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Executive Summary

This deliverable is a report on the socio-technical requirements for Co-creation. It provides
a Methodological Framework for the Co-creation to take place both within the context of the
Co-Inform Project and within the engagement and outreach that will take place in the Pilots.
Together with its accompanying Appendix the deliverable will include theoretical insights
and hands on practical guidelines on how to design and run co-creation workshops, engage
with stakeholders in the various pilots, as well as provide for an ethical and legal framework
to guide and govern such interactions. The Appendix will be used as guide to the consortium
and a fAliving documento constantly evol vi

The rapid dissemination of misinformation has become a serious threat that necessitates
prompt action. Co-Inform aims to study the phenomenon in a multidisciplinary manner using
the Co-creation framework as an overarching principle for project activities. The concept of
cocreation implies that -affateédtpget hes
shared goal or a value. Interactions, sharing ideas and collaboration would enhance the
value and the relevance of the outcome.

The stakeholder groups (citizens, fact-checkers/journalists and policymakers) will be
brought together to work at co-creating policies for managing misinformation, to ensure that
such policies benefit all parties involved and help restore the trust among involved parties.

Three pilots will be conducted, a Swedish pilot focusing on the thematic of misinformation
hotspots with regard to new-comers, an Austrian pilot that focuses on the Limited-profit
Housing Sector (LPHS), and a Greek pilot with a focus on misinformation regarding asylum
seekers and new-comers in the country.

Stakehol der sd e n glesgrenmer prototyiping séssioms iscegpected to elicit
the policy makersodé requirements and needs
and fact-checker are facing.

The co-creation process goal is to create misinformation resilient societies through the use
of relevant co-created innovative technologies, information appraisal skills, and regulatory
policies. Dealing with human subjects and potential vulnerable subpopulations entails a
repertoire of actions, ethical practices and safeguarding policies for collecting, storing,
analysing and reporting the results of the co-creation process.
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1.Introduction

1.1 Background

Complex systems are unpredictable and can disrupt even the best-laid plans, and yet this
emerging pattern of events, trends, ideas also presents a constantly shifting landscape of
opportunities for change. Critical thresholds, which are characterized by breaks in the
normal state of the system (this might be a political or economic crisis, misinformation in
social media, or climate breakdown) represent real windows of opportunity for change
agents. Complex systems are shaped by the interaction between scales so that what is
possible at one scale (e.g., a stakeholder community) is shaped by what is happening at
another (e.g., in the broader socio-technical culture). The effect can be dampening or
constraining, but it can also be amplifying, and the relationship can go in either direction -
change comes from the top down and from the bottom up, and it can radiate from the centre.

In this deliverable we will provide a framework and guide for the complex system of Co-
Creation which is at the heart of the Co-Inform project. The deliverable is designed to provide
the reader a sound foundational knowledge of the theoretical constructs of co-creation, while
at the same time providing practical guidelines on how to execute the ground level realities.
The structure of the deliverable hence is headed by theoretical discussions around
participation and co-creation within the public realm. From there, a specific instantiation or
iteration will be presented where the project's methodology on co-creation is discussed. The
relevance of this framework to the broader project goals and objectives is discussed in
section three. From section four onwards we dive deep into the practical hands on design
elements of the co-creation method. The figure below illustrates the flow of inputs from this
deliverable unto the wider project and pilot demonstrations.



Figure 1. Co-Creation Framework ecosystem for Co-Inform




1.2 Alignment with broader projection

This deliverable serves a dual purpose. On the one hand it provides a project wide
Methodology for Co-Creation, which can be used as a template allowing internal mechanism
to be co-designed. On the other hand, it also serves as an outward facing Guideline when
engaging Pilot stakeholders in co-creation activities with the overarching goal of fighting
misinformation. With regard to the first, more internally facing goal, the deliverable will be
the instrument via which WP1 will liaise with other work packages in the project, namely
WP2, WP4, and WP5. More specifically, the shared understanding of co-creation as a
methodology, will inform policy design within WP2, technical development of platforms and
tools in WP4, and evaluation of impacts within WP5.

Digging deeper, in WP2 is set the clear objective to co-create key criteria and indicators for
handling identified misinformation. This co-creation will be done internally within the project
and via liaison with expert groups on misinformation. Grounding on this, the project will
proceed to define policies to guide misinformation handling processes and implementation,
as well as define a set of intervention procedures and techniques. It is precisely from these
definitions and shared understanding (which this deliverable framework will facilitate) that
WP2 will generate encodings of misinformation management policies to be used in WP3
and WP4. Technical tools for big data analysis and agile platform development (that will take
place in WP3 and WP4) for fact checking and creating misinformation resilient technologies
will be informed by the overall framework presented within this deliverable and from direct
inputs from WP2. The requirements and needs from the stakeholder groups identified with
and engaged via the pilots, will further feed directly into the technical design within the
project, in an iterative manner.

11
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Figure 2. Co-Inform Project interdependencies

In addition to situating this deliverable within WP1 and the wider project, we also offer here
a clear insight into how stakeholders will be mapped, engaged and how their needs as well
as experience will be captured using the co-creation methodology (regarding the outward
facing goals). These needs and insights emerging from a diverse set of stakeholder groups
(fact checkers, policy analysts and support staff, citizens), will richly influence the policy and
technical design that will take place within the Co-Inform Project.

The motivation behind this design is to avoid a technology deterministic flow, where the
design and deployment of misinformation challenging artefacts is driven instead by the
actual communities that result most endangered and affected by its spread.

In terms of timeline, the framework presented here marks the start of a complex journey, as
represented graphically in Figure 3. The motivation underpinning this roadmap is to equip
all partners within Co-Inform with a clear set of targets and shared milestones, that will shape
the outcomes of the project, mainly that of creating a Misinformation-Resilient Society.

12
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Figure 3. Work Package 1 Timeline

1.3 Methodology

What is Co-Creation and Co-Design

Participation in decision making and policy design is not new. The concept has evolved from
Arnstein's (1969) ladder of participation to Rao outlining the hierarchy of involvement and
layers of control of citizens, to Manzini's (2015) map of participation with its dual axis of
collaborative and active involvement. Manzini further qualifies this, by bringing in
interactional quality and the strength of social ties resulting from participatory activities.
Within this deliverable we set out to situate co-creation and the value generation within,
along these dual axes. We set out to design a framework that will enable the co-creation of
misinformation resilient societies, as is the mandate of the Co-Inform Project.

Co-creation emerges here as an evolving concept within participatory design, with related
notions such as co-design and co-production often used to define it. Co-creation can be
seen as a more specific instantiation, where one refers to the active involvement of end-
users in various stages of the production process (Prahalad and Ramaswamy 2000; Vargo
and Lusch 2004). In the literature regarding active citizen involvement, the term co-
production also occurs (Brandsen and Pestoff 2006; Verschuere, Brandsen, and Pestoff
2012). "ICT-enabled coproduction can improve the efficiency of processes, fasten response
times, make them more secure by reducing human errors, and increase inclusion,
democracy and participation as it provides the same opportunities to different actors"

13



(Uppstrom & L°nn, 2017, p. 413). Thus, there is the claim that co-production provides
innovative ways for government and citizens to co-create public values.

The concepts of co-creation and co-production seem at times to be related (Vargo and Lusch
2004) while at other times, even interchangeable (Gebauer, Johnson, and Enquist 2010).
Voorberg et al. (2015) differentiate three types of co-creation, in which the citizens are co-
implementers, co-designers and co-initiators (in terms of degree of citizen involvement) in
social innovation. Co-creation as a term is reserved in the literature for the involvement of
citizens in the (co)-initiation or co-design level. Co-production instead is considered as the
involvement of citizens in the (co-)implementation of public services (Voorberg et al 2015).
According to Voorberg et al. (2015), most studies available in literature are focused on
citizens as a co-implementers, while only a few looked at the role of citizens as co-designers.
Within the scope of this project, we will address this precise gap by bringing three
stakeholder groups, namely fact-checkers, policy analysts and citizens in the design process
of creating a misinformation resilient society. The uniqueness of this approach lies in the
fact that these stakeholders will not be brought into the design process once key decisions
have been made, to validate existing preconceptions of needs and requirements. Rather,
they will co-design the scope and outcomes, making them more relevant and grounded in
the realities of their everyday experience.

1.4 Value Co-creation

The challenge of tangibly defining such a tenuous, subjective and abstract concept such as
value is one that has occupied many philosophers, academics and government officials
alike. Be it in search of a common understanding or a way to capture and measure it, a
myriad views and opinions have prevailed on the subject. Bannister & Connolly (2014) have
provided a comprehensive categorisation and taxonomy for public value specifically within
the context of governmental transformation and the impact of ICTs. They, for instance, point
out that being efficient is considered the right thing for public servants to be, but they argue
that efficiency is, at best, a borderline case for consideration as a question of morality, when
looking at the impact of ICT on values. They bring to our attention that apart from the
exceptions of privacy and transparency, there is surprisingly little to be found in the literature
on the subject of ICT and public-sector values. Kernaghan (2003) categorises public value
along one axis from individual to public interest, and another axis that looks at ethical,
democratic, professional and people-based values. When they look at orientation, they
differentiate between duty, service and socially oriented values. Of particular interest to us
within the remit of this project is the relationship between public administrations, policy
bodies, fact checking Civic Society organisations and citizens.

While the phenomenon of co-creation examined through the lens of activities tends to
dominate the literature, this perspective is relatively silent on interactional creation, which is
being transformed by new interconnections catalysed by both digitalization and political
change. Social media and the internet have made it easier to identify issues across any
scale (localized neighbourhood to global planetary concerns). However, while the ability to
identify and express issues is made more accessible, there is an ever pressing need to
create mechanisms for connecting those affected by an issue, to means of taking action to
address that issue. We argue for a more nuanced understanding of co-creation as seen
through the lens of interactions, leading us to take up the task of explicitly problematizing

14



where value is created, for whom and how. To do so, we draw on the work of Ramaswamy
(2009) who consider artefacts, processes, interfaces and persons coming together in
purpose-built system environments of platformed interactions, increasingly enabled by
digitized technological platforms. The concept of such an interactive platform is critical to
our theorization of connecting co-creational interactions with how values emerge from
resourced capabilities.

Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) not only emphasize interactions as the locus of value

creation as a co-creation, but that individuals co-construct their own contextualized

outcomes of value, through interactions with a network of entities. In the case of the Co-

Inform Pilots, this value creation will be offered both in the facilitated interactions and
dialogue-spaces generated and in the individual contextualised outcomes that result from

interactions with a network of entities (such as policy institutions, sensors, data aggregators

and communities of affected citizens). Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) proposed a hew

frame of reference for value creationasco-cr eat i on, noting that: ifiThe u
abasisforco-cr eati on is at t he cr Their siarfing premise .05 r gi ng r
was t hat FfAvweeladwe didos ovd t h t wo adceahtion axpeneaceés agr e mi s es
the basis of val ueo, and At-beedtniddinvi dxpér iiesncceel
approach sees value co-creation from the perspective of individuals as experiencing actors,

from customers to employees to partners and other stakeholders. Their main thesis is that

(p. 14) Athe value creation pr occreesast icoem terxepse roine n a
They emphasize both a collaborative creation of value by actors (Prahalad and

Ramaswamy, 2000, Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2002) and simultaneously expanding the

scope of wvalue creation beyond the Aproductodo out
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2003). Applied to the context of Co-Inform Pilots, the technical

product or data thus ceases to be the central focus of attention, but rather the experiences

and interactions are in the spotlight, which in turn strengthen the capabilities and

empowerment of the stakeholders.
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2. Co-Inform co-creation methodology

In order to overcome the push and pull schism and promote a vibrant, competitive co-
creation process with a strong economic impact, it is also important that governments, public
administrations and research organizations adopt entrepreneurial approaches. One of the
main barriers to open and collaborative innovation is the difficulty of having researchers and
public administrators speaking the same language and addressing the issues from a
common perspective and with comparable tools and resources.

The concept of co-creation is different from the traditional push and pull approaches, as it
i mplies that di fferent parties actually
developing something for the other one to use (push-approach) or expressing a clear
request or need to the other (pull-approach). When parties are expected to create together,
they must be equal partners with similar level of resources and speak a common language
towards a shared goal or value.

From a communication side, this implies that, once defined, innovation priorities and
challenges at public- and corporate-driven research level must be translated into concepts
that are understandable to those that can contribute to its solution, such as the business
sector, creative communities and end-users. It is a new way of driving research, with and
for the market, at corporate and public-sector organizations. In the following page we
describe the six iterative steps that define the methodology we use at eGovlab, for co-
creation and co-design.

The eGovlab Methodology for Open Innovation and Co-creation

CONCEPT VISUALIZATION SAND-BOXING IDEAS, TESTING,
VALIDATION AND EVALUATIONS
Development of a visualization

with future ‘what if’ scenario Prepare tesbed with open data
C3y from agencies and APls
E ...‘
%, 3
TION ‘ﬁ O @ & CO-CREATION OF SOLUTION
3 L @ gg-‘ lterative development with
citizen participation
%,*Q o
o

..".. PROTOTYPING AND
] PREACCELERATION
Prepare for market

IDENTIFY CHALLENGE

Citizen driven or based
on government / industry
priorities

Figure 4. eGovlab Co-Creation Methodology
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The first objective implies the creation of open innovation platforms and activities (events,
ij ®ems si on s dtercoaneat public anadresearch organizations with civil society and
businesses and mobilize participation in the identification and/or prioritization of concrete
societal goals. It is an essential step for bringing the future co-creation partners together
(researchers/technologists and businesses/creators/entrepreneurs), by establishing a
common language amongst them.

Once innovation is conceptualized, building from both technology-push and market-pull
principles, and is understandable to all shareholders concerned, the co-creative process that
will lead to its implementation can start, as long the necessary resources are gathered.

The ideal contexts for this co-creation process to emerge are test-beds. The purpose of a
test-bed is to create a shared arena in which digital services, processes, and new ways of
working can be developed and tested with user representatives in a real-world context.
Hence, a test-bed is an environment in which people and technology are gathered and in
which the everyday context stimulates and challenges both research and development since
authorities and citizens take active part in the innovation process. It is a platform for
experimentation of new development projects that allow rigorous, transparent, and
replicable testing of scientific theories, computational tools, and new technologies. A test
bed is therefore active in stimulating to increased innovation with the public sector, the
business and with opening up academic research. It is a gathering of public, private
partnerships in which researchers, technologists, businesses, authorities and citizens work
together with the creation, validation, and test of new services, business ideas, markets and
technologies in real-life-contexts.

Quadruple Helix model implementation: Here we refer to the need of all diverse stakeholder
groups to be an active part of the innovation process. These are from the Public sector
(including government), Private sector (corporate, industry and SME), Academia and Citizen
groups i all informing the co-creation and open innovation process in their own way.

The implementation of these objectives converges into a six-steps-methodology that
deploys our approach to open, collaborative innovation. We believe that this approach fully
captures the complexity of the process and allows for innovation to occur iteratively at every
step along the way, contributing to the full achievement of our objectives.

17



QUADRUPLE HELIX MODEL IMPLEMENTATION

S311q1gyad?

STRUCTURE
STAKEHOLDERS %
L2

Figure 5. Quadruple Helix Model

To achieve broader value and sustainability of public services, the service lifecycle from
planning to delivery to its evolution is deeply ingrained within its ecosystem. Through face-
to-face and technological methods, public administrations, citizens (domain
experts/contributors), civil society, the applied research community and civic techs are
working together to co-create value within an ever-evolving social innovation arena.

The high-level co-creation model below portrays a holistic approach on public value
generation based on societal challenges. Understanding the ecosystem (stakeholders) and
its inherent competencies is a key element in transforming public service delivery and a key
change agent for public administrative reform. The essence of co-creation in the public
sector is to transform bureaucratic practice into citizen driven public service provider.

In the above diagram, when we refer to culture it defines the way we contribute and our
intrinsic connectivity within the ecosystem. By understanding the different cultures inside the
diverse set of contributors, the ecosystem can reshape behaviors, and in turn create a
stronger intramural culture that supports the unique objectives of addressing the challenge.
Developing a systematic approach of evaluating and familiarizing the cultures, the
ecosystem can maximize the potential within the co creation process. By practice we refer
to the co-creation as well as societal context of the challenge; its public settings i.e.
executive, legislative, judicial, educational and civil society (rules and procedures) and finally
the current routines of interaction between actors.

Following from this, structure is key to maintain the motivation and production of the co-
creation community, promote interaction and innovation while linking the activities to the
objectives. It is the main construct of the ecosystem that promotes value sharing and value
acquisition. It includes technology, management, reports, communications (internal and
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external), media and visualization of situations within the challenge that can be spontaneous
or facilitated to recruit new contributors.

Finally, with evolution we refer to the feedback loop. Constant engagement and feedback
mechanisms from the stakeholders (that are ever increasing if public service has been taken
up) that is fed back to the system for adjustments and enhancements. Furthermore,
presented below are the key ingredients driving the process of value co-creation within
innovation in the public sector. These include the ability to transform the perception of
stakeholders as passive recipients of solutions to equal partners in the design process of
policy and societal outcomes. The building of capabilities and a sense of mutual
development, along with the blurring of traditional power roles is what characterizes this
process.
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3. Relevance to Co-Inform Project

3.1 What are we trying to achieve i Thematic and Tasks

Online misinformation has become a disrupting force in recent years and it will continue
affecting the public sphere for the foreseeable future. The amplifying effects of social media
and, increasingly, of messaging applications too require a multifaceted response to this
phenomenon. Misinformation has always existed historically. Every time a novel means of
communication was invented, misinformation showed up too: from the printing press to

radio. Nevertheless, today due to internetébés gl o

third parties, the phenomenon is much more complex.

The erosion of the publicbés trust towards

order to rebuild this trust between the
actors directly affected, there is a need for

them to be brought together. The three Misinformation: information that is
stakeholder groups will aim at co-creating false, but not intended to cause harm.
policies for managing misinformation, to For example, indiuvi
ensure that such policies benefit all parties know a piece of information is false
involved, and fit their diverse may spread it on social media in an
requirements. This is especially necessary attempt to be helpful.

given the different ways in which the three
groups are affected by misinformation, and
the different roles they can play in
combating misinformation. Co-Inform aims
to study the phenomenon in a
multidisciplinary manner using the Co-
creation framework presented within this
deliverable as an overarching principle for
project activities.

Disinformation: false information that
is deliberately created or

disseminated with the express
purpose to cause harm. Producers of
disinformation typically have political,
financial, psychological or social
motivations

Claire Wardle, Wardle, C. & H.
Co-creation  methodology is  thus Derakshan (September 27, 2017)
particularly relevant when it comes to re-
establishing the value of authoritative
sources. As numerous studies
(Lewandowsky et al., 2012 & Nyhan,
2010) have shown the action of debunking false claims has been challenging both because
of the sheer number of such c¢cl aims but al
providing the corrections.

Policymakers, analysts, fact-checkers and citizens of diverse backgrounds will test the
misinformation detection platform designed within our project. Together with our fact-
checking partners they will attempt to detect misinforming posts/claims/articles. This will be
discussed following co-creation principles. Subsequently, they will provide feedback on the
use of this platform as well as provide explanations on why one article (and its source) is
considered untrustworthy instead of another and what would be the best way according to
them to make an article trustworthy enough. This will also provide critical discussions around

20

S

(0]

aut hor

becalt



how cognitive biases determine how stakeholders select and consume news and media,
and how this further exacerbates the challenge of misinformation.

Co-creation here is adding value by making the procedure more democratic (inclusive)
instead of justi mposi ng a prescriptive AMIi nister

ai ms at i ncreasing news consumersod criti
long-term strategy in countering misinformation. The propagation of the use of closed groups
and encrypted messaging services will make it more difficult to check in real-time any claims.

This has been recently witnessed in countries such as India or Brazil with dire
consequences. The rapid development and decreasing costs of new technologies used for
deception such as video and audio manipulation in the near-future, will make it imperative
for citizens to acquire the adequate critical skills to adapt to a quickly changing information
environment. To sum up the expected outcomes of the project where co-creation will play a
leading role will be the following:

Beneficial technology

Creation of simple technological tools aimed at checking the
sourceods trustworthiness bas
registry) plus user s 6sdfthephtioant
after checking articles. Development of a robust technological
platform that is iteratively designed and improved in light of
stakeholder feedback.

Contribution to media
literacy

Fact-checking partners will be assisting users while using the
misinformation detection platform on examining the veracity of
articles/claims and behavioral scientists will observe/assess the
outcome of this activity. This will improve media literacy and
critical thinking skills on the part of citizens, policy makers and
also journalists.

Contribution to policy

Outcomes of the project will contribute to misinformation
countering recommendations based on participation of
policymakers

Targeting anti-
immigration rhetoric

Misinformation within migrant communities will be targeted
across three pilots providing empirical grounds within which we
will test the robustness of our co-created solutions.

Advance research on
trust in media

This will enable us to better understand the relationships within
our ecosystem’s stakeholders and how misinformation affects

trust and integrity within that environment.

Table 1. Expected benefits from Co-Creation Methodology application on Co-Inform
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4.Co-Design Methodology

In this segment of the deliverable we define the co-design methodology that will serve as a
framework for the project. This method concerns both the internal liaison between work
packages and external outreach towards stakeholders in each of the pilot countries. This is
to ensure consistency in our methods and better align efforts within and outside of the Co-
inform project.

The methodology presented here will be validated in the process of implementation
throughout the project duration and transformed into generic guidelines. This means the
framework presented here has to be comprehensive enough to support meaningful
stakeholder analysis for future initiatives in various geographical contexts, social settings
and related to different issues.

Finally, Co-Inform follows an iterative and evolutionary methodology, learning and validating

approaches based on the Pilot experiences. Accordingly, the initial design needs to be

adaptable and flexible, to give room for update and evolution of the stakeholder analysis in
paralleltothepr oj ect 6s activities. This requirement al
outputs of the other work packages. Many Co-Inform tasks will produce relevant information

about and with stakeholders, albeit in different formats. To avoid replication of data collection

and analysis efforts, it is essential to create a framework that can draw on these insights for

the updated analysis.

4.1 Overview Stakeholder Analysis and Mapping

The term stakehol der , and the concedpotdesaribe Ahol di n
investors owning a piece of a business, i.e. holding a financial stake. From a private business

perspective, stakeholders are groups without whose support the organization would cease

to exist. Over time, the definition has expanded to include parties who are involved in or are
affected by a course of action of an origanizat:i
personal, emotional or in the form of shared re-sources. Modern definitions usually define
stakeholders as all personsorgroups who fAcan affect or be affectei
actions, objectives and policies. 0 This modern u
an issue. Stakeholders are, to a degree, self-selecting: those who judge themselves to be

stakeholders are stakeholders.

But cataloguing stakeholders is not an end by itself. A stakeholder analysis aims to create
a decision support tool tailored to the needs of specific managers and decision-makers.
Understanding the political and societal forces that might affect a project, program or
organization enables the selection and prioritization of management and communication
approaches appropriate and effective for specific target audiences. Searching for actors
engaged in similar activities helps avoiding duplication and repeating mistakes, or to suggest
possible partnerships and alliances where possible and appropriate.
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In the specific context of the Co-Inform project, the objective of this exercise is to provide
the basis for co-designing and co-creating misinformation resilient societies. Considering
the complexity of this O6product 6, defining stake
well as the conditions under which they should be engaged is a theoretical and practical
challenge. Stakeholders are not equally powerful and different stakeholders are entitled to
different considerations. In some cases, stakeholders might be legally mandated or entitled
to be involved. In other cases, the allocation decisions connected to misinformation on social
media regarding migration might involve conflicts,
and raise questions about justice, fairness, and
equity.
Answering these challenges,

Collaborative  planning  processes transfer effective stakeholder mapping
competences to informal institutions and actors for Co-Inform has to uncover
beyond the nation-state, raising questions of sufficient information needed
legitimacy of the multi-stakeholder systems that to decide:

are created or strengthened. Legitimacy derives

from accountability, and while our co-creation WH O

methodology can be seen as tools to increase the WH Y

accountability of planning authorities, as a civilian

endeavor it has to gain legitimacy itself. HOW

The co-creation activities within the Co-Inform WHE N

project derive legitimacy, for example, by ensuring
the configuration of members represents societal
values, or by aiming to create societal benefits that
are widely accepted. These abstract-sounding
challenges manifest in daily practical
management decisions such as who to invite
to co-design workshops.

To engage, for the different
social, technical, political and
commercial design aspects of
the Pilots.

In the following page is a schema for identifying

and designing our stakeholder engagement strategy across the three Pilots. What it

illustrates is the step by step identification, engagement and sustenance of that engagement

that we need to design for in each Pilot. The schema also outlines how incentives and

barriers influence the update of our products within this project and how misinformation

resilient societies can be nurtured in the long run. This schema addresses the need for

context mapping early on in the projectds |ifecy
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1.2 Co-Design

Identify stakeholders
that are "users’

What share of the political process
is represented by the ‘users’?

How are the ‘users’ placed in the
political process? (Power to influence
behaviour and uptake.)

Identify how stakeholders are supposed
to interact with end-user ‘product’

Is there a "Locked-in'/closed
community created by the design?

1.3 Functional Design

Requirement categories determined
by stakehclder groups

Avre there ‘non-users’ with heavy influence
on the impact? Are their needs
sufficiently reflected in the functionality?

Share of political process represented
by ‘users’

Which stakeholders to engage

1.4 Engagement Plan

Priorities and issues to address

Social capital configuration

Encounters of the demonstration cases

1.5 Incentives & Barriers

Distinguish ‘engaged" stakeholders
from ‘non-engaged’ stakeholders
and relevance

Feed back into demaostration case
site communities

WP1 - Stakeholder Analysis

‘Involved’ users/stakeholders

1.6 Validation &
Impact Assessment

Stakeholders that are
affected on the ground

Stakeholders that should be affected
according to concept

1.7 Economic Impact
of Data Fusion

Stakeholders covering the
current cost

Enable ‘winner' and ‘loser’ analysis

Stakeholders covering the
future cost

Identify public and
private/commercial stakeholders

1.8 Guidelines

Generic stakeholder analysis framework
- customisable to run in ANY context

Account for effects of voluntary
stakeholder engagement
as resource substitute

Figure 6.

Stakeholder mapping

There will be an initial context analysis carried out within the project that will clarify the
outlines of the project thematic area (migration) and why it was chosen. A subsequent
baseline survey and co-creation workshop will be designed within WP1 to follow the
structure of a PESTEL analysis, exploring political, environmental, social, economic,
technical and legal boundaries of the Pilots.

The report will highlight the stand-out aspects discovered in the initial screening, based on
the following guiding questions:
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Political and legal boundaries: What is the political structure in the project area i how
many levels of government are there and how do the various levels affect the issue? What
are the defining features, drivers and conflicts of the local political culture? How open is the
system to patrticipation and co-creation? Which legislation and other rules and regulations
at which levels govern the issue addressed by the Pilot; which legal framework establish
rights and limits to citizen participation?

Social/Cultural boundaries: What factors inform the identity of the local population? Is the
population homogenous, or are there major ethnic or tribal groups, different languages, or
religious, social or cultural subgroups? Is local culture highly autonomous, or do other cities
or countries serve role models and trend setters?

Technical boundaries: Are there any specific aspects in the technical infrastructure,
access and use of technology that need to be considered in the project design? Are there
any particular local preferences for social media networks or popular local online
communities?

Economic boundaries: What is the structure of the local economy and how is economic
power distributed in the project region? Are there major employers or concentrated industrial
clusters, ports or special economic zones inside or outside the project area?

Summary analysis of the baseline screening results will be prepared by each of the Pilot
partners within the project, with the guidance and facilitation provided from WP1. The
motivation behind this is aimed to establ
in this case misinformation regarding migration. Also it will determine if the chosen scale for
organizing action and collecting data corresponds to the necessary scale and information
needed to promote collaboration and find solutions within that pilot context.

In addition, context mapping will also be used as a tool to inform the stakeholder analysis,
exploring possible synergies and overlaps in spaces of interest within WP2.

4.2 Who are the Stakeholders?

Participants in the Pilots shall be recruited from the three stakeholder groups of the Co-
Inform project:

Citizens

Considering the chosen thematic for the project (migration), it is reasonable to engage a
heterogeneous group of citizens, which entails both those who are the main target of
xenophobic misinformation, namely those who are more likely to spread it (Narayanan et
al., 2018), and those who are being targeted by the secondary effects it, namely those who
can be affected by a potential spread of hateful attitudes (Muiller & Schwartz, 2018;
Sutherland, 2018).

For this reason, the citizens group should take into account the different positions of the
population in relation to the phenomenon of misinformation, while representing the actual
distribution of the local population. It is therefore important to include native citizens with
(i.e., second generation immigrants) and without foreign background, first generation
immigrants and newcomers.
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In this way, it will be possible to have a sample of interlocutors which is representative of the
population of each country involved, and is affected by the phenomenon either because
target or object of misinformation. Doing so, the implementation will maintain a high
ecological validity, and it will make possible to detangle the different dynamics and outcomes
of misinformation in relation to the different segments of the population, making the process
meaningful for who is implementing it, but mainly for the participants themselves.

For what concerns the age-group, the citizens involved will be between 18 and 24 years of
age. Being composed by digital natives, who are generally more active on social media
platforms, this age-group is also more likely to be exposed to misinformation (Marchi, 2012).
Furthermore, being this a younger section of the population, the implementation can have a
preventive effect, by teaching them how to spot misinformation, and at the same time could
have alargerimpact due to a fAsnowball effecto with peers

Fact-checkers/journalists

As explained in the report by the Reuters Instit
FactChecking Sites in Europebo, there are two ger
newsroom model and the NGO model.

For the newsroom model, legacy news media remains the dominant source of fact checking.
This has the advantage of resources and audience reach, but with the dependency of
editorial interest and financial support of the parent organization. Examples of the newsroom
model include Les Observateurs (France 24), FactCheck (Channel 4 (UK)), Reality Check
(BBC), and TheJournal.ie (website-based news organization) (a Co-Inform Associate
Partner).

Yet most permanent fact-checking outlets are outside newsrooms. NGO-backed projects
are prevalent in Eastern Europe and can be found in Italy and the UK. In contrast to the
newsroom model, while NGO-backed projects lack in resources and audience reach, their
independence from editorial and business interest have ensured durability. Examples of the
NGO model include Istinomer (Serbia), FactCheck Georgia, Pagella Politica (Italy) (a Co-
Inform Associate Partner), Full Fact (UK), and FactCheckNI (a Co-Inform Full Partner).

The aforementioned Reuters report also lists three types of fact-checking mission and
methods: (1) reporters; (2) reformers; and (3) experts.

Seventy-t hr e e percent of those surveyed for t he r e
strohgl awereye strongl yo t klketking hwor ks efead hjedur falcitst
described the goals of their fact:c hecki ng work Ato inform the pu
responded, ihol di ng politicians accountabl eo. Wit hin
described their work as data journalism (data-driven reporting), while others associated with

investigative reporting (e.g. using freedom-of-information requests to reveal official data).

Also, some fact-checking journalists saw themselves as distinct from mainstream news

media, particularly where the latter is divided along partisan lines.

Forty percent responded t hat -theokiy warkieparfyafct i vi st s
an agenda and/or political reform. This is seen particularly in fact-checking projects that are
NGO-backed and part of democratic institution building and civic reform movements. This
can be evidenced in the Balkans and former Soviet Union states. It should be noted,
however, that in order to attain verification as a member of the International Fact-Checking
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Network, an organization has to demonstrate scope and nonpartisanship. In addition, the
funding for such explicit agenda-driven fact-checking projects - from sources such as the
National Endowment for Democracy, US Aid, and Open Society Foundations - has provoked
political backlash in some countries.

Forty percent of organi zations agreed strongly

expertso. Fact Check Geor gi a,parfisanr noregowemmehta , call s
policy watchdog and t hinkt tenlkahbelPsa gfejl d ar Pallii gti @
preferring Aresearchersodo or Aconsultantso; Full |

uses academics across universities as experts to edit and review articles.

In summary, while fact-checking output from legacy media organizations is undeniably
journalist driven and reaches the largest audiences, it is not persistent (usually peaks during
election cycles) and is not deemed as independent of editorial and business interest biases.
NGO-backed outlets are operationally independent but many lack adequate resources for
audience impact. Also, some governments accuse agenda-driven fact-checking work as a
threat to societal stability. Finally, some fact-checking projects position themselves more as
policy research/think-tank exercises, utilizing experts to edit and develop topics. In a
sentence, all journalists should be fact checkers, but not all fact checkers are journalists.

Policy makers and analysts

Many policy-makers are struggling to understand new forms of participatory governance in
the midst of technological changes. Advances in information and communication
technologies (ICTs), and in particular social media, continue to have an impact on the ways
that policy-makers and citizens engage with each other throughout the policy-making
process. Developments in the areas of opening government data, advanced analytics,
visualization, simulation, and gaming, and ubiquitous citizen access using mobile and
personalized applications is shaping the interactions between policy-makers and citizens.
Yet the impact of these developments on the policy-makers is unclear.

Policy-making on the other hand, as an activity, is a complex interactive process, having
many iterations, involving and impacting many stakeholders, and addressing intractable
problems from a wide variety of topics (Birkland, 2011). These processes seldom involve
only one decision maker or stakeholder, but rather a complex team of players who bring
diverse perspectives, expertise and mandates to the table. Within the context of migration
policy, there are several stakeholders within the policy domain that we will consider. These
will range from actual decision makers in migration policy, to analysts, support staff, policy
researchers and experts embedded within the governance bodies of each of the pilot
countries. The project will also ensure the focus on policy experts from a local municipal
level to regional, national and European level of governance.

4.3 Stakeholder engagement strategy

Stakeholder Mapping

The first step of our co-creation methodology will entail the detailed mapping of our
stakeholder groups within this project. They will be mapped according to thematic
(migration), region (Sweden, Greece, Austria) and according to their role and scope of
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engagement within the project. Below is a holistic framework via which this mapping is to
take place, where we identify and categorize different kinds of stakeholders that we hope to
engage with over the lifespan of the project. Some of these will come to constitute the core
stakeholder group, which will in turn be comprised of community members and expert
advisers. Others will be part of the enabling environment, where in we will invite regulatory
entities that deal with misinformation from a legal and technical perspective; allies and
umbrella movements, as well as a separate category for Media. In this latter group we will
invite and engage with member of traditional media, social media and fact checking
organizations. Finally, stakeholders will also be mapped from the market segment, who will
be identified as the ones that will assist with the uptake of the platforms and technologies
designed within the project. These will bring representatives from technical groups as well
as shareholders, potential buyers and customers.

It is important to note that the membership of each of these groups and categories is fluid
and stakeholders will migrate from one to another over the course of the project.
Furthermore, over the three years of the project, there will be transitions and movements of
members from peripheral to core group, and vice versa. While we will design incentives and
motivations to sustain engagement, there will be those that are momentarily part of this
ecosystem and new members will take their place. Thus, it will be imperative to design within
our methodology, a robust way to capture and archive knowledge within the project to allow
for a seamless flow.

The mapping of stakeholders will be undertaken internally by each Pilot team and also with
conjunction of the WP1 team to ensure consistency of methods. Several iterations of the
mapping will be attempted in each case to arrive at a comprehensive selection of
stakeholders. Once the ecosystem has been mapped satisfactorily, invitations will be sent
out and planning commenced for the first interaction moment event. These invitations can
be sent using traditional methods (phone, email, web invites) along with specially crafted
invitations that will be sent to our networks of associations, organizations and policy making
institutions. The latter will be more formal in nature and all invitations will need to be
preapproved and designed in a template approved by the WP1 team, to ensure consistency
of communication and branding within the project.
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Figure 7. Wheel of Stakeholder Engagement

4.4 Workshop (Interaction moments) Design

Co-creation workshops or Interaction Moments will ideally be half day to full day events that
take place at least three to five times in each of the pilot locations, over the lifespan of the
project. The recommended number of participants would be 15-20 in each of the sessions.
WP1 will provide training and materials on how to design, conduct and document the
outcomes emerging from these workshops. While each of the pilot case contexts will be
different, the methods used to recruit, engage and document findings will be consistent with
the project methodology. The phases of the interaction moments will follow an evolutionary
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path from baseline contextualization, to problem definition, needs refinement and gathering
to testing prototypes generated via the project teams. This follows the phases defined within
the eGovlab Methodology on Co-Creation and Open Innovation, where via iterative
feedback loops, solutions will be co-created with the identified stakeholder community.

Below is a description of a selection of design templates that describe activities that can be
chosen within the co-creation workshops, depending on the contextual needs of each pilot.
This is an indicative list and not an
exhaustive one (please refer to the
Appendix for more options and tools).

Each Pilot team will, together with WP1, Migrant: IOM defines a migrant as any
select the necessary combination of person who is moving or has moved
exercises to design a co-creation across an international border or within a
workshop in line with the stakeholders State away from his/her habitual place of
attending, the thematic under review and residence, regardles
the contextual needs of the country. legal status; (2) whether the movement is
voluntary or involuntary; (3) what the
Exercise 1. Seeing the causes for the movement are; or (4) what

System the length of the stay is. IOM concerns
itself with migrants and migrationZelated
issues and, in agreement with relevant
States, with migrants who are in need of

Within this exercise groups look for
patterns within and across timelines.
"Report backs" allows for some

processing of the nature of their joint international migration services.
perception of the focal problem in history _ — :
and of the expertise and experience each International Organization for Migration, Key

Migration Terms

brings to the table. Having surfaced their
own concerns about the focal problem, it
is time to engage some of the data
collected from other stakeholders. This is an intensive exercise. The participants are
presented with semi-processed video and/or transcriptions from interviews. The extracts are
al most "
and views of different stakeholders outside the context of their Pilot case.

Ideally, the data will be themed sufficiently to allow for different groups of participants to
work on different theme areas. They then work to surface patterns. Facilitators will work to
create synthesis across the patterns identified. In this exercise, participants are asked to
identify the variables that determine how the current problem domain is being managed.
They should be variables over which they feel they have some control or capacity to
influence. These can be described as dials T things that can be increased or decreased to
secure certain outcomes in the problem domain. These may be clustered into different
subsets if the participants are engaged in quite different parts of the system.

Questions can help them brainstorm ideas, asking things like "what has driven change in
the past?0 and " wisetl ewdr dso wvdeewlcd iyceu what

AHow would you describe the health of the
the first stage of the workshop. As the number of participants in the workshop is relatively
restricted, and ast hey wi | | | in gener al be "insiderso,

focal problem domain, we need to bring other voices into the room. This exercise lets

30

rawo data and should allow participants

1

system

de



parti ci pant stem'theyeaseaorking en, vehije at the same time identifying it as
manageable, as being created or shaped by human activity. This part is also referred to as
Landscape Mapping where the terrain of the problem/issue at hand is charted out
collectively by the co-creators and co-designers at the workshop. During this exercise, it is
important for participants to be grounded in the realities of the issue on which the pilot is
focused. If time allows, site visits (Learning Journeys) relevant to the issue are a powerful
option. Wherever possible it should be an immersive experience.

Exercise 2: Spotting the Paradox

The idea here is to characterize the current system and an ideal system. This helps surface
participantsé frustrati ons svara differenh gstem.uThis e nt sSys
"groundingo can take place before participants
afterwards as a "testodo of the descriptions once
latter, time would need to be given for revisions. Having characterized the current system,

attention turns 180 degrees as participants attempt to write a similar description for an

alternative or ideal system. In many instances, this description will be almost a direct

opposite of the current system. Suggesting this can provide a starting point for participants.

We now invite participants to reflect on the identity of the ideal system(s) and develop some

mini mum specifications ("min specso) for that sy
simple rules or principles, and they encourage participants to think of their ideal system in a

coherent way without being overly specific. It 6s
(openness, accessibility, transparency) and practices that are an expression of that principle

(non-proprietary software, privacy by design).

Imagining ideal futures is an energizing experience, and this exercise taps into that energy.

It can be helpful to give each description T current system and ideal - an identity, which will

become an efficient shorthand for the group. This begins as an individual exercise.

Participants are introduced to the notion of shadow or nemesis. They should draw columns

on a piece of paper. They are then asked to describe, as emotionally as possible, the
characteristics of someone who "makes them see
descriptive words. (E.g., pedantic, aggressive, insensitive, repressed). In the next column

they write the word that is the antonym of the words they wrote in column 1. (E.g., if they

wrote "pedanticd as one quality ifmotimgofimstt hec
second). This second column is generally a good description of themselves, or a reflection

of their ideal self. In the third column they write words that they feel the person they are
describing (their "nemesiso) would use to descri
described as "thorougho or (detail oriented).

Participants should then reflect on the situations in which the values/character traits might
be particularly wuseful. This is a preparatory ex:¢
to experience the importance of paradoxes i it allows participants to recognize the inherent
tendency to see the world in black and white terms, where everything is either good or bad.

Exercise 3: Horns of Dilemma

There should be a feeling of strong identification with both the current and the ideal
descriptions. During this transition, we will move to a very individual exercise i the shadow
exercise, to prepare for recognizing the enduring tension between the dominant (current)
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and ideal system. These define two horns of the dilemma - two attractors which are in
tension and which define innovation space.

Participants take their description of the dominant system and turn it into a positive
statement. The revised statement and original statement of the ideal system are then seen

as alternatives and will be placed on the "horns
paradoxes into questions that take the form "How can we continue to have (value(s) from
domi nant system) while at the same time having (
The Horns of the Dilemma exercise allows participants to identify criteria for assessing an
innovationd s potential f or i mprdoor Projedt this wohlcdeapplydoshe of t he

innovation potential or impact of fact checking tools and technical platforms that would allow
for misinformation resilience. Innovations that do not reconcile these paradoxes are less
likely to have broad impact as they will experience significant resistance on the part of the
stakeholders if they are too grounded in the ideal - or limited novelty - if they are grounded
in current realities.

In this exercise we will introduce the concept of the learning journey as a way to understand
and personalize the goal of social innovation (transformation of circumstances for a
particular set of individuals). There are a variety of ways for the participants to delve more
deeply at this moment into the personal reality of those in the system who interact with it,
and the opportunities and constraints they face around change.

Depending on the issue and the location, we will either bring participants into several settings
where they can interview individuals involved in transactions affecting the vulnerable
individuals. Using the data collected from the Learning Journeys, participants will create a
map of the experience of those most affected by the problem domain. Participants should
quickly identify the steps in the journey. (e.g., for misinformation, this might be the value

chanifrom creation of O6factsé to their spread and

in everyday discourse. Participants should add detail as necessary). We then search for
points in the journey where the experience falls outside of what is tolerable for the target
individuals.

This exercise should be visceral / immersive experience for participants, ideally taking them
out of the workshop setting. It should provide them with a different perspective on the
challenge and ground them in the realities of it. This mapping exercise allows participants
to pinpoint the most promising points of
system. Additionally, participants often find it informative to hear the particular concerns of
other stakeholders along the journey.

Exercise 4. Constraints & Limits of the System
For challenges associated with individuals, e.g., cognitive bias, participants should think

nterve

about moments where the system seems incoherenti i t doesné6ét make sense, [

it seems impossible to manage etc.). Not all problems will be appropriate for this exercise.
Ideally, to benefit from the journey analysis there needs to be a target population, e.g. youth
at risk, the homeless, migrants, individuals suffering from chronic disease, unemployed
youth etc. It can be done with a system i say a sustainable urban environment, but it is still
better to identify a group of individuals for whom innovation will produce a
discernible/measurable change of experience. The interactions that trigger a variance will
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then be analyzed. Who are the actors/stakeholders involved? Specific roles are best.
("Teacher o rather than "
the particular behavior of each stakeholder. These drivers and constraints should then be
traced up through the systemit hey shoul d keep asking "w
discuss potential intervention points (scales) at which an intervention could have most
impact in tipping the system. For example, should they intervene at the school-level? A
school board? A ministry of education? Or cultural attitudes to education, learning, children
etc.?

Note that the social innovation theory is rooted in complexity theory. This means that the
understanding of the system and the innovation space is an emergent process. We have
outlined the above sequence as a set of interlocking steps/exercises, designed with the
intent of moving participants through broadening their understanding of the system,
identifying its impact on the target population, and identifying innovation space and
intervention scale. However, it is possible that participants will choose to focus on different
aspects of the system, or that some will move very quickly to identify ideal interventions
where others will need to revisit the system dynamics numerous times. Facilitators need to
be prepared to respond to different emergent threads.

4.5 Sustaining stakeholder engagement T What are the

Incentives and barriers in place?

Different types of people have different motivations and are drawn to various co-creation
activities. Although several inventories to assess volunteering motivations have been
developed (e.g. Clary et al., 1998; Reeder, Davison, Gipson, & Hesson Mclnnis, 2001), the
most well-known framework for assessing volunteer motives is the Volunteer Functions
Inventory, developed by Clary et al. (1998). They differentiated among six motives for
volunteering: Values T need to act in an altruistic way and help others; Understanding i
need to have new learning experiences and the opportunity to practice new knowledge, skills
and abilities; Social i need to be with friends or engage in an activity that others consider
important; Career i need to build career related skills and abilities which may serve to
enhance oneods cianeed® reducePeelimgs ef guilt overdeing more fortunate
than others; and Enhancement i need for personal growth and development.

It is important to satisfy and enhance the personal values-based motivation (Wright et al,
2015). However, although research states that the value-based motivation tends to be most
salient, not all volunteers are primarily motivated by it. Instead, it might be worthwhile for a
Pil ot Case to develop a O6recruitment ni
(Nichols & King, 1999; King & Lindsay, 1999) and tailor messages that resonate with that
niche. In the process of recruiting, a major pitfall can be the mismanagement of expectations.
If expectations do not align with what actually happens, also during and after the activity,
volunteers might get disappointed i even if the overall experience was not bad. Also, during
recruitment, it is good to be aware of the incentives that can be offered and/or of the barriers
can be broken down.

The table below is outlining some of these potential incentives and barriers:
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Incentives to offer Barriers to break down ‘

Access to the data Time/Resources

Access to the community (improving service | Validity of the data

delivery)

Doing something for the greater good Clarity of the objectives, method, etc.
Gain knowledge and skills Need for a critical mass

Increase visibility of the organization Sustainability after the project

Political impact

Table 2. Incentives and Barriers on stakeholder engagement

The above is an indicative list that can be edited as the Co-Inform project evolves. Further
crucial factors to keep in mind when sustaining engagement within the Pilots are:

Welcome

The welcome to the project and pilot group is important. It should be clear which activities

should be undertaken when new members join the group; for example, how to welcome

themand how to integrate them in the group. 6Wor d
experience of joining should be fun 1 and new members need to feel heard and respected.

Research on volunteer retention by Waikayi (2012), showed that the more the volunteers

felt they were able to share their experiences and opinions during their training, the greater

their sense of community whilst volunteering.

Activity

When it comes to monitoring and observing activities, the most important condition is that

instructions should be clear: the added value of what they are doing needs to be
comprehensible and feedback on their engagement needs to be clear. Also, while the Co-

Inform project may not satisfy all motivations of volunteers, by integrating a variety of
activities, it has a better chance of appealing
motivation and interest assigning appropriate tasks is another essential issue. In a study by

Ei sner et al (SSI R, 2009) only 53 percent of wvo
continued volunteering the following year. By contrast, 74 percent of volunteers performing

professional management activities continued volunteering.

Studies show that intrinsic motivation does not necessarily enhance the quality of
participation (Nov et al, 2014). This might encourage the development of more enjoyable,
game-like, participation mechanisms. Similarly, mechanisms such as social network
features create and emphasize social influences, linking them to the quality of one's
contributions, so that norm-oriented motives become positively linked to contribution quality.

Retention

One might think recruitment is the main objective in this stage of the project; retention of
current members, however, is at least as important. The current members of the core group,
those who participated in the co-design, are the most valuable assets for the Pilot
communities. These people are invested in the idea, are willing to work for it and thereby
are much more attractive to join for others. Also an engagement strategy without a retention
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plan basically means a lot of work without fostering its results. There is no use in recruiting
community members on one side if the already recruited members on the other side decide
to leave at the same pace.

According to the defined and desired activities in each Pilot, retention will be based on
different motives and incentives. However, from literature there are some generic lessons
to be learned. Individuals may decide to volunteer for several reasons and these motivations
may also change over time, therefore it is important to keep monitoring the satisfaction of
volunteers. Studies show that the main reasons for volunteers to leave their volunteering job

are that the organization fails to (1) Recogni ze

Invest in Volunteers and Staff and / or to (3) Provide Strong Leadership (Eisner et al (SSIR)
2009). Related to that two things have been proven to be paramount for the retention of
volunteers: Training and Social Events.

Training

Research shows that training facilitates the commitment and/or retention of volunteers.
Cuskelly et al. (2006) also examined the joint effect of training and motives; they found that
intentions to remain volunteering for the non-profit organization are only moderately affected
by the value motive; training and development play a far stronger role than the value motive
in influencing volunteer retention. Co-Inform should foster both online and offline training i
offline also provides the opportunity to socialize (see next paragraph) so would be
recommended in terms of retention. Online training in fact-checking or misinformation
technological platforms is however less time consuming, which is also an important
consideration for many. A diverse approach might be most suitable.

Social Events

According to several studies, volunteers are mostly motivated by their fellow volunteers.
Social opportunities in different forms and varieties are often identified as a significant
predictor of ongoing volunteer commitment - along with project organization (the opportunity
to work for a well-run project that uses volunteers' time efficiently) (Domroese et al. 2017).
One of the best ways that non-profits can engage volunteers is to create experiences that
develop attachments between the volunteer and the organization. For example, with field
days, end-of-season celebrations and presentations. A sensible relation with the topic of the
pilot or the associated activities prevents these social events from becoming awkward or
forced i incorporating a social dimension onto a pilot related event can be a good idea, as
long as the emphasis is placed on the sustained participation of the volunteers. Data
collection campaigns are not the same; they can create a community feeling but are not
ideal for retention, rather for recruitment of new members.

35



5. Pilot Context

5.1 An introduction to the Pilots

The Pilots are designed to provide a test-bed for the policies, tools and platforms that are
being developed in the Co-Inform project.

They provide the specificities and complexities of the real-world context in Sweden, Austria
and Greece, against which the outcomes of the project can be tested.

The pilots also provide much needed dAvoiceo fro
feedback on usability, functionality, methodology, approach, of project outcomes, as
developed within WP2, WP3 and WP4.

Below we present a brief summary of the context of migration in each of the Pilot countries
within the project, as a way of setting up the baseline enquiry and detailed manual that will
follow in D1.2. Co-Inform can help empowering citizens, fact-checkers and policy-makers
with co-created socio-technical solutions, to increase resilience to misinformation and to
generate more informed behaviors and policies.

The planned pilots will try to map the views and needs of relevant stakeholders and engage
them in arriving at a co-created solution to increase resilience to misinformation.

Sweden

Sweden has experienced immigration since the middle ages. However, the largest wave of
immigration was registered during 2015, when around 163 thousand immigrants sought
asylum in the country (the highest number in Europe considering the country population
size). Most of the asylum seekers were Syrians, Iraqgis, Afghans and unaccompanied minors
fleeing the war and poverty in their respective countries. The increase of arrivals to the
country, challenged the distribution of the funding, housing and social services. Furthermore,
it brought the issue of integration and funding to the forefront of the political agenda and
public discourse. In order to accommodate those who were already in the country, the
government tightened the border-control policies and introduced a new legislation that made
it harder for asylum seekers to obtain a residence permit. As a result, for these actions, the
numbers of asylum seekers dropped markedly to rates below expected and reached 50
thousand in 2017.

The immigration phenomenon received extensive media coverage, and dominated all

i nternational news about Sweden, with some news
Some media outlets claimed that the immigration caused economic problems and an

increase in crime and rape. The coverage reached a peak when Donald Trump said at an

el ection rally AYou | ook at wdh &Swedend lwaopypuwddni ng | as
believe this? Sweden, they took in large numbers, they are having problems like they never

thought possibleo. Contrary to this narrative, é
crime did not rise during this period, and official studies did not conclude that migrants had

contributed to the problem. Furthermore, a recent Bloomberg report concluded that the

immigrants have helped boost the Swedish economy bringing it among the highest growing
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economies in Europe, and faster than the euro zone by about 2 percent, beating all
estimates.

Although the flow of migrants has sharply decreased, and the economy is beating

expectations compared to other European countries, the migration-related rumors and

mi sinformation continue to be a considerable pr
D e f e rcenter@nce in 2018, the Swedish prime minister said that there had been several

Russian operations to influence public opinion. The Swedish Defense Research Agency

found that automated bots were sharing misinforming websites and twitter links to untrusted

news sites.

A found that the ratio of fake to professional news sites
on twitter is the highest in Sweden across all Europe, for each two links, there was a site
shared, which spread misinformation. The researchers concluded that the websites were
deliberately spreading misinformation, to mislead the public about the economy, culture, and
politics. The migrantsdissue was further exploited by political parties wishing to capitalize on
the pubic fear and increase their representation in the parliament, and it paid off. The far-
right party Swedish Democrats gained the most seats in history in the 2018 national
elections, by spreading such propaganda.

There are many reasons misinformation spreads fast in Sweden. The Swedish media
system is fundamentally vulnerable; this might be due to the commercialization of the
industry, which led to a financially driven, fragmented ecosystem. Another reason is the
rapid pace of innovation in the field that led to a great deal of decentralization of news
publishing to the level of private citizens, who can easily publish to a large audience with
internet penetration as high as 93%.

Several efforts were implemented to counter this trend, besides the official government
awareness and later involvement, and civil society initiatives were launched in collaboration
with national and international media organizations such as East Stratcom Task Force, as
well as fact checking websites such as Faktiskt. Efforts were made to debunk information,
raise awareness and strengthen the resilience of the society.

Two notable experiments are of relevance to the context of the Co-Inform project.

The first is a Google News Lab funded project to monitor the spread of misinformation about
the Swedish elections in real-time. Google gathered journalists, students, media
entrepreneurs and academics from Finland, USA, India, and Sweden in a single place in the
dockyard of Hammarby in central Stockholm. The main aim was to spot misinformation,
monitor the sources and do fact checking in the real time followed by a daily report. The
whole workflow was created by the participants.

The other experiment was at the Municipality Botkyrka to study the rumors that may hinder
the progress towards integration within a multicultural place. The municipality of Botkyrka
conducted an internet survey about rumors that target the residents of the municipality.
Respondents confirmed the idea that the rumors problem exist in the municipality, and they
have described in detail four main themes. The most prominent was criminality that was
claimed to be prevalent at some parts of the municipality, rumors that immigrants are
contributing to the insecurity and criminality of the area, and lastly that the inhabitants of the
region are poor and are reliant on social security. Having identified the themes of the rumors,
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in a public space, for that they chose the library and gathered 20-30 citizens. The cafés
encouraged people to engage in dialogue, converse about the uncomfortable topics and
suggest solutions and future refinements. The importance of Botkyrka experiment is that it
confirmed the prevalence of the problem, engaged citizen to address the issue and
underscored the negative impact of rumors.

The challenge of misinformation in Sweden has never been more intense and the
need for innovative solutions is substantial.

The planned pilots will help engage the stakeholders in a co-creation process to understand
the mechanisms of information spread, influence activities, and techniques as well as
suggest solutions that help counter the phenomenon of misinformation and increase the
societyds resilience.

Greece
Between 2016 and 2018, over 200,000 refugees and migrants arrived in Greece, the
majority of whom were from Syria, Afghanistan or Iraq, and over 35% of whom were children.
While exact data are not readily available,
around 60,000 refugees remained in Greece.

Most of them were hosted in over 43 sites UNHCR Refugee definition:
throughout mainland Greece while around Article 1 of the 1951 Refugee
14,000 persons were residing in the Greek Convention defines a refugee as a
islands. person who is outside his/her

country of nationality or habitual
residence; has a well-founded fear
of persecution because of his/her
race, religion, nationality,

Whilst the transient nature of the population
movements meant that the vast majority of
refugees and migrants aimed at continuing their
journey onwards, staying in Greece only for a
limited period of time, the situation changed
considerably in March 2016.

membership in a particular social
group or political opinion; and is
unable or unwilling to avalil

Since the progressive establishment of border himself/herself of the protection of
entry restrictions between the Former Yugoslav that country, or to return there, for
Republic of Macedonia and Greece, resulting in fear of persecution.

an effective closure of the Western Balkans

route, as well as the EU-Turkey agreement UNHCR on the 1951 Refugee
which came into effect on March 2016, only a Convention

very small number of people were able to

continue elsewhere from Greece.

The response focus thus changed from targeting people on the move, to helping a more
stable population staying in an urban context and being hosted in emergency sites or
existing buildings. The international community as well as the Greek authorities were also
increasingly waking up to the fact that since many of the refugees were here to stay, effort
must be put into integration.
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This is challenging in a country suffering from a financial crisis since 2010 that has impacted
the local job market severely. There is relatively little or sparse interaction between the
migrant and Greek communities, partly because of a lack of shared space and joint activities
where they would get to meet up and partly due to language and other factors.

These conditions create a fertile environment for the spread of misinformation between and
within these population groups. The internet and social media address the issue of limited
foreign-language news sources for immigrants and refugees in the country. But in many
cases, they present a whole new set of issues including the spread of false information, both
intentionally and unintentionally.

Misinformation centered on immigrants, spikes during periods of increased flows and
intense media coverage of migration issues. Common topics include supposed criminal acts
carried out by migrants, migrants who take advantage of social benefits and the idea of a
migrant invasion. Misinformation even spreads between countries, often changed or
adapted to fit a local context or to feed into the rhetoric of various local political groups. The
impetus being to associate these groups with violent behavior and some kind of ingratitude
for the "social bengefits" they may enjoy.

Interestingly, social media and the internet have not replaced word-of-mouth. Instead, it can
amplify it, spreading misinformation through communities even quicker. This was
demonstrated numerous times during the operation of the large camp at Idomeni, where
false information on the opening or closing of border passages would cause large population
movements.

Migrants and refugees seeking accommodation for mid to long term settlement in
Greece face considerable integration pressures that are compounded by
misinformation throughout traditional, new and social media. Similarly, educational
provision has proven to be difficult and has led to ad-hoc solutions that in many cases
exclude migrants and refugees from the national educational system.

The Greek Pilot thus would turn its focus on the housing and educational services provided
by national and international private and public
in major cities of Greece such as Athens and Thessaloniki. Provision of basic
accommaodation for migrant and refugee groups is seen by those designing integration policy
in Greece to also provide psychological and legal counseling, case management,
information and educational activities. The Pilot will also look at the Code + Create project
by the Open Technologies Alliance, an open educational resource-based effort to provide
basic digital and technology skills to mixed groups of refugees, migrants and Greek youth.
The Greek Co-Inform pilots will focus on the specific strategies employed by stakeholders
to combat misinformation issues in housing and educational provision by looking into local
conflicts, possible biases of national media and entrenched attitudes in relevant population
groups.

Austria

Austria with a population of 8,822,267 residents (as of 1 January 2018), includes 1,395,880
foreign citizens (15.8% of total population). In 2017, an average of 1,970 million people with
migration background lived in Austria, constituting is 22.8% of the entire population. At
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present the Austrian government has in place a far-right party in power, with strict anti-
immigration policies.

The Austrian Pilot will turn its focus on the Austrian Limited Profit Housing Sector (LPHS)
which is a key pillar of the Austrian policy. The sector targets social groups of up to higher
border of the middle-income families and is regarded not as a sort of social housing, like in
other countries, but as an instrument of political stability and growth while providing
affordable housing to everybody. The sector is also characterized by a high share of
mi grantsé househol ds.

Diverse ethnic backgrounds backed by information provided by media, also including
misinformation, sometimes leads to social conflicts. The sources of information used by
inhabitants of LPHS are also diverse, from traditional media, like national and local
newspapers or TV, to new media including different digital channels and social media. LPHS
has several years of experience of dealing with conflicts among households, which are also
based on perceptions of migrants. Therefore, representatives of the sector accumulated
significant expertise on social cohesion and
integration of migrants. The stakeholders in the

Limited-Profit Housing
Sector:

The oldest housing
associations in Austria were
founded around the turn of
the 19th/20th century. Since
then the associations have
been responsible for the
construction of more than
840.000 dwellings. Today
their stock represents about
a fifth of the total Austrian
housing stock and about 40
percent of  multi-family
housing. The majority of this
stock has been financed with
assistance of public funds:
as the responsibility for
public funding lies at the nine
federal provinces the
respective local authorities
are one of the most
important ~ partners  for
limited-profit  housing in
Austria

Austrian Federation of

LPHS sector are also political stakeholders and are
close to the government of Vienna as well as to
several national parties.

Within the Austrian context some LPHS have
already started with implementation of digital
methods to deal with social conflicts, like the digital
blackboards, while providing new tools to deal with
impacts of digital information.

This one direct outcome of the Austrian Pilot might
be to provide assessment of the existing initiatives
and recommendations on their further improvement.
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6. Legal and Ethical section

6.1 Ethical guidelines on engaging vulnerable and marginalized

segments of somety In research

Vulnerability in research setting refers to disadvantaged segments of society or to impaired
participants who may be vulnerable to coercion or influence. The vulnerability encompasses
physical disabilities, psychological, cultural or political situations that may jeopardize

partic i pant s o aut onomy or voluntariness. Therefor e

considerations and augmented safeguards. Vulnerability is also situational and contextual;
as such the vulnerable group will be different from one Pilot to another, and will also vary
according to the invited participants and the objectives of the setting. For example, the
definition of vulnerable participants in the Austrian pilot which is focused on the housing
sector is different from the Swedish pilot that will focus on immigration. It is very important
to be alert to the fluid nature of stakeholders and the changing nature of vulnerable groups.

The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) defines a special category of sensitive
personal data that require specific safeguards and consideration (article 9).

These data include information about personal matters such as:
1 Race, genetics and ethnicity

Political views and orientation

Religion

Trade union membership

Biometric data

Information about Health

= =24 =4 -4 - -

Sexual life, or sexual orientation

Processing this kind of data might compromi se a |

consequences if handled or used inappropriately. Consequently, when such data are
needed, an explicit consent will be obtained from participants for collecting and otherwise
processing their personal data. Caution will be exercised so that the safety, well-being,
autonomy of the participants is preserved and maintained throughout the participation as
well as to prevent any potential negative impact for the participants.

This sensitive information will receive ancillary protection measures and utmost safeguards

regarding recording, storage, handling and

be immediately anonymized or encrypted and stored in secure space.

The confidentiality and safety of participants as well as the quality of safeguarding the data
will be continuously monitored to comply with the legal requirements following from GDPR
and associated guidelines as well as best practices and project data handling guidelines
highlighted in the Co-Inform Project deliverable D7.1 Data Management Plan.
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6.2 Data collection, storage and processing requirements

All data gathering from individuals will require (explicit) informed consent of the participants

who engage in the project. Informed consent requests will consist of an information letter

and a consent form. This will state among other aspects the specific causes our project

activities, guarantees of no harm or disclosure of sensitive information, how the data will be

handled, safely stored, and shared. The request will also inform individuals of their right to

wi thdr aw, to have data wupdated or removed, and
are managed.

All personal data will be made anonymous as soon as possible, where all identifying
information will be masked i.e. removed so that no longer defined as personal. If data cannot
be made anonymous, it will be pseudonymized as much as possible and stored for a
maxi mum of tanchkiving ralestwitha thé iastitution.

Sensitive personal data should be encrypted, or password protected and stored at the
dedicated secure cloud at the Department of Computer and Systems Sciences (DSV), and
only research team members have access to the data. Data transfer, exchange or handling
will only occur through secure channels. At the end of the project, if the data has been
anonymized, the data set will be stored in an open repository. All personal data that will no
longer be used for research purposes will be deleted as soon as possible.

In the case of personal data collected in physical form (e.g. on paper), it shall be stored in a
restricted access area (e.g. locked drawer) where only designated staff have access to.
When the data has been digitized, the physical copies will have to be removed. Continuous
monitoring that the data are handled following best ethical practices, complying with the
legal requirements, GDPR guidelines and project data handling guidelines (please refer to
Co-Inform Project deliverable D7.1 Data Management Plan).

6.3 Risk analysis and management plan

The benefits of a project using Pilots has the potential to greatly outweigh any risks to
participants associated with the research process.

Participants in the co-creation workshops as well as in the Pilots will be over 18 and, among
several safeguards, provided with detailed informed consent forms.

Nevertheless, some ethical risks need to be taken into consideration:

1. The principle of proportionality during research needs to be respected. Therefore,
researchers only need to collect data that is necessary for the research in question
and proportional to the research topic. A risk here is that non-essential data may be
collected as the process widens and new questions and hypotheses arise (as it often
happens during academic research). These questions cannot always be predicted
beforehand, but safety checks have been established such as a code of conduct for
researchers and a protocol that is to be strictly followed. Another risk that needs to
be considered concerns any risk for misuse of information during research related to
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the pervasive/omnipresent nature of social media. An example could be the online

sharing of material by one of the participants or the researchers (which is highly

unlikely but possible) that should have not been shared publicly. Again, in this case

the consortiumbés experienced researchers wil/
events through a code of conduct based on the specific activities conducted during

the workshops/pilots.

There is a risk of access to the data by unauthorized individuals or malicious hackers.
Since that risk is serious, all sensitive and personal data will be stored, transferred
and handled in encrypted form. This will add a layer of security that leaked
documents - if ever happened - will not be accessible by unauthorized parties.

An additional ethical risk is that participants voice concerns on the societal benefits

of the research in an overwhelming majority. Researchers will have to respect the
participantsé integrity in a transparent mann
their concerns will have to be addressed and a discussion will have to take place as

their consent is of course crucial.

Since the data will be collected from different sources, the risk of mislabeling, or
human errors of recording data might happen. This will be avoided by carefully
inspecting, verifying and double checking the data for veracity and conformity with
the sources.

There is a risk of suboptimal data analysis that may lead to unrealistic conclusions.
This risk can be mitigated through a rigorous methodology for data collection,
recording, quality assurance of data as well as the usage of proper statistical and
data analysis methods and validation. All steps of data collection, processing and
analysis will be documented, audited and verified by experts.
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APPENDIX

The below tools, materials and inventory Methods of Co-Design are meant to be used as
an accompanying guide to the Co-Creation Framework. They are meant to inspire the
organisers of Co-Creation Workshops and the Pilots. This is a repository of existing tools
from various sources, mentioned in the Appendix references section (D), that have been
collated into one document. The goal is to provide them for ease of use in one single
accessible place for Co-Inform project partners to be inspired by and choose from. It will
be used as a Al i vi n the diratiornuoftlieerpriojéct. This guae vglibe u t
augmented in iterations as the project evolves and will start by including the below
sections:

A. Co-Design Tools, Materials and Resource Guide
B. Inventory of Methods for Co-Design
C. Forms and Templates to be filled in by participants in study

D. References

A. Co-Design Tools, Materials and Resource
Guide

1. Methods for Planning and Baseline Analyses
1.1 Organizational chart diagram

Organizational chart diagram
Interaction in the Co-Design Process Moment:

Recommended for: Define concepts/Generate ideas/Capture user requirements.

Initial purpose / Objective

To illustrate the extent to which individuals, organizations, institutions and agents interact
with each other, and the relative importance of each one of them, around the theme rose.

What it consists / steps for its realization

1. Clearly state the topic to be dealt with: the link between the relationships and
interactions between the different actors and agents interested or affected around an
issue.

2. Develop a general discussion to identify the different stakeholders and agents that are
related to the topic.

3. Reflect on the state of the relationship between each of the agents.
4. Graph the link diagram.
5. Re-open the debate on the results obtained.




Deliverable number and name

*x9

Co-inform

Participants
1 Number: 5-8
1 Type: all, depending on the topic to study.
Configuration / necessary resources

Estimated time / estimated duration: 30-45 minutes.
Modalities: face-to-face

for the face-to-face dynamic.
Human resources: 1-2
Implementation costs: Low.

= =4 = =4 =9

Support materials: receipts to collect ideas, mural to show the ideas, pens, etc.
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Deliverable number and name Co-inform
White cards/ Markers
notesheet

\

A

Panels or murals to

Thumbtacks or Adhesive notes expose ideas
glue

Results

1 Results of its application: graphical representation of organizational link.
1 Type of captured needs: observable needs.

Strength / Weakness / Challenges

9 Strengths: It allows obtaining much information about the implication and degree
of relation between different stakeholders around a thematic one.

1 Weaknesses: Participants are required to have profiles with different knowledge
about the organizations and / or agents that are linked during the dynamics, to be
all represented and their relationships.

Application for Co-Inform

9 Appropriate group (s) of Co-Inform stakeholders to involve
1 Adaptation for Co-Inform proposal: it facilitates the consultation of a group when
it wants to obtain its opinion or get its point of view of a problem

1.2 Sheet of agents/actors involved in the co-design process
Sheet of agents/actors involved in the co-design process
Interaction in the Co-Design Process Moment:

Recommended for: Preparation

Initial purpose / Objective

Facilitate the management of the different agents / actors involved in the long process of
co-design.

What it consists / steps for its realization

1. Establish information of interest on the different agents / actors who will participate in
the process. For example:

1 Organization.

1 Responsible / Partner/ Interlocutor.

1 Competences / Scope of knowledge.

1 Contact information (email, phone, address, etc.).
2. Collect the information in a summary sheet.

3. Validate agents / actors and information.
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Deliverable number and name Co-inform

Participants

1 Number: 1-4
1 Type: Managers and technicians of the co-design process

Configuration / necessary resources

9 Estimated time / estimated duration: During several sessions. It depends on the
amount of information to collect.

1 Modalities: The tasks can be done face-to-face and online.

1 Support materials: Work documents.

f Human resources: 1-4.

1 Implementation costs: Low.

Results

1 Results of its application: List of agents/actors.
T Type of captured needs: Explicit needs.

Strength / Weakness / Challenges

A Strengths: A basic document facilitates the management of participation in the co-
design process.

A Weakness: It requires a broad view of the stakeholders in the co-design process. It is
recommended to previously use other tools such as "Organizational chart diagram"
for this reason.

Application for Co-Inform

A Appropriate Group(s) of Co-Inform stakeholders to involve (all, selected, etc.).

1.3 Catchment Plan

Catchment Plan
Interaction in the Co-Design Process Moment:
Recommended for: Preparation
Initial purpose / Objective

Attract different agents and actors to participate in the co-design process.

What it consists / steps for its realization

The capture process is the "key of entry" to get the involvement of different target
audiences.

1. Define the initial information that agents / actors need to participate.
2. Define channels for transmitting information.
3. Establish the "key messages" to raise awareness of the importance of participation.

4. Identify the motivations of the participants and the "rewards" (emotional, economic,
etc.). For example, gamification may be used.

5. Define concrete actions to involve the agents / actors in the process and the expected
results.

6. Plan in the calendar to do each action.
7. Review and redefine.
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Deliverable number and name Co-inform

Participants

A Number: 1-4.
A Type of participants: Managers and technicians of the co-design process

Configuration / necessary resources

9 Estimated time / estimated duration: During several sessions. It depends on the
amount of information to collect.

1 Modalities: The tasks can be done face-to-face and online.

1 Support materials: Work documents.

f Human resources: 1-4.

9 Implementation costs: Low.

RERS

1 Results of its application Definition of guidelines, specific actions and milestones
to attract different agents and actors.
9 Type of captured needs: Explicit needs.

Strength / Weakness / Challenges

A Strengths: A basic document facilitates the management of participation in the co-
design process.

A Weakness: It requires a broad view of the stakeholders in the co-design process. It is
recommended to previously use other tools such as "Organizational chart diagram"
for this reason.

Application for Co-Inform

A Appropriate Group(s) of Co-Inform stakeholders to involve (all, selected, etc.).

1.4 Set of rules for the participation
Set of rules for the participation
Interaction in the Co-Design Process Moment:
Recommended for: Preparation

Initial purpose / Objective

Establish a set of rules to facilitate empathy, communication and collaboration in the co-
design process.

What it consists / steps for its realization

A Estimated time / estimated duration: 1
amount of information to collect. However, the participants should not spend more than
30 minutes to know the set.

A Modalities: The #todfmdkandonliaen be done f ace
A Support materials: Work documents.

A Human redources: 1

A I mpl ementation costs: Low.

Participants
A Number: 1-4.

51



*x9

Deliverable number and name Co-inform

A Type of participants: Managers and technicians of the co-design process

Configuration / necessary resources

A Estimated time / estimated duration: The elaboration of the set of rules depends
on the amount of information to collect. However, the participants should not spend
more than 30 minutes to know the set.

A Modalities: The tasks can be done face-to-face and online.
A Support materials: Work documents.
A Human resources: 1-4.

A Implementation costs: Low.
Results

1 Results of its application: Set of rules.
1 Type of captured needs: Explicit needs.

Strength / Weakness / Challenges

A Strengths: A basic document facilitates the management of participation in the co-
design process.
A Weakness: It requires a broad view of the stakeholders in the co-design process.

Application for Co-Inform

A Appropriate Group(s) of Co-Inform stakeholders to involve (all, selected, etc.).

2. Methods for Interaction Moments to capture user
requirements & functional design

2.1 Opinion Survey

Opinion survey

Interaction moment in the co-design process:

Recommended for: Define concepts/Generate ideas/Capture user requirements.

Initial purpose / Objective

Getting data from a large number of people in a structured way and through specific
guestions, often with procedures that allow statistical analysis.

What it consists / Steps for its realization

1. Define the purpose and the information needs. Establish the objective of the study and
dimension on analysis.

2. Design the population simple to be surveyed.

3. Design the questionnaire. The questionnaire is the instrument of the survey. It
operatizes the studied variables. The questions collected in it are items that correspond
with previously-defined indicators to study the variables.

4. To teach and to train the interviewer
5. Make a pre-test of the questionnaire questions.

6. Apply the survey (face-to-face, by phone, telematics, etc.).

7. Record the information.
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Deliverable number and name Co-inform

8. Make use and analyze the information.

Participants

1 Number: depending on the representativeness of the simple, it could need the
participation of a large number of participants.
1 Type: all types, according to the theme to be studied.

Configuration / required resources

9 Estimated time / estimated duration: it depends on the study objectives.
However, itbdéds recommended not to fist
person, to not discourage the participation.

1 Modalities: face-to-face, by phone, telematics, etc.

1 Support materials: the questionnaire. Depending on the chosen modality could
be offered in different formats: paper, telematics (there are platforms and
applications that facilitate this task, like Doodle, etc.).

1 Human resources: if the questionnaire is not self-administrated, interviewers are
required.

1 Implementation costs: High.

Results

1 Results of the application: statistical data over the opinion of the surveyed people.
1 Type of captured needs: explicit ones.

Strengths / Weakness / Challenges

9 Strengths: the information is directly obtained from people who have been
previously selected (representative sample) to make inferences about a wider
population.

1 Weakness: the survey is becoming less used because of the difficulty of
accessing to highly segmented target. It could be more expensive because of
the human resources to be employed.

Application for Co-Inform

1 Co-Inform adaptation proposal: it facilitates the participation when consultation
and deliberation of a specific population is required. If the result is biding or not
should be clarified.

2.2 Brainstorming

Brainstorming
Interaction in the Co-Design Moment:
Recommended for: Define concepts/Generate ideas/Capture user requirements.
Initial Purpose / Objective:

To get quickly a large number of ideas from a group without engaging in a detailed
discussion.

Thinking in the long term, beyond the daily problems.

What it consists / steps for its realization:

53



*x9

Deliverable number and name Co-inform
1. Ask the group to reflect to expose as many ideas as possible about the topic.
2. Ask each person to briefly expose the
3. Write the ideas.
4. Hold a debate.
5. To group together and choose the problems, issues and topics that are brought

up, to make easier the analysis.

6. Establish a priority order if it would be necessary.

Participants

1 Number: from 5 to 8 (max.)
1 Type: all, depending on the topic to study.

Configuration / necessary resources

9 Estimated time / estimated duration: 30-45 minutes.

1 Modalities: face-to-face and telematics (through chat or forum online).

1 Support materials: receipts to collect ideas, mural to show the ideas, pens, etc.
for the face-to-face dynamic.

 Human resources: 1-2.

1 Implementation costs: Low.

Results

1 Results of the application: mapping ideas to face a problem. List of topics to work
with.
1 Type of captured needs: explicit needs.

Strengths / Weakness / Challenges

9 Strengths: participants know themselves the problem. Ideas are verbalized in
user/customer/stakeholder words.

1 Weakness: it must be ensured that participants have the necessary starting
information. Sometimes it will be necessary to clarify concepts or ensure they
are by all participants.

Application for Co-Inform

91 Appropriate Co-Inform stakeholders groups to involve.
1 Adaptation for Co-Inform proposal: it facilitates the consultation of a group when
it wants to get its opinion or get its point of view of a problem.

2.3 Hats

6 Hats
Interaction in the Co-Design Process Moment:
Recommended for:

Define concepts/Generate ideas/Capture user requirements.

Initial purpose / Objective
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Deliverable number and name Co-inform

1 Quickly obtaining of a large number of ideas from a group without engaging in a
detailed discussion.
1 Thinking in the long term, beyond the immediate daily problems.

What it consists / Steps for its realization

ltés a variation of the Brainstorming.
each patrticipant, what implies assuming a different perspective or point of view over
the topic to work out.

Black hat: criteria, judgment or negative opinion; damages and criticism.
White hat: pure facts, figures, sources of information.

Blue hat: cold and control, thinking about thinking, processes.

Red hat: emotions, feelings, forebodings, intuition.

Yellow hat: optimist, positive and constructive thinking.

Green hat: creativity, movement, provocation, divergence.

=A =4 =4 -84

Participants

1 Number: 6.
1 Type: all, depending on the topic to study.

Configuration / necessary resources

Estimated time / estimated duration: 30-45 minutes.

Modalities: face-to-face

Support materials: receipts to collect ideas, mural to show the ideas, pens, etc.
for the face-to-face dynamic.

Human resources: 1-2

Implementation costs: Low.

=a = = =4 =4
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