of each 

session, participants were given the opportunity to free commentary. Initially, the dis-

cussion frame for the non-resident groups was tested with the expert group. As it was 

discovered to be working, the design was further applied to other non-resident groups 

with only slight modifications. The full questionnaires are presented in appendices 3–

7. 

 

4.4 Data analysis 

There are several methods for analyzing qualitative data, although there are no exact 

ways of conducting the analysis (Stewart et al. 2011). The amount of needed analysis 

is related to the purpose of the research and the research design (Stewart et al. 2011).  

There was a clear distinction between residents and non-resident groups in the data 
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analysis phase. For the residents, slightly more emphasis was given on subjective per-

ceptions and motivations of an individual, as these focus group discussions could be 

juxtaposed to focus groups used for marketing purposes. This approach is described as 

a phenomenological approach by Stewart et al. (2011). Interpretivism, which Stewart 

et al. reify as accepting the prior perspectives of respondents but being skeptical about 

taking words at face value, was given less importance, as body language and facial 

expressions were not essential for purposes of this study. 

 

The discussions were audio recorded and transcribed. The transcription was carried 

out by a transcribing agency. Additionally, moderators took notes during the inter-

views. The transcripts were transferred to a qualitative data analysis software, Atlas.ti, 

for coding and pre-analysis. The initial themes and their sub-questions formed the ba-

sis for coding. For this part the coding was influenced by theory, as the discussion 

frame itself based on previous research and theory. As the coding proceeded, it became 

more data-driven, as new concepts emerged from the data. The data was classified 

according to semantic classification, meaning that the unit of analysis was an entity of 

an idea or a coherent and functional whole.  Coding as well as the whole study process 

proceeded in an iterative manner. 
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5 Results 

5.1 Role, position and image of WMC within bioeconomy 

5.1.1 Cultural aspects of WMC in Finland 

Non-resident groups did not consider WMC generally as part of Finnish culture nor 

construction culture due to its current paucity. The country has profiled itself for dec-

ades as a “forest land” that has lived on forests and wood products, but still wood 

frames have not been widely used in multistorey construction. However, wooden de-

tached houses and log cottages have been typical in Finnish culture for centuries. When 

wooden building is linked with cityscape, it is often associated with cities with historic 

wooden districts and cultural heritage, such as Pori and Porvoo. WMC, however, is 

something relatively new, which contradicts old traditions and associations with 

wooden construction. Ideas of wood alter also expectations towards WMC. Such tra-

ditions and expectations of wood and wooden construction might even turn into a bur-

den if a “WMC reform” was to take place (experts). Consumer awareness of WMC 

was considered to be somewhat low, although there was no certainty of this. For the 

time being, WMCs are considered as an anomaly, which still searches its position in 

Finland. For this to take shape in the Finnish context may take some time, as direct 

“copy pastes” from other countries might not work due to cultural differences. The 

following discussion between experts demonstrate the position and expectations of 

WMC: 

 

– Expert 4: “Somehow people expect the wooden multistorey 

building to look different in some way. And what does a WMC 

look like if it has eight floors? We don’t have that model for a 

“right option” in our culture.” 

– Expert 2: “What fits in Finnish cultural-landscape is different 

than in Canada, for example.” 
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Generally, experts, firm representatives and architects were strongly pro-wood and 

considered that WMC is still being unjustly stigmatized. For example, WMC is given 

extra attention in building inspections (experts) and can be sometimes regarded as 

somewhat dubious: “There’s still this strange doubt towards this [WMC]” (construc-

tor). Sometimes negative attitudes relate to fire safety or mold concerns. In many of 

the groups was discussed that sprinklers make a residential WMC even safer compared 

to a concrete building, in which sprinklers are not mandatory. Construction industry’s 

communication, media and social media were seen as cultivators of the status quo (ex-

perts). 

 

New WMC may also be used as image building by areas, regions and cities. Experts 

named the city of Jyväskylä as a tentative example of positive city branding through 

WMC. An architect remarked, that WMC’s position will affect its future identity. 

WMC’s might even represent lifestyles or value choices in the future. Experts de-

scribed a typical WMC resident as urban, conscious and middle-class. 

 

When discussed upon WMC’s trendiness, the majority in groups perceived WMC as 

somewhat trendy or having potential of being trendy. Architects considered that its 

future trendiness could be boosted with visibility in media, especially in interior design 

magazines; media visibility increases awareness, acceptance and consequently popu-

larity among consumers. An expert considered that its trendiness could be linked to its 

relative novelty and exclusivity, whereas firms believed its trendiness derived from 

sustainability, especially its low carbon footprint. Property managers did not have a 

strong opinion on the trendiness of WMC, although they had had related discussions 

with some residents. The residents themselves considered living in a WMC somewhat 

trendy and regarded the wood in it as a benefit: 

 

”Well, if you consider living in a wooden building in a way that, if you’d 

want an image that it’s communal, like small-scale living, so that’s what 

it would surely be.” –Resident 
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“It’s [the building/apartment being wooden] been a bit of a proud 

boast.” –Resident  

 

5.1.2 Role of WMC within construction 

Similarly, as with culture, non-resident groups did not consider WMC directly as part 

of the Finnish construction culture as it is still quite rare. Concrete and steel have been 

prevailing materials in multistorey construction for decades, which has led to estab-

lished practices and overwhelming market shares in multistorey construction. Experts 

considered WMC to be currently more as a “copier” of traditional construction sys-

tems, instead of being a true reformer. WMC’s role in the construction industry can be 

summed by two comments from the expert discussions: 

 

“The role of wooden construction is more of a challenger than it is of a 

reformer” –Expert 3 

 

“It is an oddity for many constructors.” –Expert 1 

 

After wooden structural frames were re-introduced as an alternative to multistorey 

construction, there has been debate and rivalry between interest groups regarding con-

struction materials. The juxtaposition – or “information war”, as one of the architects 

described it – between different building materials was regarded as harmful and inef-

ficient for general development of the construction industry and sustainability within 

it (experts, architects, firms). A firm representative thought that new competitive en-

tries to the markets might assist WMC in evolving from its lengthy pilot stage. A rep-

resentative of a construction firm had a somewhat critical position towards WMC, alt-

hough he and the company had been involved with WMC. Optimism was envisaged 

through industrial construction (i.e. construction with pre-fabricated wooden ele-

ments) in expert and firm representative discussions: 
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“WMC’s competitiveness is strongly related to industrial construction.” 

–Expert 3 

 

“Instead of making architectural pilot projects with a wow factor, let’s 

aim at mass production” –Constructor 1 

 

Property managers did not consider any special property management skills necessary 

for management of wooden multistorey buildings. They found only few differences 

between wooden and concrete buildings. For example, property management costs are 

similar, excluding sprinkler systems in WMCs, which inflict additional maintenance 

costs. Due to hygroscopic nature of wood some additional adjustment work may occur. 

Warranty repairs seemed also equal. They viewed that painting of a wood façade might 

become cheaper than plastering of a stone wall. In contrast, an expert classified as a 

weakness of WMC its maintenance costs, which included façade maintenance. Archi-

tects considered design possibilities of wood to be vast, yet still underutilized. Down-

sides of using wood material were found in cost-efficiency, deficiencies in floor isola-

tion, logistics, the cost of sprinklers and lack of sufficient structural engineering know-

how.  

 

5.1.3 WMC’s relation to bioeconomy and sustainability 

 

“More than five years ago wooden construction was to a large extent 

only an extension of the sawmill industry, and the sawmill industry exists 

only because the log needs to be used somehow -- the Finnish forest in-

dustry has functioned on conditions set by the pulp industry.” –Expert 3 

 

Non-resident groups positioned WMC clearly as part of the Finnish bioeconomy vi-

sion. However, they discussed if the whole framework of WMC could and should be 

challenged, as traditionally it has been reviewed either as part of the mechanical wood 

industry. Greenfield bioproduct mills need alongside mechanical wood processors in 

order to ensure acquisition of raw material (firm representative). However, there seems 
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to have been a slight change in the set-up. Firms also considered WMC having a sig-

nificant role from a regional economy perspective. 

 

“These are complex arguments, which do not necessarily convey easily 

to the consumer.” –Expert 2 

 

“To surpass the threshold to bioeconomy when buying an apartment can 

be quite surprising.” –Expert 2 

 

Experts discussed the complexity of the bioeconomy as a concept. As it can be linked 

more easily to societal processes than to everyday practices, it can be difficult to com-

municate to regular consumers. The sustainability narrative behind WMC, which also 

partly connects it to the bioeconomy, is similarly complex. On-going discussions on 

environmental aspects, such as clear-cuttings and climate change impacts, are complex 

per se without the discourse on bioeconomy. The ecological arguments regarding 

WMC should not be held as self-evident, especially in communication directed to-

wards consumers (experts). For example, using wood fibres in composite materials 

might be more effective from a climate perspective. Also, at the moment some wooden 

building materials are classified as problem waste. Experts believed that communica-

tive-wisely bioeconomy and sustainability factors may be difficult to manifest if 

wooden surfaces are covered. Also, architectural and cityscape needs may be opposite 

to needs of the bioeconomy. When broadening the scope to exports, the bioeconomy 

justification becomes even more complex, because the same argumentation may turn 

out to be invalid. It is also evident that sustainability of living can be manifested in 

many ways. 

 

“If ecology and well-being collide, I highly doubt if one wants to live in 

such a place.” –Expert 2 

 

The meaning of sustainability for consumers was assumed to be strongly related to 

well-being in the context of living. It can also be part of the everyday, for example 
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through recycling. Location can also be regarded as part of sustainability as well as 

durability and maintenance (economical sustainability). Some examples of health and 

well-being arguments already exist in WMC marketing, for example, in connection 

with glue-free joinery and fine particle minimizing construction methods. Examples 

of a challenging themes for wood in the framework of sustainability include processing 

of wood rubble, controversies in the “durable but easy-to-demolish” discussion and 

the concept of “a breathing house” (i.e. hygroscopicity of wood). 

 

“The social aspects of construction haven’t really been considered that 

much for now.” –Element manufacturer 

 

Urban construction, which is the main setting for multistorey construction, sets several 

challenges to construction due to traffic, lack of space and human plenitude. Minimiz-

ing inconveniences incurred by construction, such as dust, noise and congestion, were 

considered to have been still left to less attention in the general sustainability discourse. 

Such social aspects of construction may become more topical in the future. WMC was 

considered to be able to offer solutions to such issues, for example, through increased 

building speed with box elements. In the case of large building panels, however, the 

speed benefits from wood were questioned.  

 

Climate change discussions have highlighted the need for sustainability in the con-

struction sector, which was considered to have contributed to the awareness of WMC 

as well. Architects even perceived WMC per se as a catalyst in the general life-cycle 

assessment discussion within the construction sector, as it furthers comparison, and 

consequently affects choices and decision-making on different levels. Firm represent-

atives also perceived WMC as a mean to curb climate change. Generally, energy effi-

ciency was said to be regarded as one of the most, if not the most, important sustaina-

bility factor in the construction sector. The earlier mentioned concept of a “breathing 

house” might be controversial communicatively in relation to energy efficiency. Fac-

tors such as sustainability and trendiness can be linked to brand image, but as sales 
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arguments they were considered relatively weak, as price was regarded as the most 

essential factor for customers: 

 

“Very few consumers are willing to pay for image. In the investor mar-

kets there are none.” –Construction developer 

 

Property managers estimated that the WMC apartments have sold “normally”, and that 

their marketing has also been “normal”. Sustainability aspects were discussed among 

residents. Most of sustainability topics related to everyday life, as they, for example 

hoped for electricity and water consumption meters, and opportunities for plastic re-

cycling. When discussion was prompted towards sustainability of WMC’s there were 

opinions both for and against, but generally WMC’s and wooden materials were asso-

ciated positively. However, aspects of sustainability concerning WMC were treated 

with some reservation. If sustainability was to be marketed in connection with WMC, 

they insisted on comprehensible sustainability calculations. Environmental certificates 

of a building were regarded useful, but they emphasized the importance of an inde-

pendent party as a certifier. Residents also pondered the origin of their buildings’ 

wooden raw material and regarded locality as an asset. Energy related questions were 

also present, as one of the resident groups considered the possibility of having solar 

panels on the roof of the building. The following quotes illustrate the residents’ views 

on WMC’s relation to sustainability: 

 

”-- I had the kind of image that wood is ecological, even if it wasn’t used 

in marketing or anything. But kind of the greenness got associated with 

it, so yes, I suppose you could try it. So it did slightly affect positively. It 

wasn’t crucial but influenced positively to the buying decision.” –Resi-

dent 

 

“I see it [sustainability] as important, but I’m kind of sceptic if a maga-

zine claims “wooden floor, wooden living is ecological”, then I don’t 

believe it. – I’d like to see some calculations, for example, how the whole 

life cycle is calculated. Like how everything really goes from [the begin-

ning of] construction to demolition, as wood has a completely different 
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lifetime compared to concrete for instance and so on. If the supplier says 

“wood is ecological”, or especially if they use it in marketing, then it 

might feel like greenwash. - - I don’t know if it [wood] is really more 

ecological or not.” –Resident 

 

EU and national regulation were identified as key aspects – as a foundation – for fur-

thering sustainable development in the construction sector. This view was shared by 

the majority of the groups. Ministry of the Environment was seen being in the main 

role for developing more sustainable building codes in Finland. Respectively compa-

nies expected regulation to guide their sustainability requirements and to create incen-

tives towards it, although, constructors also recognized their own responsibility in mar-

keting. As many of the firms in the WMC business ecosystem are small or middle-

sized, their capability to change operation models of the industry were regarded as 

limited by the firms. In addition, constructors, planners and consumers were named as 

key actors in sustainable development within the construction sector. Dissemination 

of sustainability related information was also mentioned as critical as well as actors, 

whose responsibility carrying out dissemination is. Additionally, the growth of WMC 

was seen important to local economies (firms). Especially eastern and northern regions 

of Finland with considerable amounts of forests could benefit from all types of in-

creased wooden construction. 

 

5.2 Housing preferences and experiences 

5.2.1 Non-resident groups’ perceptions of housing preferences 

Non-resident groups were prompted to discuss about housing preferences of consum-

ers. Consumers were described as an “extremely heterogenic group”, which entails an 

abundance of preferences. Also, for a consumer to know what to want is not either 

self-evident, as awareness and knowledge are needed for desire to develop. As essen-

tial affecting factors to housing choices experts named location, price, hobbies (loca-

tion, space for equipment), spouses, children (children’s needs may surpass spouse’s 

needs), lifestyles and layout. Firm representatives considered that consumers consider 
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especially affordability, functionality and fluency of everyday life when making hous-

ing choices. Owner-occupancy is also an investment that is hoped to preserve value. 

Ecological aspects and sound landscape of an apartment were also considered as pos-

sible affecting factors in the discussion with firm representatives, although they were 

not given as much emphasis as other factors. Property managers noted that living val-

ues change during phases of life, which consequently influences living choices. They 

also brought up car ownership, as residents’ parking lot related issues were an every-

day task for them. The significance of the building’s frame material for consumers was 

considered as low: 

 

“I doubt that the [frame] material is that important essentially [for con-

sumers]” –Expert 2 

 

The opposite applies for interiors, which are sensed and thus considered much more 

important to consumers. When wood’s strengths were discussed some possible posi-

tive physiological and psychological effects of it were brought up. Properties of wood 

can affect for example indoor air quality and sound landscape that consequently affect 

human health. However, commodification of such elements might turn out to be diffi-

cult. Additionally, in spite of these (possible) effects neither experts nor firm repre-

sentatives perceived that consumers find interiors being entirely covered with wood as 

appealing. Maximization of wood was not either considered as an intrinsic value by 

non-resident groups. The importance of architectural choices was emphasized as an 

architect presented that wooden materials as intensifiers sometimes have a stronger 

influence compared to a unified solution. The importance of tactility and conceptions 

seems apparent; sensing matters and if something is sensed the feeling or perception 

of the material might even override what it actually is. The following extracts from the 

discussions illustrate the meaning of wood indoors: 

 

“It is rare that someone in reality wants anything completely made out 

of wood” –Property developer 
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”If you add an effect wall [to a room], it may feel like more wood than if 

it were completely [out of wood].” –Architect 1 

 

”-- is there something that it [wood] could offer that can’t be offered by 

other materials easily? Such could be indoor air quality and sound land-

scape. If these could be commodified...” –Expert 3 

 

5.2.2 WMC residents’ housing choices and living experiences 

 

There were a plethora of reasons that led the residents to choosing their current home. 

Both similarities and differences with traditional factors, such as affordability, layout 

and location could be detected. Availability of public transportation, hobbies, chil-

dren’s daycare, public services and a peaceful neighborhood highlighted the im-

portance of location. Also the importance of newness and appearance of the building, 

parking space, elevators and pure coincidence were mentioned as affecting factors. 

The following quotes demonstrate the rationale of the interviewed WMC residents for 

choosing their current home: 

 

–”Well, for me location was the most important.” –Resident A 

– “For me too.” –Resident B 

 

“Good place, good apartments, good price, good connections every-

where and then it was somehow a pro that it was a wooden building.”   

–Resident 

 

”For me it was really important that the building looks nice from the 

outside as well, because when I come home I want the house to look like 

I don’t want to return back to the city center.” –Resident 

 

“It was quite by chance that I ended up here – I just looked at the floor 

plans and thought ‘these flats look nice’ and that there would be a good 

view. I also thought they looked really modern and the architecture was 

interesting. I still like it.”  –Resident 

 



 

 

45 

 

Residents’ satisfaction to their housing was a sum of many factors. Yet all residents 

seemed to be satisfied living in a WMC. The building being made out of wood had 

affected positively in the decision making of many, although it was mainly considered 

more as a perk than a crucial factor: 

 

”Well, it [the building being made out of wood] wasn’t a clincher, like it 

wasn’t for anyone else here either, but it was a pretty nice bonus.” 

–Resident 

 

A “Village-like look” of a neighborhood consisted of smaller multistorey buildings 

was especially appealing to some of the residents, although higher WMCs were not 

either considered as problematic. As for wood, many hoped for it to be more visible in 

the interiors of their apartment and in the common spaces of the building. For instance, 

some hoped for wooden kitchen levels, floors and effect walls. Plaster walls, which 

required due to fire regulation, received some discordant notes; “boring”, as one of the 

residents laid it out. Some elements, especially composite materials, were also consid-

ered as “cheap”. In places were visible wood was used, e.g. balcony walls or the stair-

way, the design solution was given praise. Tactile elements were also a part of the 

discussions, as the scent of wood and a scent of newness were depicted as pleasing. In 

general, the residents did not seem to have any particular doubts about the building 

being made out of wood, as for example fire safety and indoor air quality was mostly 

trusted: 

 

“No doubts towards a wooden building, actually on the contrary.” 

 –Resident 

 

Discussions with residents involved themes of everyday experiences living in a WMC. 

There was a mix of positive, negative and neutral toned experiences and perceptions 

that related to properties of wood and characteristic of WMCs. Table 2 displays a sum-
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mary of these statements. Interestingly, these perceptions are partly overlapping be-

tween categories (positive, neutral and negative) but also within a category. Positive 

perceptions and experiences are mainly related to tactile features, whereas negative 

ones are mainly related to technical aspects. Neutral remarks are a mixture of tactile, 

technical and social aspects. 

 

Table 2 WMC or wood related perceptions and living experiences of WMC residents. 

Positive Neutral Negative 

• Good indoor air qual-

ity 

• Good sound isolation. 

• Scent of wood 

• Appealing exterior 

• Associations to nature 

(contribution to peace 

of mind) 

• Apartment stays cool 

in summertime 

• Environmental friend-

liness 

• Image 
 

• The building feels somehow 

different 

• Difference not noticed from 

inside 

• Scent of wood 

• Wood is not visible in the 

building or apartment 

• WMC image being linked to 

communal and small living 

• The building had a “clap-

ping” or “banging” noise 

during the first winters  

• Noisy (mechanical) venti-

lation 

• Occasionally bad indoor 

air quality 

• Questioning the usage of 

the term WMC* 

• Frosting of windows. 

• Jangling noise from sprin-

klers 

• Malfunctions of sprinklers. 

• Vibrations from heavy 

traffic (before adjacent 

road was renewed) 

* Questioning was done during discussion on the necessity to cover wood surfaces. 

 

5.3 End-users’ opportunities to influence housing choices 

5.3.1 Possibilities to influence housing 

 

“-- consumers can influence in rare occasions, at least in a way that it 

would have societal significance -- on frame solutions they do not really 

have any influence.” –Expert 2 
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Influencing can have many different forms and effects. For example, it can occur in 

different places and situations and with a variety of actors. It can also be more general 

or specific. In the context of housing it can occur from anything between zoning to 

interior materials and beyond. Experts and architects were quite unanimous that gen-

erally consumers have quite limited possibilities to influence housing choices. On the 

other hand, some consumers may also lack the desire to want to influence. Things that 

consumers can influence are highly dependable on budget. In other words, socio-eco-

nomic aspects form a crucial factor. The same can apply to sustainability related fac-

tors in housing as well, as sustainability might require significant investments, e.g. 

solar panels, in a modern lifestyle. On the other hand, sustainability can be realized 

through everyday life, such as time spent in the shower or recycling. The budget con-

straints discussed with non-resident groups were present with resident discussions as 

well; high rent of the previous home was a reason for some residents to move to their 

current home. In early stages of planning and construction the possibilities to influence 

are often easier. 

 

Consumer possibilities to influence frame materials was considered virtually impossi-

ble, as among all non-resident groups there was consensus that fundamentally zoning 

defines frame materials. Oppositely to the beliefs of experts and architects, firms con-

sidered consumers to have more power, as they generally emphasized the customers’ 

power, although it is noteworthy, that consumers are only a segment of customers for 

construction companies. Firms discussed that material choices are largely dictated by 

the construction developer who in many cases is the client. The lack of platforms for 

consumers to be able to influence was also expressed quite clearly. The “material 

choice hierarchy” and the position of consumers can be observed through the follow-

ing quotes: 

 

“We have to offer what the client wants.” –Property developer 2 

 

“Consumers cannot influence if they do not get to pick.” –Property de-

veloper 1 
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Focus group discussions with the residents involved a mixture of people living on 

rental, in a right of occupancy and owner-occupation, which in itself puts them in dif-

ferent positions in terms of having possibilities to influence in their housing choices. 

For example, making alterations to new apartments is often quite restricted to tenants, 

whereas owners can make more choices to e.g. surface materials and equipment. An-

yway, in some discussions residents’ desire to have more opportunities to choose more 

and also willingness to pay for it was expressed: 

 

“I could pay to have a parquet. Or any other floor.” –Resident 

 

Residents living in a right of residence apartment, and who were part of the house 

governance, felt they had power to influence matters related to the property (within 

budget constraints, which however seemed to be considered sufficient). The emerging 

role of technology was also present as sometimes choices were made through technol-

ogy. Technology can also generate difficulties to influencing and choice making. For 

example, an elder resident’s home planning was hampered because she was unable to 

reach web-based information needed with surface material choices. Interest in zoning 

related news and announcements on one’s region could also be detected from the dis-

cussions. As discussed earlier, consumers are a heterogenic group with various pref-

erences, which was well reflected in the resident discussions, as some expressed strong 

desires for influence, some less or none and some hoped for an array of choices 

whereas others wanted full freedom: 

 

“I don’t really want that [an array of choices] either, rather I’d take full 

freedom of choice.” –Resident [when discussing possibility of being 

given limited options for interior materials.] 
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5.3.2 Perceptions and ideas of end-user involvement 

This chapter presents aspects that emerged during discussions of end-user involvement 

regarding housing development, construction and everyday living.  

 

To pinpoint the complexity and varying preferences of consumer clients, an expert (2) 

jokingly stated: “If I was a CEO of a construction firm – I wouldn’t make anything 

new”. The seed of truth in the joke lies in the risk that end-user involvement could 

materialize as arduous workloads and lead to frustration in different parties of the in-

volvement process. This can also be considered as a challenge from a business point 

of view, as fitting supply with a large range of preferences may lead to overly high 

costs of a construction project. A developer considered one of their tasks being re-

stricting consumers from overly influencing on things that were regarded needless for 

the consumer to have influence on. Having a construction developer in the construction 

process helps framing the project, and therefore can also facilitate end-user involve-

ment. Besides methods of planning, property developers perceived to possess little 

capabilities to control the costs of building. The importance of time-span in involve-

ment was also brought up, as zoning and building processes can last 10-15 years from 

planning phase to having a ready-made residential area. This poses challenges to in-

volvement, as opinions and residents change. These views related to challenges of in-

volvement were quite congruent in all non-resident groups. The quotes below illustrate 

some of the dubious perceptions of firms towards increased choice making of users 

and their involvement, which was also acknowledged in the expert group: 

 

“It leads to a horrible mess if everyone can influence everything and 

everything is modifiable. -- Asking more opinions does not always lead 

to a better solution.” –Element manufacturer 

 

“They [module manufacturers] don’t want to ask [customer and end-user 

views], because it makes it more difficult and adds costs.” –Expert 1 
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Despite its challenges, involvement was also perceived having positive features, as it, 

for example, commits residents with their home, which can lead to many positive ef-

fects. For example, involvement could reduce problems generated by lack of infor-

mation and misinformation among residents. Such effects could be even witnessed 

during the resident discussions, as residents shared information and became more 

aware of their apartments, the building and the property in general. For instance, some 

residents gained new information on their automatic light switches, automatic water 

adjustment knobs, underfloor heating and sprinkler systems. Although the focus group 

discussions of this study were not part of an actual involvement procedure it still 

demonstrates the effect that such activity can have as focus group discussions per se 

are an actual method for involvement. Positive stances towards resident involvement 

can be reflected from the following quotes: 

 

“Those who live there surely know best of the living aspect and construc-

tors know about constructing. It’s a good division of labor. It’s good to 

have dialogue.” –Expert 3 

 

“-- it engages to the apartment, and creates thinking like “this is my 

home and I can affect things. Absolutely, I think that quite soon after 

residents have moved in, involvement should be kicked off.” –Property 

manager 1 

 

For residents living in a right-of-occupancy apartment, the resident committee and its 

annual meetings were the main platform for involvement. In a building mixed with 

owners and tenants, information is not always distributed evenly; for example, tenants 

had had some inconvenience due to not knowing what occurred in meetings of the 

house committee. House committees are often based completely or almost on volun-

tariness, which constraints their resources. As general tasks of the tenant committee 

were mentioned arrangement of bees, approval of renovation budgets and solving ar-

guments between residents. Larger renovations require always comments of the com-

mittee. 
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For residents to comment on the building process is difficult unless they have sufficient 

knowledge on construction practices – which many lacks. Property managers had no-

ticed that it was not always clear to residents whom they should contact concerning 

issues. Correspondingly, the residents hoped for clear information on whom to contact 

when they have issues and clear responsibilities between property managers, develop-

ers and constructors. Residents in a right-of-occupancy apartment hoped to have had 

the chance to meet the architect once during construction. They would have also 

wanted to influence yard choices. Then again, they questioned themselves whether 

they could have reached consensus in common matters. Perhaps “three choices and a 

vote” would have worked, they assumed. Role of the property manager regarding com-

munication was seen as an important “middle-man”. However, tenants did not actively 

interact with the property manager, as he/she was met only once a year during a “res-

idents’ meeting”. Tenants were also unsure how much the inhabitant commission was 

in contact with the property manager. Regarding everyday issues, communication be-

tween residents and property managers occurs by phone, emails and online forms.  

 

Consumer/resident views were gathered by firms through questionnaires and affiliated 

property management. Based on the feedback they revise material, furniture and equip-

ment choices of the apartments. A firm representative held as important that a cost 

factor is always included in the questionnaire, as its decision-steering effect is espe-

cially strong.  

 

Concrete and potential channels for involvement were difficult to recognize for all 

groups. As suggested methods, channels and tools were e.g. presented focus groups, 

co-construction, condominium meetings, technology and “facilitators” (also described 

as a “shuttle”). The last mentioned would be an actor (person) present in the end-user 

interface onwards from the time of purchase, as a “middle-man” between the consumer 

and other actors during a construction project was considered as missing by experts 

and architects.  Also, the risk of having too many facilitators was discussed, as it could 

yet again cause confusion and thus act against its own purpose. In co-construction risks 
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such as increased complexity, abundance of preferences, lack of user knowledge to 

make good decisions, were identified by non-resident groups. Experiences on co-con-

struction was described as follows: 

 

“We have been involved in these co-operative models, which involves 

group construction. There’s a flock of its own to be shepherded. Our 

concept is brought there so that it restricts somewhat like, how should I 

put it, the kind of things that the consumer shouldn’t affect. For example, 

is the flat 46 or 47 square meters? Such things shouldn’t be “wrestled” 

with during group construction. But there are certain basics where 

wishes are applied to.” –Construction developer  

 

Technology was held as a promising mean for user-involvement by experts and archi-

tects.  For example, VR (Virtual Reality) headset and 3D printing were discussed as 

having potential in helping the consumer to visualize effects of various choices. More 

traditional means, such as “demonstration rooms”, were also mentioned. Property 

managers thought residents could be more involved through resident committees and 

questionnaires, although yet again they worried their lack of resources. As a more con-

ceptual solution was offered service design thinking on all levels (architects). Financial 

tools, such as crowdfunding, were also suggested, as they could provide new ways of 

involvement. For such an approach a strong trust is required from financiers. Some of 

the discussions on choice-making and involvement seem to arrive to the conclusion 

that making the process more tactile could be beneficial, as the following quote that 

was said towards the end of the expert’s discussion might be interpreted: 

 

“You get the hang of it [a new apartment that is planned/under construc-

tion] a bit better, instead of just looking options from a PDF and ticking 

boxes.” –Expert 4 

 

Even if consumers have not lied at the heart of the construction industry, there seems 

to be a slight shift towards customer orientation. Experts recognized the potential in 
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consumers as developers, but also questioned the construction industry’s current ca-

pabilities in understanding consumers. User involvements ethical perspectives were 

also part of the firm discussions, as can be seen in a firm representative’s hope for 

more general societal value discussion regarding living: 

 

“From my point of view, involvement should be more part of [general] 

value discussions to recognize how people wish to live and what they 

hope from their living environments, rather than focusing on single 

building projects.” –Construction developer 1 

 

5.4 Future market prospects and trends in construction and housing 

5.4.1 Views on the role of policies and regulation on promoting WMC 

Concerning regulation there were similarities and differences in opinions between 

groups. Zoning was identified as one of the most essential factors affecting housing 

supply and therefore also WMC. The current zoning rules and regulation were consid-

ered as too restrictive by firms.  Somewhat similarly, the experts group considered that 

regulation should be equal between different materials.  Firms also hoped that zoning 

would not be confined to any materials, but instead actors should be allowed to find 

the most effective ways – especially from a sustainability perspective – to carry out 

construction projects. For example, building regulation was considered as too restric-

tive regarding visible surfaces of wood. Frustration and disbelief of a constructor could 

be interpreted from the following comment on the topic: “Maybe it’s pointless to even 

dream about it [a change in regulations].” The architects also perceived that there are 

still tenacious myths among policymakers regarding WMC. In spite of higher-level 

political will, wood is still in many respects perceived as a small-scale building mate-

rial that is mostly appropriate for detached houses or recreational dwelling. On the 

other hand, in the firm group was also pointed out that if regulation allowed wood to 

be left more visible in the interiors some acoustic issues might occur. However, this 

could be countered with an argument from the discussion with architects, in which the 

status quo was regarded as hindering the development of new solutions to overcome 
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potential acoustic issues from increasing exposure of wood surfaces. The architect 

group considered more direct actions to foster WMC, such as possible tax concessions 

and granting favorable building lots to WMC. Revision of taxing of building materials 

was suggested by a firm representative as well. Also, carbon related factors could be 

taken into account in granting of building permits. Life cycle aspects were also present, 

as necessitating recycling demands (e.g. 30% of construction materials) was presented. 

Germany was brought up in discussions about international differences in fire safety 

regulation, as wood use is not as restricted there as in Finland. The difference seems 

profoundly systemic, as could be interpreted from a statement of a firm representative: 

“Completely different philosophies in regulation” (Element manufacturer). 

 

5.4.2 Future prospects in construction and housing 

Non-residential groups discussed also the future of housing, construction and WMC. 

The market seems to be getting slight boosted from larger and smaller companies that 

have been entering the WMC market in recent years. However, there was no clear 

consensus among experts and architects whether the entrance of larger actors actually 

furthers WMC. Larger actors are likely to increase standardization which lowers costs, 

whereas from an innovation perspective their entrance was regarded as both furthering 

and obstructive. Architects were especially worried of the rigidity that larger actors 

might entail. Currently WMC projects tend to be unique pilot projects, which make 

the processes hard. The Finnish WMC actors being on the slow lane might lead to 

market entrances from other countries, of which there has been already some pointers. 

A Finnish WMC contractor, Suomen Puukerrostalot oy, is starting WMC manufactur-

ing and construction through licensing of the Swedish pioneer Lindbäcks Bygg Ab. 

Also, BoKlok, a consortium of multinationals Ikea and Skanska, is building a WMC 

in Southern Finland. Having few actors can be considered as a risk for construction 

projects, as replacing actors if needed can turn out to be difficult. Having multiple 

substitutive actors increases confidence and trust towards WMC projects but also cat-

alysts the market through competition. In the current market situation with few actors 
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it would be difficult for them to respond to sudden increases in demand. As large con-

struction companies tend to be risk aversive, they have been unwilling to become con-

struction developers for WMC. At the time of the interviews, BoKlok has been the 

only one to do so. Architects considered contractors to be in a key position for devel-

opment of the industry. Also, promoter-contractors and communal renting companies 

were seen as important for development. Co-operation, openness among actors, and 

objectivity and forgoing the juxtaposition of materials were hoped by the market ac-

tors. The following quotes demonstrate some of the views presented in the paragraph: 

 

“Almost without any exceptions every project starts from scratch.”  

–Property developer. 

 

“One of our biggest constraint of growth is scarcity of competition.”  

–Element manufacturer 

 

Architects “recognized” their own responsibility in the value chain and pondered the 

possibility of an architect taking a more active role in the construction processes in 

general. This could also increase emphasis on consumer needs. Architects presented 

that in the future more emphasis should be given to architectural choices, functionality 

of the apartment and general satisfaction in the whole living area (i.e. zoning solu-

tions). As prospective development ideas were also mentioned “printed wooden con-

struction”, industrial construction combined with customer service, group co-operative 

construction and alliance building. Different co-operative construction practices were 

also considered to be potential instruments for future user involvement methods. Com-

plementary building was also seen as a potential area of increase for WMC. Experts 

suggested that making also WMC apartments with a luxurious association could be 

beneficial for the image. On the other hand, also the potential of WMC in social hous-

ing was discussed. Architects considered WMC’s potential in achieving timeless ar-

chitecture. 
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Finding ways to commercialize strengths of WMC for consumers may prove difficult 

(experts). Generally, naturalness was not considered as virtue in a modern world, 

which could be interpreted as challenging for WMC.  Future living trends may include 

accessibility and conversion flexibility due to aging population and on the other hand 

mobility and quickly changing phases of life (architects). Whether WMCs have some-

thing to offer to these trends is to be seen. Property managers named Smartpost, online 

purchasing, advertising on staircase screens and remote temperature monitoring as fu-

ture aspects in their working environment. They also considered that recycling of plas-

tic was needed more in the future, as it is something that residents often wish for. Such 

environmental aspects may be consistent with WMC’s environmentally friendly im-

age. Experts considered that provision of added services, such as cleaning services 

might become somewhat more common in apartment selling. 

 

The small size of the Finnish housing market is challenging, as it makes testing market 

acceptance difficult. The need for early adapters among consumers seems also appar-

ent for creating demand from the consumer side. Success of current and near-future 

WMC projects will have an important role in dictating how desirable the market is for 

new entrants. Through ready-made projects and growing awareness, consumers would 

be able. A firm representative estimated that the following few years will reveal how 

WMC develops. Firms assumed that industrial construction methods will increase in 

the future, which will affect material choices and is likely to give advantage to lighter 

materials, such as wood. Some experts considered this as crucial for WMC develop-

ment. As future aspects were also named convertibility and sensory experiences (ex-

perts). Technical choices and solutions affect sensory experiences directly. For exam-

ple, intermediate floor solutions affect the soundscape. Also, wall materials, drywall 

for example, modify sound landscape, even if they are primarily added for regulative 

fire-safety reasons. Property managers mentioned that it is difficult to assess life-cycle 

aspects, as for example, durability of outer surfaces cannot be known until 10–20 

years. Also, conclusions on long-term health impacts of WMC’s are to be seen in the 

future (experts). As the WMC sector is still in early stages in Finland, many firms want 

to wait and see how the sector evolves and how consumers will accept it during the 
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following decade. Based on the focus group discussions, the interest towards consum-

ers seems to be increasing among the construction industry. As for the WMC, the fu-

ture will show how well its strengths can be harnessed and if it can meet the previously 

presented challenges. The following quotes are to illustrate the aforementioned views 

from the discussions: 

 

“Maybe there hasn’t been that much of interest [towards consumers], 

although there should be.” –Constructor 

 

“After 25 years we’ll see… [how WMC has succeeded]” –Constructor 
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6 Discussion and limitations 

6.1 Relationship of WMC and the bioeconomy 

The first research question of this study “What is the current relation between wooden 

multistorey construction and the bioeconomy?” aimed to map the role of WMC in the 

bioeconomy and to provide a background for further exploring the role of consumers 

in WMC. Answers to this question were searched from bioeconomy and wooden con-

struction related literature and from analysis of focus group interviews of experts and 

chosen market actors. The results of this study indicate that despite WMC’s publicly 

declared role in bioeconomy strategies there are some underlying features that can 

make its rationale abstract for consumers. Such features include, for example, the 

amount of wood in the WMC, the visibility of wood in exteriors and interiors, the 

source of wood material and carbon footprints of the building. 

 

Previous research has positioned WMC in Nordic countries as the “most evident con-

struction-related new business opportunity in the emerging bioeconomy” (Toppinen 

etal. 2018). The main catalyst has been environmental concerns and particularly miti-

gation of the climate change that urges to reduce carbon footprints in a variety of sec-

tors. The growing importance of issues related to sustainable development has also 

been noticed by different actors. Although Strengths and opportunities of WMC were 

not a focal point of this study, as they came up, they were much in line with results 

from previous studies. For example, possibilities of prefabrication and hybrid building, 

lightness of wood, hygroscopicity and psycho-physiological effects of wood material 

were named as strengths of WMC (cf. Aaltonen 2019; Kuzman & Sandberg 2017). 

The focus group discussions also brought up WMC’s suitability and potential in social 

housing production, which is also in line with previous results (e.g. Kniivilä & al 2017) 

and is also the case in recent WMC projects (e.g. WMC project of Suomen Puuker-

rostalot Oy in Hämeenlinna, Finland). Results of this study are much in line with pre-

vious findings, which indicate that when choosing housing, environmental aspects 

matter for consumers, but not as much as health or other more personal aspects of 
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living (cf. Röhr 2016). Architects’ and architect students’ interest in taking into ac-

count environmental aspects in their work and their perceptions of wood as an envi-

ronmentally friendly material also received further indication from the results of this 

study (cf. Kuzman et al. 2018; Kaputa & Maťová 2018). 

 

Despite Finland’s close-knit relation to its forests and traditions in utilizing wood 

WMC was not perceived culturally embedded as part of the society. The reason is 

somewhat self-evident as WMC is still a niche in the country. Generally, wood is still 

mainly regarded as being reserved to detached houses instead of being a common or 

generally accepted frame material for heavy building, such as multistroey construc-

tion. Even in the construction sector it is still regarded as an “oddity” that has been 

mainly part of smaller and middle-sized constructors’ portfolios. Despite the growth 

of WMC and supportive governmental goals, this study showed that incredulous atti-

tudes still seem to exist in different sectors and layers of the society, for example 

among municipal civil servants (cf. Franzini 2018), constructors and consumers.  

WMC is still considered as an underdog within a sector known for its organizational 

rigidness. Even if WMC possesses potential from several aspects, it was also seen for 

the time being as confined to operate under the conditions of traditional construction 

business, thus being still far from a true reformer of the industry. 

 

Previous studies have indicated that even if the bioeconomy has been suggested as a 

possible promotional strategy to improve competitiveness of wood, only limited pos-

sibilities in binding WMC and the bioeconomy have been recognized (Riala & Ilola 

2014.) In this study the non-resident groups associated WMC with the bioeconomy, 

although experts recognized also potential pitfalls in the current discourse. The per-

ceptions that were aligned with the general discourse of bioeconomy (cf. The Finnish 

Bioeconomy Strategy 2014) considered mainly material renewability, possibilities to 

recycle wooden construction material, wood products capabilities to store carbon, and 

Finland’s relatively abundant forest resources. The major communicative pitfall was 

related to the environmental benefits of WMC which depend on, among other, the 
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material wood is compared to, the used wooden products in a WMC project and the 

type of the building. Experts perceived the concept of bioeconomy and WMC’s role 

in it together with the many properties of wood complex and challenging to communi-

cate to consumers, which could turn out to be a hindrance for WMC’s growth in the 

future. Especially if growth was sought consumer driven. As the devil is in the detail, 

what is considered as sustainable is to a certain degree debatable and depends on the 

definition of ‘sustainable’. Similar challenges can be seen with public discussions 

about energy use of wood, as its official status from a climate perspective is carbon 

neutral, although its short-term carbon neutrality has been challenged by some NGO’s 

and researchers (cf. Seppälä et al. 2017). 

 

Generally, experts, firm representatives and architects were strongly pro-wood and 

considered that WMC is still being unjustly stigmatized. Some of this is self-evident, 

especially in the case of firm representatives, as WMC was in the core of their busi-

ness. Still, these results are consistent with previous research (cf. Markström et al. 

2019), which has indicated that the more design professionals have been affiliated with 

wood the more positively they perceive it. Property managers did not prefer one ma-

terial over another, as they did not find many differences between WMCs and concrete 

buildings regarding their job. However, their general attitude towards WMC and 

wooden construction was positive and points of contact with the bioeconomy agenda 

could be found in their perceptions of wood material’s environmental friendliness. 

 

Analysis showed that experts see that wooden constructions’ role has been to a large 

extent an extension of the sawmill industry, which in turn was seen as somewhat of an 

instrumental value for the pulp and paper industry. This theme is strongly entangled 

with national forest policies and wood supply needs of the whole forest industry. How-

ever, wood construction seems to have gained some of its own ground through taking 

root in the society. During the past decades the wood industry has been placed alter-

nately under the Confederation of Finnish Construction Industries or the Federation of 

the Finnish Woodworking Industries, which presumably has caused variation in its 
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role in relation to the construction and forest industries. Currently there are several 

national programmes striving to investigate the potential of increasing wooden con-

struction and as the government allocates further resources to wooden construction, it 

is likely to affect positively in the growth of WMC. Policies may help turning the 

wheel but in order it to keep rolling a functioning market with sufficient demand and 

supply is required. Kuzman & Sandberg (2017) pointed out that the amount of WMCs 

needs to be increased in order for them to develop. This was also pointed out in the 

focus groups discussions of non-residents. 

 

Studies (e.g. Toppinen et al. 2018a; Kniivilä et al. 2017) have shown that instead of 

regulative barriers the growth of WMC is restricted by other factors, such as know-

how and attitudes. The future of wooden construction has been also linked to the public 

sector’s industrial strategic alignments and interest in promoting green building (Hur-

mekoski 2016). Although WMC has been around already for some time, the actual 

steps have been rather modest. Many of the non-resident discussions seemed to con-

clude that as WMC is still in an early stage as in terms of industry life cycle the range 

of different development trends is largely open. The need for entrance of larger market 

players, especially in the construction sector, seems desirable from a growth perspec-

tive. Wood cannot completely replace concrete and steel in construction, and more 

hybrid solutions are likely to merge. The role of engineered wood products cannot 

either be ignored from the discussion of the future of WMC. The development and 

know-how in their use is likely to be a catalyst for WMC adoption in the construction 

sector. For this to take place more standardization is needed in order to proceed from 

piloting to mass production. 
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6.2 The role of consumers in WMC 

The other aim of this study was to shed light on the role of end-users in development 

of WMC. The theoretical framework offered supportive concepts from involvement, 

choice editing and stakeholder theories for the discussion on the role of end-users. 

 

Generally, consumers’ possibilities to affect housing can be considered as low. One of 

the underlying reasons is that connection with customers and users in the construction 

industry has typically been weak, although some positive change has been noted (By-

gballe & Ingemansson 2014). Similarly, the marginal role of consumers as a driver for 

WMC growth seems to increase gradually (cf. Franzini 2018; Toppinen et al., 2017; 

Riala & Ilola 2014). Despite small efforts so far, firm representatives’ interest in in-

creasing customer and end-user perspectives could be noted in this study. On the other 

hand, end-users’ interest to affect market trends in construction has been doubted as 

end-user preference for materials has been considered low (Riala & Ilola 2014). Con-

sumers possibilities to affect frame materials are even smaller than interiors materials, 

as the choice of frame is affected by technical, economic and regulative aspects. Re-

stricted know-how is one of the main reasons behind consumers being excluded from 

the frame decision-making process. If WMC’s growth was to be boosted through con-

sumer demand, it is evident that more exposure and information on WMC would be 

needed. 

 

Active, involved consumers 

Despite little attention so far end-users are a focal stakeholder group in construction 

and by taking their preferences into account some benefits could be attained. Residents 

desire to be more involved could be interpreted from the discussions. Residents called 

for clear responsibilities and information sharing from constructors and property man-

agers during the construction and living phases. Also, some residents hoped to have 

been able to meet with the architect during planning. By increasing end-user involve-

ment consumers’ preferences could be better taken into account in housing develop-
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ment, although it seems to include several challenges. Through involvement consum-

ers role could be considered as more active or “activated” by other stakeholders. The 

degree of involvement of end-users in construction is difficult to assess as involvement 

can take place in different stages of housing planning or a construction process, and 

could be conducted by different actors, such as civil servants, developers, constructors, 

architects, estate agents or property managers. Therefore, also its purpose can vary. 

For example, for businesses it can be a mean to develop their products and services, to 

reduce reclamations or to create goodwill, whereas for municipalities it can be a mean 

to provide to its citizen housing that resonates future residents’ values. As the results 

of this study indicate, involvement was considered to increase complexity, costs and 

workload before, during and after construction, which may lower willingness to incor-

porate it in housing and construction processes unless its benefits are demonstrable to 

businesses and public actors. 

 

Previous studies have reported on WMC residents’ positive perceptions on their build-

ings and apartments (e.g. Larasatie et al. 2018; Karjalainen 2017; Gold & Rubik 2009). 

These perceptions received more support from the results of this study. However, there 

is still much work to be done for this to evolve into direct consumer demand. For 

example, it could be argued that as WMC is still very marginal, the word-of-mouth is 

still to take momentum. At the moment consumers positive perceptions on WMC and 

wood material do not seem to reach developers, contractors and authorities, which 

could be considered as a significant bottleneck as they possess the most power in ma-

terial selection (cf. Roos et al. 2010). 

 

In previous studies customers’ potential as a driver for innovation for construction 

companies has been identified (Bygballe & Ingemansson 2014). However, user in-

volvement is not a panacea for organizational change in a company nor does it auto-

matically lead to innovation as users per se do not contain innovation. Suitable means 

for involvement can be found only through experimenting (Toikko 2011, 112), which 

is why the construction industry and other actors could be encouraged to explore more 
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possibilities of user involvement. For co-operative design to succeed the process needs 

to be started in an early stage of the new product or service and with an appropriate 

group (Luotonen 2011, 70–72). In housing development and construction there are 

several stages that are somewhat detached from each other and there are many actors 

included in these processes. Radical innovation is said to require competences to in-

volve “the ‘right’ users at the right time in the right form” (Lettle 2007). As the number 

of owner-occupants in WMC is slowly increasing, focusing on their preferences could 

be a potential way of proceeding. On the other hand, WMC has been also strongly 

linked into social construction, which is why a focus on tenants is also arguably im-

portant. In construction, users’ opportunities for involvement could be searched during 

planning and construction phases, as well as after completion of the construction pro-

ject. Perhaps in the discussions suggested idea of “facilitators” who operate in the user 

interface could be an idea worth exploring more. As different aspects of sustainable 

building become more common, also social aspects are likely to be given more weight. 

Hints of such corporate social responsibility were present as the role of end-user in-

volvement was suggested to be incorporated in value discussions of construction. Ar-

guably involvement could increase shared value in construction. Developers’ are in a 

key position as they set the framework for the construction company. Zoning, building 

codes and regulation, in turn, affect both developers and construction companies. 

 

Editing consumers choices towards environmental housing 

Environmental aspects have been considered as one of the main drivers for WMC 

growth. In this study the importance of traditional housing preferences such as loca-

tion, affordability and layout were emphasized in resident discussions. Environmental 

aspects of living had been considered by the residents somewhat before and after mov-

ing to the apartments, but they did not appear as decisive factors nor did they often 

relate directly to the construction material. Similar results had also been reported by 

Riala and Ilola (2014). Sustainability related factors of WMC were not taken as 

granted, although the underlying perception was that it would be more sustainable than 
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building with concrete.  Life cycle calculations, green building rating systems and cer-

tificates were mentioned as preferred means for assuring sustainability aspects of a 

building. Offering such information to consumers could help them make more sustain-

able housing choices. This also somewhat depicts the complexity of the bioeconomy 

and sustainability related matters to WMC that were discussed in the previous chapter. 

Choice editing could be considered as an active tool for steering consumer behavior 

(Gunn & Mont 2014). In choice editing the consumers’ role could be described more 

passive-like than in involvement. Choice editing has been presented as a tool for steer-

ing consumers choices towards more sustainable choices (Gunn & Mont 2014). A sup-

ply of sustainable products and services acts as a prerequisite for this. All main stake-

holders in the housing process are able to steer actions into more sustainable solutions, 

which would likely be beneficial for WMC.  

 

The amount of wood used in a WMC seems to somewhat provoke discussion on the 

definition of a WMC. The amount of wood varies depending on the chosen frame type 

and used wooden materials. For example, the amount of wood used is larger when 

engineered wood products (e.g. CLT) are used compared to traditional timber-framed 

construction. Nevertheless, the material of the frame defines a building as a WMC. 

Experts had doubts that the frame material of a building would play any significant 

role for consumers. This doubt was mainly supported by the analysis of resident dis-

cussions. One of the reasons may be that the frame does not seem to be easily sensed, 

although some of the residents mentioned of a “different feeling” in their home. An-

other possible reason is that discussion on frame material is a relatively knew topic, 

since concrete and steel have been held automatically as choices as frame material. 

Some developers do not highlight the wooden frame material in marketing of their 

WMCs. Neither did the residents of this study perceive that wood had been signifi-

cantly used in marketing of the apartments. Still, residential discussions related to the 

building being wooden reflected almost only positive experiences and associations.  

However, it is good to bear in mind that these were residents who had more or less 

chosen to live in a WMC, and therefore there might be some choice-supportive bias. 
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Furthermore, consumers are known to possess positive attitudes towards pro-environ-

mental products without it transitioning into actions in similar magnitude (Kniivilä et 

al. 2017; Riala & Ilola 2014). Residents expressed desires of wanting to affect material 

choices generally (cf. Autio & Autio 2013). However, currently there are practically 

no possibilities to affect the frame of a building in traditional construction procurement 

forms. For consumers for whom exposed wooden parts are not appealing, the environ-

mental aspects might still be relevant. Arguably wood being seen in the interiors and 

exteriors of the building could support general acceptance and desirability in having it 

as a frame material as well. Consumers could act as a catalyst for growth of WMC if 

the narrative from the bioeconomy, circular economy and other sustainability related 

concepts were communicated clearly and concretely. In addition, incentives for public 

and private actors could also be useful. For example, consumers could be given tax 

releases for buying an apartment from a wooden framed building due to its environ-

mental benefits. 

 

6.3 Limitations 

With the chosen research methods phenomena were given the opportunity to arise. The 

theoretical framework was not sealed in the beginning, although the chosen theories 

were involved all along and the study proceeded iteratively. There are some limitations 

regarding this study. Firstly, due to the qualitative methods of this study the findings 

are not generalizable. Regarding residents, the results describe mostly opinions of ten-

ants and residents with right of residence, as only one of the interviewed residents was 

a homeowner. In addition, all the interviewed residents were from the metropolitan 

area of Finland and already lived in a WMC. Resident discussions were focus group 

discussions, but other discussions had resemblance with general group interviews. 

Two of the focus group discussions, one with residents and the estate manager discus-

sion, had only two participants, which is not considered as ideal for focus groups. It is 

also good to bear in mind that all interviewees had some experience with WMC, which 

might have affected their perceptions and ideas. 
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Apart from resident discussions, all the interviewed groups were different.  Because 

of this the beforehand planned discussion structure had to me modified accordingly. 

From data gathering perspective, the study process turned out to be more challenging 

than expected. The research question regarding the consumers was relatively challeng-

ing, as consumers have not been much involved in the construction industry. However, 

such observations strengthen the impression for a need for such studies as consumers 

have been previously identified as a potential target for WMC research. Both shared 

and distinctive themes between groups emerged from the data. In some of the themes, 

saturation seemed to be achieved, for example, regarding the current position of WMC 

and consumers in construction. The richness of data regarding perceptions of different 

market actors comprise an essential element for this study. 
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7 Conclusions 

 

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship of WMC and the bioeconomy, 

and the role of end-users in WMC. The results and discussion provided some ideas 

concerning market actors’ perceptions on different life cycle phases of a WMC and its 

relationship with the bioeconomy. Also, the current and potential role of consumers in 

construction in general and particularly in WMC was discussed. It seems that many 

market actors consider that consumers should be more involved in construction pro-

cesses, although involvement methods need to be carefully considered to ensure ben-

efits from it. It also seems that future research should investigate more the potential 

benefits of user involvement in construction. In accordance with previous studies, the 

interviewed WMC residents were satisfied with their apartments and the building as 

such. Although a wooden frame does not seem to surpass traditional housing prefer-

ences of consumers, it was still perceived as a benefit when choosing housing. Envi-

ronmental aspects matter, but not as much as health or other more personal aspects of 

housing choice. Wood was sensed in the buildings and apartments, which was per-

ceived as a positive thing. However, the prevailing fire safety legislation, which was 

considered as too strict, constrains the use of wood on visible surfaces in interiors. 

Although WMC’s were considered fire safe, the regulation might have some influence 

on consumer perceptions in a negative way. 

 

As WMC is still relatively young as an industry more research is needed from techno-

logical aspects to user experience. So far, every WMC project has been unique, which 

has restricted project learning. More WMC construction projects are needed for an 

acceleration along the learning curve. There is still a lot of doubt towards WMC, which 

in many cases seems to be based on the lack of knowledge. Dissemination of and ac-

cess on information regarding WMC is needed to overcome these attitudinal barriers. 

In addition, further research on WMC homeowners could be meaningful, as the resi-

dent focus groups in this study had only one owner-occupier. Moreover, other actors 
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could be further examined, such as estate agents. User involvement opportunities could 

also rise from further research on group construction.  

  

When the first WMC pilot projects in the 1990’s started in Finland the environmental 

and climate change related issues were far less known. WMC seems to have an envi-

ronmentally friendly image among residents, which however calls for better commu-

nication. Methods of sustainable marketing could be used more in promotion of WMC, 

although some caution is needed while doing so. Adding aspects of user involvement 

to value discussions in the society could also demonstrate as beneficial for diffusion 

of WMC. Through involvement consumers could be empowered, which could also 

help new innovations to emerge in the construction industry. Currently housing 

choices do not seem to be strongly part of the discussion on sustainable consumption 

choices, but there might be a need for including it more. Despite some technical, eco-

nomical and communicational challenges, WMC has plenty of potential in sustainable 

construction. The results of this study suggest market acceptance of consumers regard-

ing WMC, which encourages market actors to take on WMC projects and to continue 

the development of the business. As an overall conclusion it seems that there is still 

unrevealed potential in WMC, as well as in the potential of consumers as a catalyst for 

WMC growth and sustainable construction.  
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[Involving a customer supports citizenship in social work as well]. In Juhila, K, 

Forsberg, H., Roivainen, I. (eds.): Marginaalit ja sosiaalityö. Jyväskylä: SoPhi. 63–
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Appendices 

Annex 1 Participants of non-resident discussions 

 

Partici-

pant 

Group and individ-

ual code 

Professional position/title Type of organization 

X1.1 Experts (1) 1 Researcher University 

X1.2 Experts (1) 2 Researcher University 

X1.3 Experts (1) 3 Researcher University 

X1.4 Experts (1) 4 Researcher University 

X2.1 Architects (2) 1 Architect Architecture firm 

X2.2 Architects (2) 2 Architect Architecture firm 

X2.3 Architects (2) 3 Architect, Professor University 

X2.4 Architects (2) 4 Architect, city planner Municipality 

X3.1 Firms (3) 1 Country manager Construction developer 

X3.2 Firms (3) 2 Deputy managing director Construction developer 

X3.3 Firms (3) 3 Sales & development man-

ager 

Element manufacturer 

X4.4 Firms (3) 4 Project manager Constructor 

X4.1 Estate managers (4) 1 Property manager Property management firm 

X4.2 Estate managers (4) 2 Property manager Property management firm 

n=14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Annex 2 Participants of resident discussions 

 

Participant Group Gender Age group Municipality Type of living  

Y1.1 Residents (1) Female 60-69 Helsinki Rental 

Y2.1 Residents (1) Female n/a Helsinki Rental 

Y3.1 Residents (1) Female 20-29 Helsinki Rental 

Y4.1 Residents (1) Male 30-39 Helsinki Owner 

Y5.1 Residents (1) Male 30-39 Helsinki Rental 

Y6.1 Residents (1) Male n/a Helsinki Rental 

Y1.2 Residents (2) Female 30-39 Helsinki Rental 

Y1.2 Residents (2) Female 40-49 Helsinki Rental 

Y1.3 Residents (3) Male 40-49 Helsinki Right of residence 

Y1.3 Residents (3) Female 60-69 Helsinki Right of residence 

Y1.3 Residents (3) Female 40-49 Helsinki Right of residence 

Y1.3 Residents (3) Female 70-79 Helsinki Right of residence 

n=12



 

 

 

Annex 3 Supportive discussion frame for experts 

 

Taustatiedot (10 min)  

Gradun esittely, haastateltavien esittely  

Keskustelun pelisäännöt – ei puhuta toisten päälle, kättä voi nostaa, nimiä on hyvä toistella,…  

  

Teema 1 – Puukerrostalorakentaminen biotaloudessa  (15 min)  

1. Onko puukerrostalot osa suomalaista asumis- ja rakennuskulttuuria?   

2. Miten kuvailisitte puukerrostalorakentamisen (tämänhetkistä) roolia…  

•  biotaloudessa? 

• rakennusteollisuudessa?  

3. Ketkä (teidän näkemyksenne mukaan) ovat keskeisiä tahoja tai toimijoita, jotka vaikuttavat  

• asumistarjontaan?  

• kerrostalorakentamisen materiaaliratkaisuihin?  

 

Teema 2 – Käyttäjä/Kuluttaja/Asukas ja kestävät asumisratkaisut (20 min)  

4. Millaisia asioita kuluttajat arvostavat asumisessa?   

• Onko kuluttajan näkökulmasta kestävyydellä väliä asumisessa? Mitkä kestävyyden teemat 

ovat/voivat olla keskeisimpiä asumisessa?  

5. Mitkä ovat mielestänne puukerrostalon vahvuudet/heikkoudet kuluttajan näkökulmasta?  

• Tulisiko puun näkyä ja tuntua asumisessa? Miten? (puun merkitys)   

• Onko puukerrostaloasuminen ekoasumista? Onko se trendikästä asumista?   

• Miten puukerrostalojen kestävyys välittyy parhaiten kuluttajalle?  

  

6. Voivatko kuluttajat tehdä valintoja asumisen suhteen? (”Markkinavoima”)  

• Miten? Millaisia?   

• Mihin valinnoilla voi vaikuttaa?  

• Mitä esteitä vaikuttamiselle on?   

7. Mitkä tahot/toimijat vaikuttavat kuluttajalle tarjolla oleviin asumisratkaisuihin?   

• Kuka on kiinnostunut kuluttajan tarpeista/ käytännöistä?  

• Kenen tehtävä on ohjata rakentamista kestävään suuntaan?   



 

 

  

Teema 3 – Loppukäyttäjän osallistaminen (10 min)  

  

8. Miten loppukäyttäjiä tällä hetkellä osallistetaan (puu)kerrostalorakentamisessa? (Osallistava 

taho, osallistamisen keinot)  

9. Miten loppukäyttäjää voitaisiin tulevaisuudessa osallistaa? (Missä vaiheissa, kenen toimesta?  

• Mitä kanavia/ keinoja osallistamisessa voidaan hyödyntää?  

• Mitä hyötyä osallistamisesta on? Voiko siitä olla haittaa?  

Teema 4 – Tulevaisuuden näkymät ja kehittäminen (10 min)  

  

10. Miten uskotte alan kehittyvän? (Keskeiset ajurit)   

• Mitkä tekijät tällä hetkellä edesauttavat ja mitkä haittaavat alan kehitystä? 

 

  



 

 

Annex 4 Supportive discussion frame for architects 

  

Taustatiedot (10 min)  

Gradun esittely, haastateltavien esittely. Keskustelun pelisäännöt – ei puhuta toisten päälle, kättä voi 

nostaa, nimiä on hyvä toistella… 

  

Teema 1 – Puukerrostalorakentaminen biotaloudessa (15 min)  

1. Onko puukerrostalot osa suomalaista asumis- ja rakennuskulttuuria?   

2. Miten kuvailisitte puukerrostalorakentamisen (tämänhetkistä) roolia…  

• biotaloudessa?  

• rakennusteollisuudessa?  

• arkkitehtuurissa  

3. Ketkä (teidän näkemyksenne mukaan) ovat keskeisiä tahoja tai toimijoita, jotka vaikuttavat  

• asumistarjontaan?  

• kerrostalorakentamisen materiaaliratkaisuihin?  

  

Teema 2 – Käyttäjä/Kuluttaja/Asukas ja kestävät asumisratkaisut (20 min)  

4. Millaisia asioita kuluttajat arvostavat asumisessa?   

• Onko kuluttajan näkökulmasta kestävyydellä väliä asumisessa? Mitkä kestävyyden teemat 

ovat/voisivat olla keskeisimpiä asumisessa?  

5. Mitkä ovat mielestänne puukerrostalon vahvuudet/heikkoudet kuluttajan näkökulmasta?  

• Tulisiko puun näkyä ja tuntua asumisessa? Miten? (puun merkitys)   

• Onko puukerrostaloasuminen ekoasumista? Onko se trendikästä asumista?   

• Miten puukerrostalojen kestävyys välittyy parhaiten kuluttajalle?  

6. Voivatko kuluttajat tehdä valintoja asumisen suhteen? (”Markkinavoima”)  

• Miten? Millaisia?  

• Mihin valinnoilla voi vaikuttaa?  

• Mitä esteitä vaikuttamiselle on?   

7. Mitkä tahot/toimijat vaikuttavat kuluttajalle tarjolla oleviin asumisratkaisuihin?   

• Kuka on kiinnostunut kuluttajan tarpeista/ käytännöistä?  

• Kenen tehtävä on ohjata rakentamista kestävään suuntaan?   



 

 

  

Teema 3 – Loppukäyttäjän osallistaminen (10 min)  

8. Miten loppukäyttäjiä tällä hetkellä osallistetaan (puu)kerrostalorakentamisessa? (Osallistava 

taho, osallistamisen keinot)  

9. Miten loppukäyttäjää voitaisiin tulevaisuudessa osallistaa? (Missä vaiheissa, kenen toimesta?  

• Mitä kanavia/ keinoja osallistamisessa voidaan hyödyntää?  

• Mitä hyötyä osallistamisesta on? Voiko siitä olla haittaa?  

  

Teema 4 – Tulevaisuuden näkymät ja kehittäminen (10 min)  

10. Miten uskotte alan kehittyvän? (Keskeiset ajurit)   

• Mitkä tekijät tällä hetkellä edesauttavat ja mitkä haittaavat puukerrostalojen kehitystä?  

11. Vapaa kommentointi. Jäikö jotain oleellista kysymättä?   



 

 

Annex 5 Supportive discussion frame for firm representatives  

Taustatiedot (10 min)   

Keskustelun pelisäännöt – ei puhuta toisten päälle, kättä voi nostaa, nimiä on hyvä toistella…  

Gradun ja hankkeen esittely. Haastateltavien ja haastattelijoiden esittely. 

  

Teema 1 – Puukerrostalorakentaminen biotaloudessa (15 min) 

1. Onko puukerrostalot osa suomalaista asumis- ja rakennuskulttuuria?    

2. Miten kuvailisitte puukerrostalorakentamisen (tämänhetkistä) roolia…   

• biotaloudessa?   

• rakennusteollisuudessa?  

• (arkkitehtuurissa)  

3. Ketkä (teidän näkemyksenne mukaan) ovat keskeisiä tahoja tai toimijoita, jotka vaikuttavat   

• asumistarjontaan?  

• kerrostalorakentamisen materiaaliratkaisuihin?  

  

Teema 2 – Käyttäjä/Kuluttaja/Asukas ja kestävät asumisratkaisut (20 min)  

4. Millaisia asioita kuluttajat arvostavat asumisessa?  

• Onko kuluttajan näkökulmasta kestävyydellä väliä asumisessa? Mitkä kestävyyden teemat 

ovat/voisivat olla keskeisimpiä asumisessa?  

5. Mitkä ovat mielestänne puukerrostalon vahvuudet/heikkoudet kuluttajan näkökulmasta?  

• Tulisiko puun näkyä ja tuntua asumisessa? Miten? (puun merkitys)  

• Onko puukerrostaloasuminen ekoasumista? Onko se trendikästä asumista?  

• Miten puukerrostalojen kestävyys välittyy parhaiten kuluttajalle?  

6. Voivatko kuluttajat tehdä valintoja asumisen suhteen? (”Markkinavoima”)  

• Miten? Mihin valinnoilla voi vaikuttaa?  

• Mitä esteitä vaikuttamiselle on?  

7. Mitkä tahot/toimijat vaikuttavat kuluttajalle tarjolla oleviin asumisratkaisuihin?  

• Kuka on kiinnostunut kuluttajan tarpeista/ käytännöistä?  

• Kenen tehtävä on ohjata rakentamista kestävään suuntaan?  

   



 

 

Teema 3 – Loppukäyttäjän osallistaminen (15 min)   

8. Miten loppukäyttäjiä tällä hetkellä osallistetaan (puu)kerrostalorakentamisessa? (Osallistava 

taho, osallistamisen keinot)   

9. Miten loppukäyttäjää voitaisiin tulevaisuudessa osallistaa? (Missä vaiheissa, kenen toimesta?   

• Mitä kanavia/ keinoja osallistamisessa voidaan hyödyntää?   

• Mitä hyötyä osallistamisesta on? Voiko siitä olla haittaa?   

   

Teema 4 – Tulevaisuuden näkymät ja kehittäminen (10 min)   

10.   Miten uskotte alan kehittyvän? (Keskeiset ajurit)    

• Mitkä tekijät tällä hetkellä edesauttavat ja mitkä haittaavat puukerrostalojen kehitystä?   

  

11. Vapaa kommentointi. Jäikö jotain oleellista kysymättä? 

 

  



 

 

Annex 6 Supportive discussion frame for property managers 

Taustatiedot (5 min)  

Keskustelun pelisäännöt – ei puhuta toisten päälle, kättä voi nostaa, nimiä on hyvä toistella… 

Gradun ja hankkeen esittely 

*Nauhoitus alkaa*  

 

Haastateltavien taustat ja työtehtävät (5 min) 

1. Haastateltavien esittely (ja haastattelijoiden esittely) 

• Mitä työtehtäviinne kuuluu? 

 

Teema 1 – Puukerrostalot ja niiden isännöinti (15 min) 

2. Oletteko joutuneet hankkimaan eritysosaamista puukerrostalon isännöintiin liittyen? 

3. Mitä mieltä olette puukerrostalojen yleistymisestä? 

• Ovatko puukerrostalot osa suomalaista asumis- ja rakennuskulttuuria?  

4. Miten materiaaliratkaisut vaikuttavat isännöintiin? 

• Miten puu kerrostalon rakennusmateriaalina vaikuttaa isännöintiin? 

• Erot betonitalon isännöintiin verrattuna? 

• Onko puukerrostalossa huomioitava jotakin erityistä kiinteistön markkina-arvon kehittymisen 

kannalta? 

5. Ketkä (teidän näkemyksenne mukaan) ovat keskeisiä tahoja tai toimijoita, jotka vaikuttavat… 

• Kerrostalorakentamisen materiaaliratkaisuihin? (uudis- tai lisärakentaminen) 

• Asumistarjontaan? 

 

Teema 2 – Käyttäjä/kuluttaja/asukas/(osakas) ja kestävät asumisratkaisut (20 min) 

6. Millaisia asioita asukkaat arvostavat asumisessa? Mikä heitä kiinnostaa? 

• Onko kuluttajan näkökulmasta kestävyydellä (esim. ilmastovaikutukset) väliä asumisessa? 

Mitkä kestävyyden teemat ovat keskeisimpiä asumisessa? 

• Välittyvätkö kestävyysasiat myös isännöintiin? 

7. Mitkä ovat mielestänne puukerrostalon vahvuudet/heikkoudet asukkaan näkökulmasta? 

• Tulisiko puun näkyä ja tuntua asumisessa? Miten? (puun merkitys)  

• Onko puukerrostaloasuminen ekoasumista? Onko se trendikästä asumista? 

• Miten puukerrostalojen kestävyys välittyy parhaiten asukkaalle/kuluttajalle? 

8. Voivatko kuluttajat tehdä valintoja asumisen suhteen? (”Markkinavoima”) 



 

 

• Miten? Mihin valinnoilla voi vaikuttaa? 

• Mitä esteitä vaikuttamiselle on? 

9. Mitkä tahot/toimijat vaikuttavat kuluttajalle tarjolla oleviin asumisratkaisuihin? 

• Kuka on kiinnostunut kuluttajan tarpeista/ käytännöistä? 

• Kenen tehtävä on ohjata rakentamista kestävään suuntaan? 

 

Teema 3 – Loppukäyttäjän osallistaminen (15 min) 

10. Mitä eri kanavia pitkin asukas-/käyttäjätieto välittyy teille? 

• Entä teidän ja eri toimijoiden (rakennuttaja, rakentaja…) välillä?  

11. Miten asukkaita/osakkaita on osallistettu rakentamista tai asumista koskevaan päätöksente-

koon? (Osallistava taho, osallistamisen keinot) 

• Mitä hyötyä osallistamisesta on? Voiko siitä olla haittaa?  

12. Miten asukkaita/osakkaita voitaisiin tulevaisuudessa osallistaa? 

• Mitä kanavia / keinoja osallistamisessa voitaisiin hyödyntää? Missä vaiheissa? Kenen toi-

mesta? 

 

Teema 4 – Tulevaisuuden näkymät ja kehittäminen (5 min)  

13. Isännöinnin tulevaisuus 

• Mitä tarpeita? Uudet isännöintiin liittyvät palvelut. Käyttäjätiedon kerääminen. 

14. Vapaa kommentointi. Jäikö jotain oleellista kysymättä? 

 

  



 

 

Annex 7 Supportive discussion frame for WMC residents 

  

Taustatiedot (5 min)   

Keskustelun pelisäännöt – ei puhuta toisten päälle, kättä voi nostaa, nimiä on hyvä toistella…  

Gradun ja hankkeen esittely. 

  

Haastateltavien taustat (5 min) 

• Haastateltavien esittely (ja haastattelijan esittely)  

• Millaisessa asunnossa asutte?  

• Miksi ja miten olette päätyneet asumaan tänne?  

• Asumishistoria/ elämäntilanteet + asumisen tarpeet?   

• Millaiset asiat kodissa on tärkeitä? (toimiva pohja, sisustus, äänieristys, paloturvallisuus, …)  

• Asumiskokemus/-huomio nykyisestä asunnosta – onnistumisia/ ongelmia  

  

Teema 1 – Puu asumisessa (15 min) 

1. Miten puu näkyy/tuntuu asumisessa – vai mitenkään? (tuoksu, äänimaailma, vaikea siivota, 

sprinklerit,…)  

• Kiinnittävätkö esim. vieraat huomiota?  

• Oletko itse kertonut puukerrostalokokemuksistasi jossain? Missä/ kenelle?  

• Etsitkö tietoa puukerrostaloista ennen muuttoa? Mitä tiesit etukäteen? Mitä nyt/ vastasiko 

odotuksia?  

• Epäilyttikö/houkuttiko puu (miksi/ miten) vai häivytettiinkö se markkinoinnissa?  

• Mitä haluaisit tietää lisää puusta rakennusmateriaalina?  

2. Mitkä ovat mielestänne puukerrostalon vahvuudet/heikkoudet?  

• Miten puukerrostaloa voisi erottua edukseen (premium-tuote/ halpa hinta) (puun ominaisuu-

det vai rakentamisprosessin muutos käyttäjälähtöisemmäksi)?  

   

Teema 2 – Käyttäjä ja kestävät asumisratkaisut (15 min) 

3. Millaiset asiat kulutuspäätöksissä tärkeitä?  

• Uudet tuotteet, teknologiat ja innovaatiot – kiinnostaako yleisesti?  

• Ympäristönäkökulma  



 

 

• Asuminen: hinta (talous) ja sijainti (suhteessa mihin? sosiaalinen?)…mikä muu (rakennuk-

sen/asuinalueen ulkonäkö/ muu vetovoima; älytalo; energiankulutus)?  

• Puumateriaalin kotimaisuus, sertifikaatit (FSC, PEFC)  

4. Kulutuksen ja asumisen ilmastovaikutukset   

• Pohditko? Onko tärkeää? (vrt. esim. energialuokitus)  

• Mitä tiedät ilmastovaikutuksista?   

• Haluaisitko tietää enemmän? Mitä kautta tietoa haluttaisiin?  

5. Näkyykö tai tuntuuko kestävyys puukerrostalossa?  

• Pitäisikö ilmastoystävällisen asumisen olla premiumia vai halpaa/ kaikkien ulottuvilla (vrt. 

luomu)? Pitäisikö asumisen ilmastovaikutusten olla tarkemmin säädeltyjä, vaikka asuntojen 

hinnat tällöin nousisivat?  

•  (Kenen tehtävä on ohjata rakentamista kestävään suuntaan?)  

 

Teema 3 – Loppukäyttäjän osallistaminen (15 min)  

6. Onko ollut vaikutusmahdollisuuksia/ vuorovaikutusta? (materiaalit, korjaus, veto, lämpö…yms.)  

• Kenen kanssa? (välittäjä/ arkkitehti/ isännöitsijä/ rakennuttaja/ muu, kuka?)  

• Oletko itse ottanut yhteyttä/ miten tieto toimijoiden välillä kulkee?  

• Kenen pitäisi ottaa yhteyttä? Kenen tehtävä huomioida?  

• Mitä esteitä vaikuttamiselle on? 

7. Mihin haluttaisiin vaikuttaa?  

• Miten haluttaisiin osallistua? (kyselyt, työpajat, …)  

• Missä vaiheessa?  

• Oletko kommentoinut kaavaa? Onko asuntotarjonnan kehittäminen esimerkiksi keskeinen 

kunnallisvaaliteema?  

8. Vapaa kommentointi 


