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ABSTRACT 
 

The aim of the paper is to investigate in relation to crowdsourcing applied for 

health theoretical approaches employed within the fields of Innovation Studies (IS) and 

Science and Technology Studies (STS) for analysis of the innovation practices based on 

the collective effort of the community of users.  

Recently in alliance with technologically-enabled community participation, 

engagement and collaboration, Brabham et al. (2014) signify that:	   “Crowdsourcing	  

provides a flexible methodologic framework within which organizations can shepherd 

citizen	   efforts	   to	   produce	   goods	   and	   solve	   problems“	   (pp.185). In the public health 

context, implementation of crowdsourcing solution relying on mobile-based connection 

with local lay responders and their collective participation is driven by such aims as 

lowering mortality rate of out-of-hospital cardiac arrest cases and reduction of time 

interval between cardiac arrest and intervention during emergency response (Ringh et 

al., 2011; Zijlstra et al., 2014). Besides these just mentioned, on the side of volunteers as 

participants invited for the collective action there lie such principles as: autonomy, 

promoting good, avoiding harm, appropriate allocation of benefits (Assasi, 2013).  

While community innovation actors are partially formed by volunteers who cannot 

be reduced to homo economicus, community innovation itself cannot be framed 

principally in economic terms, but is being characterized by multiple values (Verhaegh, 

2010). Thus, Verhaegh forms the question: how then could be explained innovation, 

where the volunteers or hobbyists play crucial role, which are not primarily driven by 

the economic values (Verhaegh, 2010). Confronting the view of von Hippel (2005) who 

acknowledges a priori separation of technically-conceived innovation from the 

community itself, van Oost	   and	   Verhaegh	   (2009)	   argue:	   “Our	   case	   study	   of	   Wireless	  

Leiden shows that its development can be understood as a process of coevolution of 

both the technical infrastructure and the	  social	  community”	  (pp.200).	   

One of the critique posed by the scholars from the constructivist STS towards the 

IS approach is that majority of user-centered innovations focuses on perspective of firm 

that	   benefits	   from	   users’	   contribution	   or	   follows	   an assumption that innovation is 

originating	   from	   the	   fact	   that	   user’	   needs	   have	   not	   been	   yet	   fulfilled	   by	   the	   market:	  

“Subsequently,	  these	  studies	  tend	  to	  be	  framed	  by	  an	  impoverished	  understanding	  of	  the	  

participants as users/consumers with ready-made, fixed needs. [...] What is missing 



from	   this	   is	   the	   generative	   and	  dynamic	   aspects	   of	   needs/desires.	   […]	  Needs,	   just	   like	  

interests, should be seen as contingent moments in an ever-changing network of 

human/machine	  hybrids”	  (Söderberg,	  2011, pp.50).  

Even if the Actor-Network	  Theory	  with	  it’	  s material semiotic approach proposes 

both to conceptualize users and technology as actors on the basis of symmetrical 

analysis of the interactions among them (Woolgar, 1991; Akrich, 1992), according to 

Verhaegh (2010) it is a concept of hybrid collective introduced by Callon and Law (1995) 

which provides the tools to capture in the analysis of the innovation processes based on 

the community both complex networked dynamics of interactions that are constituted 

among humans and non-humans as the collective character of the endeavor present in 

innovation by community. Further, Verhaegh (2010) remarks that technology as non-

human	  actant	  itself	  is	  a	  source	  of	  innovation	  and	  thus	  poses	  a	  question:	  “what it is in the 

technology itself, that turns an actant into a source of action for innovation by user 

collectives?”	   (pp.185). Last but not least, Smith et al. (2013) raise following reflection: 

“New	  practices	  and	  governance	  possibilities	  open	  up.	  However,	  many	  advocates	  (though	  

not all) are also aware that the overall socio-technical configuration is not inherent to 

the technology. The technologies may reveal affordances for sustainable production and 

consumption in forms that are inclusive and creative, but such practices are neither 

inherent nor inevitable: wider society shapes the kinds of technology in use, as well as 

their	  uses”(pp.5).	   
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