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Despite the vast research on urban experimental platforms called living laboratories, little
is known about how living lab ecosystems engage with stakeholders, or what level of
stakeholder engagement works best in such open innovations. My PhD research explores
these knowledge gaps with a specific aim to investigate how living labs identify and
involve stakeholders. In fulfilling the aim of this research, I answer the following three
research questions: (i) How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design,
implementation and evaluation phases of the analyzed living labs? (ii) What are the main
stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living lab developments? (iii) What are
the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed for effective stakeholdering within
living labs?
My research focuses on stakeholder engagement from different perspectives including
citizen, business and policy angles and draws on insights from co-creative urban
innovation and science and technology studies. In order to investigate the complex nature
of interactions, this research adopts a qualitative method-based strategy. Accordingly, the
data items consist of case-study analysis, semi-structured interviews and two major
workshops. This thesis adopts thematic data analysis in which different perspectives on
participant analysis are integrated with the aim of creating a more detailed insight into
stakeholder engagement processes.
As a potential value, the thesis offers empirical, theoretical, and practice and policyrelated contributions and defines concepts for the living lab literature. Among theoretical
contributions, the research identifies stakeholder involvement as a structure and also
highlights the importance of collaboration in living labs. Furthermore, this research offers
a multi-level stakeholder analysis framework to be utilized for co-creative developments
in city transitions.
To conclude, the framework offered in this thesis is to be adopted in the planning,
implementing, and monitoring of open innovations, with the aim of aiding the
development of future living labs and/or (re)forming existing living labs with the
intention of (i) reaching common goals and (ii) enhancing the interactive nature of
stakeholder actions within living labs. This thesis further solidifies the argument that
living labs have the power to (re)shape urban environments and are also able to actively
involve public-private-people sectors through harmonized collaboration.
Keywords: living labs, stakeholder engagement, co-creation, open-innovation,
participatory methodology, stakeholder roles
viii

Table of Contents
Acknowledgments............................................................................................................ i
Abstract ........................................................................................................................ viii
List of Figures .............................................................................................................xiii
List of Tables ...............................................................................................................xiii
Notations...................................................................................................................... xiv
Chapter 1 - Introduction ................................................................................................ 1
1.1 Importance of living labs and stakeholder engagement approaches ............................1
1.2 Thesis aim and constituent research questions ...............................................................3
1.3.1 Boundaries of the research ............................................................................................6
1.4 Thesis structure..................................................................................................................7

Chapter 2 - Literature review......................................................................................... 9
2.1

Introducing the structure of this literature review..................................................9

2.2

PART I – Living labs: the origin of the term .........................................................10

2.2.1 Introduction of Part I.................................................................................................................10
2.2.2 Brief history of living labs ........................................................................................................10
2.2.3 Defining living labs ..................................................................................................................14
2.2.4 The common elements of living labs........................................................................................17
2.2.5 The key principles in a living lab setting..................................................................................19
2.2.6 Living lab network: stakeholders................................................................................................2
2.2.7 The urban green: living labs in city transitions...........................................................................6
2.2.7.1 Living labs as urban socio-technical systems in city transitions .............................................8
2.2.7.2 The importance of transition studies........................................................................................9
2.2.8 Key lessons from Part I of the literature review .......................................................................13

2.3

PART II – The double A – Actors & Actions.........................................................15

2.3.1 Introduction of Part II ...............................................................................................................15
2.3.2 Brief introduction on actors and actions ...................................................................................15
2.3.3 Stakeholder engagement methods ............................................................................................18
2.3.4 Stakeholder theory and the stakeholder arena ..........................................................................18
2.3.5 Background and nature of stakeholder concept........................................................................21
2.3.6 Stakeholder identification .........................................................................................................22
2.3.7 Approaches to stakeholders: networks and relationships .........................................................23
2.3.8 Analyzing the stakeholder field ................................................................................................24
2.3.9 Innovation & environment relations: from dual to triple and quadruple helices......................25

2.4 Knowledge gaps in literature..........................................................................................32
2.5 Summary of Chapter 2....................................................................................................38

Chapter 3 - Methodology.............................................................................................. 39
3.1 Introduction......................................................................................................................39
3.2 Philosophy of Science ......................................................................................................40
3.3. The Research Pie & The 2Q slices: quantitative and qualitative research ...............45
3.3.1 The need to move beyond quantitative research.......................................................................45
3.3.2 The basics of qualitative research design .................................................................................47
3.3.3 Digging into qualitative research methods ...............................................................................50
3.3.4 Adopting thematic analysis as an approach..............................................................................53
3.3.5 Concluding reflections and the summary of the 2Qs................................................................53
3.3.6 Qualitative approach as the option for this research.................................................................56

ix

3.4 Case-study approach as the first base of this research ................................................57
3.4.1 Defining case-study as an approach..........................................................................................57
3.4.2 Introduction of case-study research ..........................................................................................57
3.4.3 Case-study design .....................................................................................................................59
3.4.4 Categories of case-study ...........................................................................................................60
3.4.5 Concluding reflections on case-study approach .......................................................................62

3.5 The Data: data corpus / data set / data items................................................................66
3.5.1 Research design of the thesis ....................................................................................................68
3.5.2 Methods and data collection .....................................................................................................70

3.6 Data analysis.....................................................................................................................74
3.6.1 Organizing the data...................................................................................................................74
3.6.2 The three phases of data organization.......................................................................................74

3.7 Concluding reflections.....................................................................................................77
3.8 Ethics and data management considerations ................................................................80
3.8.1 Ethics and data management.....................................................................................................81

3.9 Summary of Chapter 3....................................................................................................82

Chapter 4 – Analyzing stakeholder identification in co-creations ............................. 84
4.1 Introduction......................................................................................................................84
4.1.1 Aims and the structure of this chapter ......................................................................................84
4.1.2 The rationale of stakeholder engagement .................................................................................84

4.2 The case: LLGarden........................................................................................................85
4.2.1 Case location.............................................................................................................................87

4.3 Methods ............................................................................................................................90
4.3.1 Introduction to methods adopted in this thesis .........................................................................90
4.3.2 Data collection methods: in-depth interviews ..........................................................................90
4.3.3 Data collection methods: fieldnotes..........................................................................................92
4.3.4 Summary of adopted methods ..................................................................................................93

4.4 Findings of LLGarden case-study..................................................................................93
4.4.1 Stakeholders and identification process....................................................................................94
4.4.2 Quadruple-shaped collaboration model ..................................................................................105
4.4.3 Synergies identified in collaborative open innovations..........................................................114

4.5 Concluding reflections...................................................................................................116
4.6 Summary of Chapter 4..................................................................................................121
4.7 Next steps: Paving the path towards a narrowed scene to workshop I ....................122

Chapter 5 – Narrowing stakeholder co-creations: Roles.......................................... 124
5.1 Introduction....................................................................................................................124
5.1.1 The structure of the chapter ....................................................................................................124
5.1.2 Workshop aims and objectives ...............................................................................................125

5.2 Methods ..........................................................................................................................125
5.2.1 Background of the workshop..................................................................................................128
5.2.2 Participant recruitment............................................................................................................129
5.2.3 Structure of the workshop.......................................................................................................131
5.2.4 The data sources......................................................................................................................134

5.3 Findings ..........................................................................................................................138
5.3.1 Living labs as multi-role platforms.........................................................................................138
5.3.2 Identified roles: Co-creator, Educator, Orchestrator ..............................................................144
5.3.2.1 Living lab as a Co-creator...............................................................................................144
5.3.2.2 Living lab as an Educator and Orchestrator....................................................................147
5.3.3 Motivations in living labs .......................................................................................................152

5.4. Beyond challenges: values, demands and actions in living labs ...............................156
5.5 Concluding reflections on challenges and roles in living labs....................................157

x

5.6 Summary of Chapter 5..................................................................................................161
5.7 Next steps: Paving the path towards a narrowed scene to workshop II...................162

Chapter 6 – Co-creation: processes ........................................................................... 163
6.1 Introduction....................................................................................................................163
6.1.1 Workshop objectives...............................................................................................................163
6.1.2 Chapter structure.....................................................................................................................164
6.1.3 Methods of the chapter ...........................................................................................................165
6.1.4 Workshop reporting, procedures and programme ..................................................................169

6.2 Findings ..........................................................................................................................170
6.2.1 Introduction.............................................................................................................................170
6.2.2 The binding element approach discussion ..............................................................................171
6.2.3 Characteristics of role binding elements.................................................................................174

6.3. Mapping themes: key roles as elements and their characteristics ...........................183
6.3.1 Living lab as an Educator .......................................................................................................183
6.3.2 Living lab as a Co-creator.......................................................................................................185
6.3.3 Living lab as an Orchestrator..................................................................................................187

6.4 Concluding reflections...................................................................................................188
6.5 Summary of Chapter 6..................................................................................................192

Chapter 7 – Discussion .............................................................................................. 193
7.1 Living lab: a still forming notion?................................................................................193
7.2 Discussion on stakeholder identification and co-creation processes.........................194
7.2.1 Expectations............................................................................................................................201
7.2.2 Opportunities ..........................................................................................................................202
7.2.3 Purposes ..................................................................................................................................202

7.3 Contributions .................................................................................................................204
7.3.1 Empirical contributions...........................................................................................................204
7.3.2 Theoretical contributions ........................................................................................................205
7.3.3 Practice-related contributions .................................................................................................208
7.3.4 Policy contributions ................................................................................................................212

7.4 Multi-level stakeholder analysis framework ...............................................................213
7.5 Summary of Chapter 7..................................................................................................214

Chapter 8 Conclusions ............................................................................................... 215
8.1 Summary of research questions ...................................................................................215
8.1.1 Research Question 1 ...............................................................................................................215
8.1.2 Research Question 2 ...............................................................................................................217
8.1.3 Research Question 3 ...............................................................................................................219

8.2 Summary of thesis aim ..................................................................................................220
8.3 Limitations......................................................................................................................223
8.4 Future research possibilities .........................................................................................224
8.5 Final thoughts.................................................................................................................228

References................................................................................................................... 231
List of Appendices ...................................................................................................... 248
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

1 - Glossary of interpretation on the variegations of key living lab terminology..........249
2 - Ethics Approval Confirmation..................................................................................252
3 - Interview Participant Information Sheet (PIS) .........................................................253
4 - Interview Participant Consent Sheet (PCS)..............................................................255
5 - Interview Protocol ....................................................................................................256
6 - Workshop Participant Information Sheet (PIS)........................................................258
7 - Workshop Participant Consent Sheet (PCS).............................................................260

xi

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

8 - Workshop Protocol ...................................................................................................261
9 - Interview Participants of Case-study and Workshop................................................263
10 - Workshop I Participants .........................................................................................264
11 - ENoLL OLLD Workshop Project Website Screenshot..........................................265
12 - Workshop I Report .................................................................................................266
13 - Screenshot of OLLD 2019 Day 1 Workshop Programme......................................283
14 - OLLD19 One-to-one meeting website ...................................................................284
15 - Post-workshop feedback form ................................................................................285

xii

List of Figures
Figure 1. Basic living lab concept. Own figure inspired by Eriksson et al. (2005). .........2
Figure 2. Triple Helix Model. Inspired by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (2000).................28
Figure 3. Overarching thesis aim and research questions. ..............................................36
Figure 4. LLPOOL research pyramid. ............................................................................78
Figure 5. Espoo Innovation Garden. Source by (Urban Mill, 2017, p. 15). ...................88
Figure 6. Stakeholder identification in LLGarden. .........................................................97
Figure 7. LLGarden stakeholder register. .....................................................................100
Figure 8. Stakeholder classification levels in power and interest correlation...............103
Figure 9. Triangular collaboration model. ....................................................................107
Figure 10. Social forces in the collaboration system. ...................................................109
Figure 11. Silicon-tetrahedron element-binding. ..........................................................111
Figure 12. Institutional triangular-based collaboration model......................................112
Figure 13. Quadruple helix model extended with the fifth element: Core....................113
Figure 14. LLGarden quadripolar actors and their key roles. .......................................119
Figure 15. ENoLL thematic areas. (ENoLL, 2018, p. 15) ............................................129
Figure 16. Labels: bank of challenges...........................................................................144
Figure 17. Core roles and actions of living lab ecosystems..........................................152
Figure 18. Quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model................................................213
List of Tables
Table 1. The nature of research paradigms. Source (Aliyu, et al., 2014, p. 81). ............42
Table 2. Characteristics of qualitative and quantitative research. Own source. .............55
Table 3. Types of Singular and Multiple Case-studies (Thomas, 2011, p. 517).............65
Table 4. In-depth interview participants related to LLGarden case-study......................91
Table 5. Workshop participants. ...................................................................................131
Table 6. Data set of Workshop I ...................................................................................137
Table 7. In-depth interview participants during the event of OLLD19. .......................138
Table 8. Innovation mechanisms matrix in LL networks (Leminen, 2013, p. 10)........139
Table 9. Beyond challenges: values and demands in living labs. .................................157
Table 10. In-depth interviews in Espoo, Finland. .........................................................168
Table 11. Workshop II participants...............................................................................169
Table 12. Characteristics of role-binding-motivation elements and their outcomes. ...176
Table 13. Living lab as an Educator..............................................................................183
Table 14. Living lab as a Co-creator.............................................................................185
Table 15. Living lab as an Orchestrator. .......................................................................187
Table 16. Educator role elements and definitions.........................................................210
Table 17. Co-creator role elements and definitions. .....................................................211
Table 18. Orchestrator role elements and definitions. ..................................................211

xiii

Notations
ANT

Actor Network Theory

ARU

Anglia Ruskin University

EIG

Espoo Innovation Garden

ENoLL

European Network of Living Labs

EU

European Union

GSI

Global Sustainability Institute

LLPOOL

Living Lab Pool Project

LLGarden

Living Lab Espoo Innovation Garden

OECD

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

OLLD

OpenLivingLabDays

OPA

Ordination Process Assess

PCS

Participant Consent Form

PIS

Participant Information Sheet

R&D

Research and Development

R&I

Research and Innovation

RIC

Research and Innovation Council

RIS3

Research and Innovation Strategy 3

SH

Stakeholder

SHAD

Stakeholder Acquisition Document

SHEC

Stakeholder Establishment Charter

SHE Concept Stakeholder Engagement Concept
SHID

Stakeholder Identification

SH Register

Stakeholder Register

TM

Transition Management

ULL

Urban Living Lab

UN

United Nations

WBCSD

World Business Council for Sustainable Development

WHO

World Health Organization

3P-approach Three-pillar approach

xiv

Chapter 1 - Introduction
This introduction chapter aims to briefly contextualize the scope, boundaries and
structure of the thesis, as part of equipping the reader for the more in-depth subsequent
chapters. Specifically, I provide the background context and headline rationale of the
importance for research on ‘living labs’ and their associated stakeholder engagement
endeavours (section 1.1). I state the thesis aim and constituent research questions (section
1.2), which are drilled into more deeply and also justified in the following literature
review chapter. I finish this chapter by outlining the thesis structure on a chapter-bychapter basis (section 1.3).
1.1 Importance of living labs and stakeholder engagement approaches
Amongst numerous grand challenges we presently encounter as a society, achieving more
sustainable living is considered as a principal challenge for the current century, while
appreciating sources of our nature on our planet. As Burbridge et al. (2017) argue, the
availability of modern technologies and also innovations in our surrounding environment
provide new methods within the context of innovations for studying connections in
between people and the surrounding living setting. The ways we actually explain (as well
as attempt to understand) our surrounding living environment is significantly changing,
and thus so too are the materials we use to develop, design and implement our societal
infrastructure (Manzini, 2015). A new, and at the same time distinct, research and
development field in innovation is arising; a new area that is focusing on the
establishment of imaginative as well as innovative shared environment systems, called
living labs (Burbridge et al., 2017).
Currently one third of the global population lives in metropolises worldwide, which has
been prognosed to increase significantly. Based on the latest statistics by the United
Nations: in 2020, there are 1934 metropolises with more than 300 000 inhabitants
representing approximately 60% of the global urban population. The number of
inhabitants in metropolises increased to 2.59 billion people in 2020 (UN-Habitat, 2020).
As Euzen (2009) states, cities are transforming into more economically efficient city
environments with urbanization trends available that will most likely lead a more
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sustainable environment, while addressing various other socio-economic-related
concerns, so as to address social challenges. Science and technology have been positioned
as critical to society’s ability to move towards sustainability (Miller, 2015). Indeed, as
per Miller (2015), science notably shapes society; therefore, provides an opportunity to
explore how emerging reorganization of urban platforms is responding to pressing social
and environmental problems, and allows one to conduct basic research to shape societies’
surrounding living environment. Indeed, in this thesis, I maintain a central thread of
discussion around the importance of the emerging visions of sustainable urban platform
establishment and also inspect the importance of identifying and acting at local
(governmental) levels.
Moreover, in relation to these challenges of shaping societies’ living settings, various
types of local government-related improvements are being developed and evaluated in
urban platforms. In particular, urban living laboratories are able to frame experimentation
as a trial set for local governance, wherein participants of such urban settings establish as
well as evaluate new innovations and methods of living, to explore the challenges of the
environment surrounding them and impact their urban sustainability (Bulkeley, et al.,
2011). As Staszowski and Manzini (2013) state, living laboratory settings have various
objectives and engage various type of stakeholders, as well as also develop specific modes
of co-operation. Nevertheless, a unique and definite interpretation of living labs does not
exist (Amatullo, 2013) – it is exactly this lack of established literature on this topic that I
address through this thesis, and I go onto discuss this in more depth in the following
literature review chapter (Chapter 2).
In my thesis I focus on the significance, and further the relevance, of experimental
platforms – such as living laboratories – as an under-researched and underutilized
governance solution, within the context of city transformations towards sustainability. It
explores living labs as a novel paradigm change that is opening up city innovations
Specifically, involving moving from closed innovation standards, to open development
(Baldwin & Hippen, 2011). As such, a key emphasis of this urban living laboratories
thesis is the roles and forms of stakeholder engagement. In this vein, my evidence and
discussions offer assistance for city leaders to recognize and to acknowledge that public
acceptability in urban living platforms is a considerable and crucial component of living
lab development implemented in a city setting.
2

1.2 Thesis aim and constituent research questions
My thesis critically appraises living labs from the perspective of stakeholder roles,
identification processes and motivation factors in co-creation. Emphasizing that this
research sought to gain a deeper understanding in specific processes, and factors, which
are operating in urban living lab platforms and the how and why concerns around subtopics within living labs, it specifically viewed and explored stakeholders as elemental
factors of living labs. Moreover, it investigated through a more narrowed lens how such
platforms identify stakeholders and what processes such platforms utilize in different
stages within project development.
I believe it is therefore vital that social scientific research perspectives are brought
together with municipalities and other non-governmental perspectives (including local
communities) to ensure closer co-operation, in order to establish effective urban
development strategies. Thus, both theoretical and practical applications are assessed in
this thesis so as to evaluate the necessity and impacts of an urban living lab strategy
model, which is customized for local needs with a special focus on stakeholder
engagement levels and approaches. This thesis thereby responds to the lack of critical
insights on existing living lab platforms, their operations and participant modes and
approaches, within the context of urban development.
Urban living laboratories (ULLs) identify new forms of city innovation systems with
the potential of encouraging possibilities for addressing urban transformations by
focusing on key challenges within city settings (European Commission, 2009). ULLs
certainly have the ability to serve as sites, as platforms to create, evaluate as well as
gain knowledge from technological developments within a real-time setting
environment. One significant component of urban living labs is stakeholder
engagement, with participants having the capability in an experimental platform to be
able to co-design, collaborate and create innovations, alongside external stakeholders
who are not part of the system but provide information which is also capable of effecting
the end-results

(Leminen, et al., 2017). Despite its significance, stakeholder

engagement frequently stays a practical challenge and up until now research studies
have not investigated participants as stakeholders as well as detailing stakeholder
identifications and functions.
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For clarity, my thesis as a whole is guided by the following overarching aim:
To investigate how urban living labs identify and involve stakeholders, in
relation to participatory methodologies that facilitate stakeholder co-creation.
In fulfilling this thesis aim, I answer the following research questions, based on the gaps
found based on the review of the extant literature. The research questions which
subsequently structure the foci of my thesis’ core findings chapters:
RQ1: How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design,
implementation and evaluation phases of the analyzed living labs? (Chapter 4)
RQ2: What are the main stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living
lab developments? (Chapter 5)
RQ3: What are the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed for effective
stakeholdering within living lab settings? (Chapter 6)
Research Question 1 is answered in Chapter 4. Through a case-study analysis, the first
findings chapter identifies the main collaboration elements in living lab settings. Within
the first research question, a special focus is dedicated on stakeholder identification
processes and collaborative actors while exploring the roles of co-creative actors in the
living lab interaction.
Research Question 2 is answered in Chapter 5. This chapter of my thesis reflects on the
importance of engaging stakeholders with the ability to impact urban ecosystems. It
explores what level the participant involvement works best and what motivation factors
exist in stakeholder engagement processes within a living lab setting. This chapter of
my thesis analyzes how participants can be much better incorporated into the cocreational collaborative platform procedures and investigates the motivation factors of
stakeholders in the co-creational processes of living labs.
Research Question 3 is answered in Chapter 6. This chapter reflects on the importance
of user-centric collaboration platforms functioning in the examined living lab platform
4

with a special focus on the main processes which are needed in establishing a living
laboratory. The presented and analyzed workshop in this chapter of my thesis sought
answers on characteristics of collaborative platforms and their main processes by
examining key roles, elements and sub-elements of each role within a living lab
platform.
In responding to the overarching thesis aim and three research questions, this thesis
offers empirical, theoretical, practice and policy-related contributions for the ULL
literature. Indeed, I relatedly offer a multi-level stakeholder analysis framework for
local experts in the city settings. Finally, I also make clear throughout my thesis that
participant involvement and collaboration are fundamental structural components of
living labs. In addition, the outcomes in relations to stakeholder key roles, as umbrella
leading roles and their identified key elements together with sub-element competences,
are identified at a micro-level within living lab settings in this thesis. I strongly believe
that the identified elements significantly contribute to assisting multiple sectors in the
planning, design and implementation phases of a living lab establishment, when
considering interactive stakeholder engagement. A glossary of key terminology as an
illustrative interpretation on the variegations of key living lab terminologies used
throughout this thesis with essential characteristics are presented in Appendix 1.

5

1.3.1 Boundaries of the research

The thesis makes a distinction between internal and external stakeholders and is focused
primarily on the latter group. In this thesis, external stakeholders are considered as groups
that are not formal members of the project under investigation, but that may affect or be
affected by the project being examined throughout this thesis. Such groups are often
referred to as non-business stakeholders or secondary stakeholders (Paskaleva et al.,
2015). Whilst the focus of the study is primarily on external stakeholders such as local
community groups or government agencies, contributions to the research on the
management of internal project stakeholders, such as customers, are excluded from the
scope of this study, even though interviews briefly deal with this theme.
Furthermore, the study concentrates primarily on the investigation of stakeholders’
motivations and the characteristics of roles and activities within living lab platforms at an
organizational level of analysis, while the individual and societal level interactions are
limited out of the scope of this research. However, some interview materials address, to
a certain extent, features concerning individual managerial decision making in the context
of stakeholder management. Stakeholder behavior can be considered to cover a wide
range of activities related to stakeholders’ behavior such as stakeholder motivation,
decision making and different influence tactics and strategies that stakeholders use to
advance their claim and manage the project. In this thesis stakeholder behavior is
examined especially from the viewpoint of stakeholder motivation and influence
strategies (Freeman, 2001).
Finally, as the thesis is based on case study approach, the analysis and results presented
in the thesis are limited to the topics revealed in the case study. In other words, this thesis
investigates stakeholder behavior and stakeholder management activity from selected
perspectives by utilizing stakeholder theory.
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1.4 Thesis structure
There are eight chapters this thesis is divided into focusing on the following key areas.
Chapter 1 focuses on the general introduction of my thesis providing detailed information
on what my thesis covers and discusses. Further, the general introduction on the aim and
research questions will be provided and also introduces the structure of this thesis.
Chapter 2 investigates the literature introducing firstly the structure of the literature
review. The second chapter is divided into two major parts. Part I gives an insight into
the history of living labs, covers illustrative definings of the notion, discusses the common
elements of living labs with key principles of such settings. Followed by the discussion
of living lab networks and stakeholders, closing it focusing on the importance of city
transition studies. Part II of the literature review narrows the scene to actors and actions,
focuses on stakeholder theory, further discusses approaches to stakeholders, networks and
relationships. Chapter 2 also presents the thesis research questions.
Chapter 3 introduces the research methodology and provides details on the methods this
thesis uses to investigate the research subject and provides an overview on
methodological approaches. This chapter gives a generalized methodology for an urban
living lab environment.
Chapter 4 presents the case-study analysis this thesis adopted as the grounding of the
research on currently existing living labs in selected urban environments in Europe. This
chapter of the thesis presents the results from the case-study analysis, based on interviews
related to the case-study with a special focus on stakeholder identification processes.
Furthermore, it presents the answers for the first research question of this thesis.
Chapter 5 outlines the structure of the workshop organized in Thessaloniki in Greece.
This section of the thesis provides detailed information on the methods used for the
workshop and a comprehensive analysis of the workshop. Further, it provides in-sights
into living labs as multi-role platforms with a special focus on stakeholder roles,
furthermore it introduces key findings of the workshop and answers the second research
question of this thesis.
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Chapter 6 examines the workshop that was organized and implemented in Espoo, Finland
to investigate stakeholder roles and key values, demands and actions within LLGarden
platform on-site with real-life setting analysis. This section of my thesis discusses the
main drivers, frames the issue of ULL platforms developing a local stakeholder
engagement concept of a city. The data, the key findings, answers for the third research
question of this thesis.
Chapter 7 focuses on discussing the findings within the context of stakeholder
engagement in living laboratory ecosystems. Here contributions to theory, to
methodology, to practice and to policy within the context of urban living laboratory
stakeholdering is presented related to the existing knowledge and literature in this area of
research.
Chapter 8 reflects my concluding thoughts on ULL stakeholdering highlighting provides
further information on the relevance of the findings, and gives a general introduction to
further research potentials within the subject.
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Chapter 2 - Literature review
2.1 Introducing the structure of this literature review
This chapter discusses the meaning of living laboratories in general while focusing on
stakeholder engagement and stakeholder roles within the field of living laboratory
settings. This chapter focuses on issues within the scientific literature and aims to
investigate the different aspects of living lab related stakeholder engagement. As its use
is extensive a detailed discussion on defining ULLs and the usage of the term is needed,
as this is crucial to gain understanding in greater depth.
The structure of the literature review chapter consists of two main parts and explores the
following as key sub-sections of the review of the literature:
Part I focuses on the origin of the term with the following sub-sections:
•

Introduction of Part I (sub-section 2.2.1)

•

Brief history of living labs (sub-section 2.2.2)

•

Defining living labs (sub-section 2.2.3)

•

Common elements of living labs (sub-section 2.2.4)

•

Key principles of a living lab (sub-section 2.2.5)

•

Living lab networks: stakeholders (sub-section 2.2.6)

•

The urban green: living labs in city transitions (sub-section 2.2.7)

Part II focuses on the actor and action nature of living labs with a special focus on
stakeholders and stakeholder engagement with the following sub-sections:
•

Introduction of Part II (sub-section 2.3.1)

•

Brief introduction on actors and actions (sub-section 2.3.2)

•

Stakeholder engagement methods (sub-section 2.3.3)

•

Stakeholder theory and the stakeholder arena (sub-section 2.3.4)

•

Background and nature of stakeholder concept (sub-section 2.3.5)

•

Stakeholder identification (sub-section 2.3.6)

•

Approaches to stakeholders: networks and relationships (sub-section 2.3.7)

•

Analyzing the stakeholder field (sub-section 2.3.8)
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2.2 PART I – Living labs: the origin of the term

2.2.1 Introduction of Part I
This section of the thesis as Part I of the literature review chapter provides a general
introduction of the brief history of living labs, offers information on the defining of living
labs with discussing common elements and key principles in living lab settings.
Afterwards, discusses the urban green with a special focus on living labs in city
transitions.
2.2.2 Brief history of living labs

In our current era, one third of the global population lives in metropolises worldwide,
which is constantly growing and according to the UN, by 2035 prognosed to reach 3.47
billion representing 39 % of the global population (UN-Habitat, 2020). A constant
increase in the number of metropolises is expected with a total of 429 new metropolises
in the next fifteen years, therefore by 2035 a total of 2363 metropolises are to be projected
worldwide. Given this, it is inevitable to say that cities highly influence global
sustainability (UN-Habitat, 2020), which significantly effects consumption of sources
such as energy and other resources, reducing food security while boosting the increasing
emission of green-gases and further the deterioration of the environment. Nonetheless,
cities also provide the opportunity for interactive and at the same time influential
neighborhood actions to deal with these challenges (Fisk, 2011). Actions at city levels
can have considerable global effect and cities are important systems for dealing with
challenging issues (Geels & Kemp, 2007). As Whitmarsh states, cities are essential arenas
for addressing challenges (Whitmarsh et al., 2015).
In general, as Leminen (2015) states living lab related research is usually not conducted
in an isolated environment but such researches involve synergies within the environment
that surrounds the society, in which a wider range of transformations happen such as
socio-economic transitions. According to Leminen and colleagues, living labs are related
to such societal transformations (Leminen, et al., 2012). In spite of the fact that open
innovations and the living lab concept appears in literature as two different phenomena
in user-centered innovation theory, if we take a closer look these two phenomena are
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inseparable from each other in relations to their intrinsic context (Pascu & Lieshout,
2009). Almost four decades ago researchers began a systemic study of innovation by endusers and user corporations. Now it is clear that user-centered innovation is a very diverse,
complex, and at the same time a powerful phenomenon (Hossain et al., 2019). Pallot et
al. (2010) discuss how it has become an important rival to manufacturer-centered
innovation in many fields. User-centered innovation processes are very different from the
traditional manufacturer-centric model (Pascu & Lieshout, 2009). Hossain et al. (2019)
highlight that a living lab is a context for user innovation, distinguishing it from other
types of innovation approaches. Leminen et al. (2018), at the same time, highlight that
users solve their needs through user involvement in a real-life environment. The wide
range of discussions on this subject highlight that user involvement is an essential
element, but also a diverse and complex element, of living labs.
Stakeholder engagement and stakeholder involvement are widely used interchangeably
in literature. In our current era, organizations can no longer choose if they want to engage
with stakeholders or not, the only decision they need to take is when and how successfully
to engage. As per Paskaleva et al. (2015) stakeholder engagement is premised on the
notion that those groups who can affect or are affected by the achievement of an
organization’s purpose should be given the opportunity to comment into the development
of decisions that affect them. Stakeholder engagement has an interactive process nature
with the action of involving stakeholders into developments, adding value to the
organization’s operations. As per Greeve et al. (2020) constructing a cohesive core while
mitigating potential risks in a living lab related research is required. Ruijsink et al. (2016)
highlight that the underlying premise for engagement between the organization and
stakeholder may be different. Further as Salem et al. (2016) argue, understanding this
difference and attempting to bridge the gap through appropriate accommodation is a key
step in building meaningful stakeholder engagement relations in open innovations.
Open innovation originates from multinational organizations that were capable of
integrating external ideas and technologies within their research and development
projects with the aim of realizing and increasing the highest volume of economic growth
(Chesbrough, et al., 2006). However, defining the living lab term’s origin still remains a
challenge. In academic literature, a significant amount of experts often consider Mitchell
as the founder of living labs (Cunha & Manuela, 2009; Fulgencio, 2012). Mitchell defined
11

LLs in a different perspective than urbanistic platforms. As per Mitchell, there are
demands that can be discovered, prototypes developed and the assessment, as well as the
improvement, of multi-level solutions made with a participant focused study
methodology within an in-situ real-life platform (Mitchell, 1999). Mitchell established
new strategies that focused on the integration of multiple tasks such as design and
innovation in order to result in a higher receptiveness with citizens and therefore
becoming a lot more effective in the usage of available sources. According to Mitchell,
future urban developments, for instance buildings are considered as living organisms,
large-scale robots with nervous systems. As per Mitchell, such developments are
considered as new evolutionary stages, where “our buildings will become less like
protozoa and more like us. We will continually interact with them, and increasingly think
of them as robots for living in” (Mitchell, 1999, p. 59).
Others, claim that Knight in 1749 practiced the expression of living laboratory for the
first time in literature (Ballon & Schuurman, 2015). Knight specified a living lab as a
human body component and a state, while being an experimental surrounding for testing.
Leminen adds to this that living labs are innovations, which are suitable for experimenting
as an environment, in which technology is developed within a real-life setting (Leminen,
2015). Others call this test environment, innovation platform as a system (Følstad, 2008).
The active participation in design phases are highlighted by Dolan (2015) as well.
Furthermore, they also emphasize that the systemic innovation perspective of such
platforms so as to point out that users and consumers are directly involved in developing
procedures. Burbridge (2017) made this view with a simplified version of having the LL
as an environment that stimulates an in-situ real-time surrounding within a laboratory
nature. Some LL identifications originate even to the 1990s, where according to
Burbridge and colleagues living labs are described as a designated urban city in which
students are the ones gaining knowledge about real life-related issues with other
participants (Burbridge, et al., 2017).
While defining the first appearance of the usage of this term still remains a challenge, so
does to defining the notion, which relies in its complexity. However, the movement and
spread of the living lab concept offer a more specific origin route. According to Salter &
White (2013), the LL initiative originally started spreading from the United States and
reached Europe, and only after that passed on to Asia. As per Salter & White, LLs started
12

as small-scale individual real-time settings and only after that reached a larger-scale of
work environments, district areas and city planning (Salter & White, 2013). As it
escalated outside the US, LL transformed into another form and identified novel features.
The LL initiative as per Burbridge within the European region turned into a newer version
of the existing setting called test-beds (Burbridge, et al., 2017). Users were turned to cocreator subjects from the previous observed-subject function to physically involved,
active co-creators, collaborators in emerging innovative ideas. This is what the main
difference is between testbeds and living laboratories (Leminen, et al., 2012).
Although since World War II the innovation processes have gone through major
milestones. At first, innovation models were defined as chain-linked models in the early
1980s, which was one of the first models attempting to define the complex nature of
innovation procedures. In such models, new knowledge was not essentially defined as the
driver of the developmental processes, but rather the identification of unidentified market
demands was in the center vision of such models (Rosenberg, 2009). Chain-linked models
have evolved to the so called evolutionary economic theory founded by Nelson and
Winter, although in literature its appearance is dated to 1986, however the history of the
evolutionary economic theory goes back earlier to 1977 and their theory became a highly
accepted and utilized model within organizational research and development (Nelson &
Winter, 1982). Therefore, moving from the conventional closed innovation paradigm to
the open-innovation based management processes shows a dynamic evolution. The key
characteristic, which distinguished open innovations from closed innovations was a
knowledge-based nature as the key element of open innovations (Chesbrough, et al.,
2006).
Living labs are considered as a certain form of open innovations. It is considered a
complex mode of innovation, defined in several ways such as an environment, or a
system, or a platform, a methodology or an organization (Burbridge, et al., 2017). As
Manzini argues, European societies are facing multiple challenges, including such
challenges for instance as population growth or ageing population. These challenges
guided experts to look towards more novel modes to coordinate and manage
developments and look for further tools of innovative solutions (Manzini, 2015). Actors
such as the European Commission also reacted to such raised concerns to improve and
integrate research studies into developments and to apply methods of LLs by
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accommodating expert views into integrating new solutions (European Commission,
2009). For this reason, in 2007, the first major innovation era of LLs was arranged by
ENoLL, and by 2013 the recognized LLs reached the number of 350 Europe-wide and
also worldwide (Ruijsink & Smith, 2016).
2.2.3 Defining living labs

CoreLabs (2007) was one of the first to identify living labs as systems focusing on
everyday people and their consumption demands and needs with an interactive
participation in the development of collaborative design, and therefore in the innovation
process itself. ULLs often referred to a selection of regional experiment settings that have
a participatory aspect, which frequently is utilized in relations to such terms as testing
grounds, testbeds or city labs (CoreLabs, 2007). Although there are a wide range of
publications available on living laboratories as a notion, this concept has actually not yet
been specified clearly. In literature, living labs are discussed as an approach (Leminen,
2015), a methodology setting (Hillgren, 2013), or as an environmental system (CoreLabs,
2007) or an approach of governance (Bulkeley, et al., 2015). The term of living lab,
according to Leminen (2015), has been applied to various types of innovation activities
that feature several types of methodologies and research perspectives. Leminen and
Westerlund (2014) put the emphasis on the physical region or virtual reality perspectives,
highlighting the interaction spaces nature, in which stakeholders form a 4P partnership
(public-private-people partnership).
The purpose to which stakeholders are collaborating is creation and co-creation, testing
and validating, and most importantly performing such activities in real-life contexts. As
Leminen and Westerlund (2011) determines, living labs are used for innovation by
communities. A range of various definitions were provided in literature, yet most focus
around crucial concerns such as co-creation settings with a contextualized nature.
Leminen (2015) emphasizes several characteristics of living labs with a special focus on
activities taking place in real-life environment with public-private-people partnerships.
Living labs are different from testbeds. Leminen (2015) also highlights the importance of
key characteristics such as multiple stakeholders being employed in living labs and
multiple roles represented by stakeholders in living lab environments with the aim of
collaborating.
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In the table below (Table ) with the purpose of purely illustrating different interpretations,
I provide several definitions from different authors.
Table 1. Illustrative interpretations of living labs. Own source.
Author

(Merviö, 2020, p. 112)

(Mitchell, 2003, p. 205)

(ENoLL, 2016, p. 135)

(Westerlund & Leminen,
2011, p. 19)

(Bergvall-Kåreborn, et al.,
2009, p. 356)

(Ballon, et al., 2005, p. 15)
(Eriksson, et al., 2016, p. 6)

(Cohen, 2009, p. 422)

(Almirall & AcadesusMasanell, 2010, p. 45)
(CoreLabs, 2007, p. 59)

Illustrative interpretations of living labs
“Living lab integrates services in urban contexts where
users and citizens define and prioritize elements of urban
cultural heritage and explore security and private issues
for the safety of urban environments, while the living labconvergent service platforms are developing in a
discovery-driven arena settings.”
“Living organisms or very-large-scale robots, with
nervous systems that enable them to sense changes in the
needs of their inhabitants and external conditions, and
respond to those needs.”
“Living lab is a system and an environment for building a
future where a real-life user-centric research innovation
will be a normal co- creating technique for new products,
services and societal infrastructures.”
“Physical regions or virtual realities, or interaction
spaces, in which stakeholders form public-private-people
partnerships (4Ps) of companies, public agencies,
universities, users, and other stakeholders, all
collaborating for creation, prototyping, validating, and
testing of new technologies, services, products, and
systems in real-life contexts.”
“A living lab is a user-centric innovation milieu built on
every-day practice and research, with an approach that
facilitates user influence in open and distributed
innovation processes engaging all relevant partners in
real-life contexts, aiming to create sustainable values.”
“An experimentation environment in which technology is
given shape in real life contexts and in which (end) users
are considered ‘co-producers.”
“Living lab is a user-centric research methodology for
sensing, prototyping, validating and refining complex
solutions in multiple and evolving real-life contexts.”
“Living labs drive us to discover and try out new
technologies in everyday life. People from different areas
of life explore innovative tools, interact with them and
discover new innovations to expand their knowledge and
to explore ways of acting.”
“Living labs, are innovative networks based on open
innovation philosophy. They found on this base that
companies should consider the ideas from foreign
resources for develop and commercialize the innovation.”
“Defines living labs as “a system enabling people,
users/consumers of services and product, to take active
roles as contributors and co-creators in the research,
development, and innovation process.”
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Additional interpretations of living labs emphasize more of a system-based approach that
considers LLs as systems, that have the power to enable participants to be engaged in an
active way, so as to physically contribute to innovative developmental processes within
a project (ENoLL, 2016).
The definitions listed in Table 1 above are aiming to offer the crucial essence of living
laboratories, through offering a meaning within one sentence, which therefore highlights
key emphasis and connections. In academic literature, there are several authors who
operationalize these definitions by creating vital concepts and base features (Leminen, et
al., 2018), so as foundations of living labs (Schuurman, et al., 2013).
According to ENoLL’s Living Lab Roadmap 2007-2010 report, a key role a living
laboratory is suggested to have lays in the power to be able to involve and engage
participants to create valuable sustainable assets, and doing this towards the aims
provided by the platform’s partners (ENoLL, 2016). Based on the definitions the
following attributes are needed in a living laboratory setting in order to be capable of
performing as a living lab (ENoLL, 2016):
•

appropriate organization and partnership modes

•

motivating, so as empowering large-scale participant involvement

•

establishing appropriate devices and infrastructure

•

forming, so as implementing case-dependent processes

•

disseminating a wide variety of results

Based on the above discussed notions, although there are several attempts at defining the
living lab notion either through a user-centric or user-driven living lab process, there is
still no consensus on the nature of user-centric or user-driven innovations, when trying to
define living labs precisely. In most of the existing extant literature on the subject, these
two natures are still mixing. It is essential to define along which innovation chain living
labs take place. Hillgren argues that living labs are in the stage of pre-commercial gap,
which they refer to as living labs existence and its highest relevance is within the applied
research phase prior to market entrance (Hillgren, 2013). Therefore, defining living labs
has been and still is a challenge in innovation sciences.
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2.2.4 The common elements of living labs

Amongst several others, Eriksson and colleagues (2005) and also Ballon and Schuurman
(2015), all wish to involve participants as end-users right at very early stages in the
process of project development, while having the results seen as a mixture of the platform,
the position, and the environment that surrounds it. Furthermore, the end-user according
to them is considered more important than the all other stakeholders (Eriksson, et al.,
2005; Ballon & Schuurman, 2015). While defining a living laboratory Eriksson considers
the individual as one of the most important and vital elements. However, Eriksson
emphasizes it is important to include all other participants on an equal level in a project,
since engaging participants in an equal way in an innovation brings a variety of skills and
know-hows together (Eriksson, et al., 2005).
While, in the case of projects as for example a product development procedure, Ballon
and Schuurman recommends including individuals within the innovation tasks at as early
a stage as possible, even within the prototype stages. Therefore, any kind of issues that
might appear in the prototype itself can be modified or changed if needed at a very early
stage, so this option has the advantage of having the finished product ready at an earlier
phase with an earlier launch time (Ballon & Schuurman, 2015). Walt and colleagues,
demonstrate various terms as definitions focusing on the nature of conventional testbeds,
where living labs are considered as traditional testbeds for solutions in innovation. While
based on other theory, LLs can be considered environments managing co-creativeness
together with other platform-users at different stakeholder engagement levels (Walt, et
al., 2009).
There are some similarities appearing in each definition. The definitions listed in Table
above all require individual or organization type of users to be involved as receiving
feedback from users is one of the key aims of an LL setting (Hillgren, 2013) . Another
common characteristic of most of the definitions above is having the product or service
testing procedure performed in a real-life situation. Although such platforms exist where
the need for real-life situation is not necessarily needed, the user-centered aspect of LLs
has a key importance in the system where the experiment is performed. Another key
similarity is the purpose, which is its innovative nature. Therefore, within an innovation
process having users involved is essential as Følstad argues (Følstad, 2008). As per
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Hillgren (2013) living laboratories are considered as an encouraging and also an emerging
research area, with several research studies offering a broad range of advantages as well
as possibilities. Research studies specify the need and the importance of clarifying LLs,
and highlight the need for more systematic examinations of the applicability of LL actions
of innovation (Bulkeley, et al., 2015).
The field of LL research is developing progressively towards a more mature and towards
a more accepted mode of open innovation. Nonetheless, on open innovations, the
literature additionally supplies several objections towards the living laboratory theory.
For instance, open innovation rather than being a systematic theory, consists of numerous
methods to manage and open up innovation (Chesbrough, 2003). As Leminen (2012)
highlights, living labs are considered as forms of open innovation networks, in which
user-specific experiences reveal future directions of product or service developments.
They are considered as tools within open innovation drawing in several aspects of the
open-innovation model (Leminen, et al., 2012). The strength of living labs lies in the
nature of real-life contexts, co-productions with open-ending unlike conventional open
innovation development (Westerlund & Leminen, 2011).
In relations to key factors, ENoLL presented the required factors of a living laboratory
(ENoLL, 2016). Based on ENoLL’s report, context and participation, services,
infrastructure and methodology are the key elements of a living lab platform (ENoLL,
2016). In living lab context participation has been referred to as a key quality (Geels &
Kemp, 2007). Several services are provided by living labs for their participants such as
(ENoLL, 2016):
•

collaborative co-creation within developmental processes

•

integration of services or products into the LL

•

standardized and summarized preparation of data
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2.2.5 The key principles in a living lab setting

There are five principles for LL platforms, which are Continuity, Openness, Realism,
Empowerment of participants and Spontaneity. These principles form CORES and are
recognized as the main principles for living laboratory settings (European Commission,
2009). Based on this five-element based concept, living labs are capable of building trust
and also obtaining unique knowledge within the innovation projects. The second element,
Openness reflects the need to share information and allows the full potential of
participant-driven development. The realistic nature is identified through the real-life
focus of the innovation process, which is capable of enabling the realistic behavior of
participants that is needed for valid results. Such realistic vision is the differentiating
element that separates a living lab from another type of open innovative environment
(European Commission, 2009).
As the ENoLL report states, users involved in living labs are considered as participants
capable of innovating, who also have power given that they represent user needs in the
innovation processes (ENoLL, 2016). As per ENoLL, such motivation and empowerment
go beyond simply just one project. As innovators, participants are able to become more
effective when participating in multiple projects, therefore the key aim is to have
continuity, which has the potential of widening participant experience from the various
projects. According to the report, having success with new development such as products
or services offers power and inspires as well as meeting individual aims and contributing
to societal needs. The analysis of spontaneous user reactions and innovations during
development processes require methods and devices, which are capable of supporting and
enabling continuity of innovation (ENoLL, 2016).
According to Leminen and colleagues (2012), the interconnectedness of a project is
essential in relation to the strategic processes used by the project. Nonetheless, the
benefits and potentials of the LL platform are needed to be clearly seen and understood
for users. As they state, more formal procedures and aims are needed such as the
following actions (Leminen, et al., 2012):
•

brief on the objective

•

clear role description

•

in-depth case background

•

advance technology usage
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According to Leminen et al. (2012), the outlined desired outcomes of the LL project is
crucial and should be agreed at an earlier phase of project planning, and also, considering
the overall process relies on innovative technology instead of only a single objective,
different potential aims and objectives are needed to be defined. Having one single goal
would limit the actual potential of the innovation. Living lab end-users need to be
prepared for results, which may not be preferable or expected (Leminen, et al., 2012).
2.2.6 Living lab network: stakeholders

Based on Eriksson and colleagues’ (2005) assumption, in relations to the field in question,
living laboratory projects involve stakeholders. As per Eriksson and colleagues, there are
common stakeholders in a basic living lab concept (Eriksson, et al., 2005), such
stakeholders are presented in Figure 1 below.

...in a real-life setting...

Technology

Companies

Academia

Users

Public

Figure 1. Basic living lab concept. Own figure inspired by Eriksson et al. (2005).
As Eriksson and colleagues state (2005), the academic community involves research
institutions that are considered stakeholders within the context of determining the
effective performance of collaboration-based techniques. Interpretations of individuals
incorporate sectors such as the public sector and also end-users. The public sector often
desires to drive development to motivate ventures and industry, as well as additionally
attract specific residents (Eriksson, et al., 2005). All participants in the LL concept play
a vital function in a living lab setting.
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The majority of innovation studies and related researches explore the traditional, thus the
conventional closed-typed innovation paradigm, where a producer leads the innovation
process, instead of the usage of important emerging user innovation approaches (Hessels
& van Lente, 2008). Studies investigating user-centric open innovations examine roles
that participants are playing in the development process (Chesbrough, 2003). Innovation
literature increasingly discusses roles as Leminen and colleagues (2012) argue, which
gives the assumption that roles have a significant aspect in innovation, however limited
research is conducted on innovation network roles, specifically roles which are connected
to procedures in innovation. Beutel and colleagues (2017) states that there is a need for
investigating stakeholder roles further and more to that, the level of their involvement
(Beutel, et al., 2017). Living laboratory related studies investigate many types of
stakeholders such as industry, citizens, academia, private or public sectors (Hillgren,
2013).
However, such research as per Eriksson and colleagues (2005) or Hillgren (2013) argue
that there are several types of stakeholders with various activities, which gives the
diverseness of living laboratories. Particularly, research often agrees on both the
importance of having roles and the equivalent role nature of the users within innovation
actions (Hillgren, 2013). However, different stakeholders’ roles are rather scarce in
studies (CoreLabs, 2007). Such research is considered vague as Leminen (2015) states in
discussing and defining roles in living lab settings. This suggests that further research and
investigation is needed to be performed in order to understand stakeholder roles, and
therefore stakeholder engagement. This could further the interplay between stakeholders
in living laboratory settings as open innovation settings.
Several authors highlight the diverse objectives and concepts, as well as multiple contexts
and a wide range of results were demonstrated by LLs (Mulder, et al., 2008; Leminen,
2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013; Salter & White, (2013). Therefore, the activities of
LLs led to diverseness in results with including for instance products, solutions, services
or even complete systems. However, innovation outcomes in a conceptualized manner
are especially considered scarce. Further, networks, roles and innovation outcomes are
scant in literature (Mulder, et al., 2008; Leminen, 2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013;
Salter & White, (2013).
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Most definitely ULLs are considered as a novel form of urban environment platforms at
regional city levels (Staszowski & Manzini, 2013) and are considered as promising
opportunities with the aim of contributing to city transformations by addressing key
challenges at city levels (Manzini, 2015). According to Leminen and colleagues (2012),
they function as sites, as systems to both design and testing, while also being able to learn
from such a city. ULLs have actually become a new technique in experimenting within
real-life city settings (Leminen, et al., 2012).
Leminen defined the platform in a two by two matrix model, where the two by two matrix
model is the platform itself. This platform could represent an entire city or a part of the
city (e.g. a neighborhood) with two concepts to be analyzed: An Exhalation dominated
and Inhalation dominated concept within a city environment (Leminen, 2013). In his
innovation mechanism in living lab networks matrix model, there is a huge difference in
the Exhalation and Inhalation dominated approaches. The Inhalation dominated
innovation approach basically means that the focus is on innovation activities by the
needs of the driving party, while the Exhalation dominated innovation approach refers
that such innovation activities are conducted for the requirements of other stakeholders.
Leminen defined four different ways where cities were participating in such a
collaborative innovation network (Leminen, et al., 2017). The four key angles focus on
different roles of a city such as the:
•

City as a Provider: Exposing service provisioning of a city to improve its
services and processes for citizens with a broad variety of providers conveying
expertise for a city.

•

City as a Neighborhood Participator: Improving neighborhood or living
conditions of citizens by local, grass root activities inhaled by a citizen, a group
of citizens or a citizen community.

•

City as a Catalyst: Boosting development of companies and increase value of
operations by combining other aims and connecting other actors to service
provisioning in a city region.
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•

City as a Rapid Experimenter: Accomplishing trials of new products, services
and systems by companies to gather experience and knowledge and learn fast, and
to accelerate companies’ development processes and growth.

These are the four types of innovation collaboration networks through which city’s and
living labs should be investigated as diverse networks. It is a way to look at city’s roles
in a diverse collaborative innovation platform in a city context (Leminen, et al., 2017) .
As per Paskaleva and colleagues also, one of the major elements of ULLs is stakeholder
engagement (Paskaleva, et al., 2015). Stakeholders are co-creators of such platform, who
are capable of shaping the outcomes of a development and have the power for
transforming the surrounding environment, at the same time contributing with their
knowledge and also experience. Despite having such importance, the engagement of
participants often remains a challenge. Further limited research is being conducted on
actual stakeholder participation (Paskaleva, et al., 2015).
According to Leminen, the key to reach sustainability goals, which he frequently states
as a desired set of goals for LLs, is to understand users, consumers, customers, and also
data gathered from them (Leminen, et al., 2012). According to Baldwin and Hippen,
therefore there is an increasing impetus for studying living laboratories in a mechanismfocused perspective in innovations (Baldwin & Hippen, 2011). User needs and the
collection of their insights are interpreted as a conventional innovation networks ground,
although such platforms have a key point of innovation development in real-life
environments including openness and user engagement (Leminen, 2015; Staszowski &
Manzini, 2013). On user approaches within living laboratory settings there are several
existing studies, however user and participatory based studies, such as studies on the roles
of participants are scarce (CoreLabs, 2007). The defining of users and the roles of
participants within such settings are rather ambiguous, although users as individuals have
a same equivalence of role as other stakeholders within such innovation system (Leminen,
et al., 2012). Therefore, this gives the assumption on the importance of further
investigation of the subject and the need of further investigation of stakeholder roles and
understanding of such roles provide a challenge, so as the interconnectedness amongst
participants within innovation network systems (Baldwin & Hippen, 2011).
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2.2.7 The urban green: living labs in city transitions

In our current era, a massive demographic transformation is happening, in which the UN
estimates 70% of the population will be urban by 2050 which is considered a key impact
factor on sustainability (United Nations, 2015). This is one of the factors that is an ongoing matter, a constant influential element in the world today. According to Wagner
(2008), we also experience a significant increase in energy usage as urbanization
increases. Energy is vital and extremely important for humanity. The modern world runs
on energy, and our standards of living depends on it (Wagner, 2008). As per Epstein
(2014), most of the energy we get today comes from fossil fuels. This brings up some
issues to be considered. One focuses on fossil fuel usage and its damaging impact that
influences climate change within the context of urban societies.
The second challenge that might arise is the scarcity of the fossil fuels and their substitutes
(Epstein, 2014). Furthermore, amongst several other factors, water stock usage is also
considered a high-risk factor as several countries already use their water stock
unsustainably (WBCSD, 2005). The WBCSD program is aimed emphasizing the
importance of awareness within communities. The document gives an overall picture on
the importance of interactive communication among business and non-business
stakeholders in order to reach sustainable goals. Dealing with climate change impacts and
sustainability is more urgent (Climate Prediction Center / NCEP, 2016). Most scientists
agree with the fact that the warming trend is due to the greenhouse gases humans have
put into the atmosphere (Láng, et al., 2010). However, apart from the impacts on the
climate, the worldwide impact will be on the economy and society as well (Mika, 2011).
Human activities leading to greenhouse gas emission are a major cause factor in the
change of the climate; therefore, the need to act on reducing the harmful effects is
undisputedly required. There are strategies existing in which the focus is on reducing the
extent of climate change – called mitigation strategies -, while finding ways to adapt to
new conditions – named adaptation strategies (IPCC, 2014). Ultimately the aim is to reach
a post-carbon environment for future generations (Fujiwara, 2016). The harm caused by
greenhouse gases can be considered a powerful externality (Mika, 2011). Efforts to
reduce global warming can be recognized as a public good and there is a related social
dilemma surrounding this, which means everyone benefits from the results of these efforts
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in society. However, a certain level of innovation, research and development expenditure
and investment related to greenhouse gas reduction is required (Brauch, et al., 2016). In
addition, some countries may be less willing to arrange efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emission, which result in lower impacts on other countries and the actions of the current
generation impose an externality on the next generation (Mika, 2011). Cities worldwide
are faced with several large-scaled environmental challenges, with much of these
challenges caused by cities and our resource intensive lifestyles (Mika, 2011).
Luckily, a variety of available options to such challenges are already being implemented
in cities globally. Besides integrating new innovations as well as developments such as
living labs into city developments, it is essential for every city to focus on decreasing the
carbon dioxide emission levels of their own region to be able to shape a greener
surrounding. WWF (2007) emphasizes the value of climate positive solutions to
demonstrate the cities possible effect on a larger society. Moreover, the report of WWF's
Vision for 2050 declares the value in encouraging leadership of transformative methods.
To accomplish climate positive solutions, a community is advised to expand its passions
to other essential actors in culture as well as influence actions past its own mandates and
also limits (WWF, 2007).
The agreement of a New Urban Agenda set the ground to achieving sustainable
development as a key objective and emerges as a tool to harness the “transformative
power of urbanization” (United Nations, 2017). Nevertheless, the transformative power
of urbanization is not merely a matter of demographic transitions. Urbanization has
multiple other characteristics such as social, political, cultural, ecological as well as
economic dimensions that will greatly affect social development as well as innovation
(United Nations, 2017). These fundamental long-term transformations will involve the
realignment of urban society, its technologies and infrastructures, urban cultures and
lifestyles as well as governance and institutional frameworks (Vesco & Ferrero, 2015).
It is undoubted that the world faces a number of environmental problems, and humans
are not always managing these problems as well as they could. The Earth’s natural
systems are suffering because human societies are systematically unsustainable or using
sources unsustainably as described above (Cohen, et al., 2015). The goal of awareness
raising, policy development and the integration of new innovation platform is to correct
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this systematic unsustainability and lead our society onto a more sustainable path and
remain sustainable for a long time for current and for future generations (Cohen, et al.,
2015).

2.2.7.1 Living labs as urban socio-technical systems in city transitions

Sustainable urban transformation and shaping cities towards a sustainable and a
prosperous future is a challenge of our current era. Sustainable cities are the engines for
greening the economy and the environment at the same time. The key aim of this subsection of the thesis is to explore how ULLs intervene in urban socio-technical systems
and facilitate the intention to govern cities towards urban sustainability. The focus is on
seeking to engage with the governance dimensions as Geels & Kemp (2007) state a
critical step in understanding why and according to Bulkeley and colleagues, in which
way such innovations as ULLs are able to realize their transformative potentials at city
levels (Bulkeley, et al., 2011). Seeking answers on what could possible drive ULLs as
particular response innovations to urban challenges and also why ULLs are important
platforms in city transition.
Urban living labs are important initiatives appearing to receive more serious
considerations around the world, with the aim of helping contribute to the creation of
sustainable urban environments at city levels (Concilio & Molinari, 2020). As per
Concilio and Molinari (2015), there is a growing tendency of living lab implementation
within cities in transitions towards sustainability. Local governments are starting to
realize the importance of the integration of living labs at city level and also starting to
realize that these challenges of integration of these settings could lead to a sustainable
city future vision (Concilio & Molinari, 2020). An urban living lab is a local experiment
platform to test new combinations of technologies but also new social activities in
combination with technologies. The greatest challenge of living labs already integrated
into a city’s life is the impact itself on local citizens (Concilio & Molinari, 2020).
Many cities have enthusiastically adopted sustainability targets, although are then
confronted with the actual complexity of sustainability challenges for leaders at cities
taking on these ambitions (Wittmayer, et al., 2014). Therefore, addressing these
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challenges within city environments significant changes on a long-term base are needed
instead of optimization or improvement (Wittmayer, et al., 2014).

2.2.7.2 The importance of transition studies

Transition studies have emerged as a relatively new area of research aiming to understand,
and explore longer societal challenges and their complexities and the dynamics
(Wittmayer, et al., 2014). Urban living labs are taken into consideration as a form of
experiment, which is able to apply or to be utilized to practice and try out different types
of power (Bulkeley, et al., 2015). According to Bulkeley et al. (2015), learning is
purposefully fostered within an open experimentation nature. In addition, it’s the placeexplicit urban focus is what makes an urban living setting different from other types of
innovations and also the reality that they explore future services as well as strategies while
dealing with a present sustainability challenge or present sustainability challenges
(Bulkeley et al., 2015). Multiple actors are involved in seeking opportunities for
intervention with the aim to develop new forms of addressing sustainability related threats
and challenges, further aiming innovation with new forms of examination to critically
investigate how novel socio-technical interventions are fitted within specific contexts
(Joss, 2015). Therefore, it is important to discuss and identify the nature in which ULLs
offer a challenge to the governance of sustainability transitions, further how ULLs are
engaged within such transitions (Bulkeley, et al., 2015).
Living labs are considered a specific style of urban intervention. ULLs are a type of
experimental intervention in metropolitan socio-technical ecosystems that have the
quality of shaping the platform to be innovative or experimental. Extensively speaking
urban living labs are sites that are able to offer designing or testing, and learning within
a real-life natured innovation setting aiming to address specific social as well as
environmental concerns (Concilio & Molinari, 2015). As Bulkeley et al. (2015) argues,
such platforms are not considered as stand-alone type settings of innovations, however
they are considered parts of a much broader politics of experimentation, where the urban
sustainability governance increasingly takes place (Bulkeley, et al., 2015). As part of the
process of Transition Management (TM) and the wider field in the governing of urban
sustainability, ULLs are appearing rapidly across European cities (Bulkeley, et al., 2015).
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While, the definition of a ULL has been rather broad and there are multiple ways to
interpret the meaning (CoreLabs, 2007) – as discussed in section 2.2.1 - the idea behind
understanding its meaning lays in the nature of learning opportunities within such
platforms as arenas capable of providing actors such as public, private or community
sectors (Fisk, 2011).
The aim the actors of such sectors seek is to deliver innovative and also transformative
development within an urban environment, amongst many others, for instance
transforming a building into a green platform, transforming energy systems, or
transforming from local food to sustainable forms of consuming (CoreLabs, 2007).
Considering ULLs as not just a place to gain knowledge and experience, but additionally
consider them as a major step towards creating actions which provide the potential of
scaling up throughout systems of provisioning with the aim of addressing challenges of
sustainability on a broader scale in city settings (Leminen et al., 2012). While a lot of
research have so far had a focus on the implementation of the experiments only without
emphasizing the growing demand involving within governance contexts, where
transitions may progress further procedures are needed where experiments relate to much
broader systemic contexts (Manzini, 2015).
In this context understanding a city’s roles within the city-transitions became a crucial
field for research (Bulkeley & Castan Broto, 2013). Understanding how and why specific
arenas for innovation might come to play a part in the whole transformation of urban
systems requires an engagement with research on socio-technical transitions (Fisk, 2011).
SNM (Strategic Niche Management) is one approach through which transitions and
innovations are performed, whereby governments and other actors deliberately seek to
establish the conditions under which ‘niches’ for innovations are capable of evolving
(Kemp, et al., 1998). Within SNM literature, the emphasis is on the role of niches as
‘protective settings’, which offer the surroundings for the developmental processes and
test phases for innovations, and as a place to support and sustain networks (Smith &
Raven, 2012). Given their characteristics as interventions that seek to either reconfigure
existing socio-technical configurations or provide an alternative to mainstream systems
of provision, ULLs fulfil the criteria often associated with ‘niche’ innovations (Smith &
Raven, 2012). The literature on SNM suggests that when trying to understand ULL roles
as forms of socio-technical innovations that may enable sustainability transitions, we
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therefore need to attend to the modes, where they are constituted by social networks,
expectations and modes of learning (Smith & Raven, 2012).
The TM approach stresses the ways in which ‘co-creation participatory processes can
empower or disempower actors to take up transformative ideas to practice (Loorbach,
2009). According to Loorbach (2010), transition experiments are aimed at paving the way
not only for broader transformative innovations but also to investigate innovative thinking
across sectors, and in existing ways of thinking and practicing. In summary, drawing from
the innovation studies tradition and the concepts of SNM, TM and their multilevel
perspectives on socio-technical transitions provide us with some key dynamics, which we
can examine in relations to ULLs and their transformative potential. This is through
focusing on analyzing how ‘protection’ is generated for the development of ULLs and its
role in sustainability, and by examining and understanding the roles of social networks,
also understanding goals and visions, and learning processes in ULLs (Smith & Raven,
2012). From this perspective, these innovative platforms offer possibilities, where the
actors are seeking to contribute to not simply the surrounded world, but further understand
the meaning of governance and how they are seen to act in the world of ULLs (Allen,
2010). Therefore, ULLs are considered as strategic intervention modes. Sociotechnological configurations constrain the nature and the effects of such interventions
(Allen, 2010).
As stated earlier, ULLs are seen as a broader politics of experimentation, where the urban
sustainability governance takes place (Bulkeley, et al., 2015). They are aimed at dealing
with challenges which is what makes ULLs different from other type of interventions
associated with governance related innovations within an urban setting (Bulkeley &
Castan Broto, 2013). From the TM approach, ULLs can be contextualized as a platform
for learning and a place for innovative solutions (Nevens, et al., 2013) and from the SNM
approach, as an ‘organization of learning processes’ (Smith & Raven, 2012). In the case
of ULLs, what is learned is strongly related to the goals or expectations of a ULL
(Bulkeley, et al., 2015). Goals or expectations of learning can be quite diverse. As studied
in the context of urban partnerships, there are not only technological and economic, but
also social and institutional ones as well (Leminen, et al., 2012). The diversity of
expectations can underlie the diversity of local solutions in the practice of experimental
initiatives (Wittmayer, et al., 2014).
11

To sum up, understanding the processes of translating, learning and scaling through
which ULLs could create an impact beyond their immediate domain is critical in terms
of assessing their potential as a means of governing transitions for sustainability (Smith
& Raven, 2012). Therefore, as per Smith & Raven (2012) exploring currently existing
ULLs is needed to understand how exactly currently existing settings are able to
reconfigure regimes. Furthermore, what make ULLs distinct from various other
developments are the city place-explicit emphasis and also the fact that experiments are
performed with potential future solutions and techniques while dealing with existing
societal matters as challenges. They involve numerous actors as stakeholders seeking
intervention with the aim to implement and develop new modes and approaches to
address contemporary sustainability related threats and challenges, innovating with new
techniques and critically exploring how such new modes of societal-technical
interventions are able to fit in a specific context and even be able to mobilize beyond such
specific contexts (Bulkeley, et al., 2015).
A growing trend exists that aims to engage stakeholders as citizens, businesses or
government parties into city-related innovations turning urban settings into a more
sustainable and more livable platforms. Several authors such as Leminen and colleagues
(2012), Salter & White (2013) or Concilio & Molinari (2020) argue, the ULL approach
gives an opportunity to promote new ways of collaboration, while thinking in a
transdisciplinary way in urban development, further offering a real-time testing ground
for such innovations with the aim of transforming a city into a more sustainable urban
environment.
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2.2.8 Key lessons from Part I of the literature review

Living labs are platforms, which demonstrate an ability to address diverse aims or
concepts, are capable of covering multiple contexts, further capable of leading to a variety
of outcomes (Leminen, 2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013; Smith & Raven, 2012).
Subsequently, as per Salter & White (2013) on networks, users and stakeholder roles
extant literature in LL context is scant, so selecting the appropriate approach in innovation
projects relies on complex processes. Therefore, this research is aiming to gain a deeper
understanding on LL settings from the user, network, and participant point-of-views.
Further, this research aims to examine whether urban living labs are involving
stakeholders effectively through participatory methodology, which has the power to
facilitate collaboration and co-creation with participants. The identification of
stakeholders and their participation modes are therefore investigated and examined in
currently existing and functioning urban living labs by exploring the phases of design,
implementation and evaluation processes.
To conclude, although there are several definitions existing in literature, however, within
the stakeholder identification and specific roles context, a universally accepted definition
for the urban living lab term currently does not exist. A significant amount of various
types of definitions exist in academic literature on the subject, some illustratively
mentioned in Table 1. This list in Table 1 offers a general insight into how interpretations
appear in literature on living labs and purely serve as an illustrative purpose only,
however aims to interpret the most stimulating definings. As a research field, living labs
are definitely considered to be essential research areas and they are coupled with
arranging and managing development actions, which are capable of providing a new
means to face currently existing societal and economic challenges and moreover, offering
several possibilities to be able to study technological innovations in an embedded
environment.
As per Manzini (2015) and Hillgren (2013), living laboratory is capable of providing
services, which add value when the platform is mature enough both in business relevance
as industry and academic aspects such as research. Establishing a ULL strategy
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contributes to gaining success within the ecosystem together with stakeholders the living
lab engages with, who all contribute to the success of the platform. There are several ways
stakeholders can benefit from an LL platform as Freeman (2001) discusses, including by
participating in the system, receiving profit from outcomes, or contributing and gaining
knowledge. Furthermore, stakeholders are needed in the system to perform co-creation.
Experts either see living labs as separate platforms, while others consider living
laboratories as completely separate sites from a conventional testbed setting, consider it
as a type of extension, a different form of a testbed setting (Santonen, et al., 2017).
This thesis will be designed to find out whether examined LLs see their living lab as a
system that has the following functions:
•

user-driven

•

real-life environment

•

intensive stakeholder engagement platform

As per Leminen et al. (2016), the lack of guidelines, manuals and structures are one of
the major challenges of living laboratories, as is the lack of knowledge related to the
motivation processes of stakeholders aiming to influence them in such ways that they
participate continuously. There is an emerging need in living lab innovation to design
guidelines, so as creating more structured living labs without limiting the process of the
innovation development. With all these restrictions it is important to discover ways to
balance between innovation and structure.
The key findings of the review of literature are the following:
1. Although this subject is moving on and tends to be more focused, it is clear that
there is no universally accepted definition exist on urban living laboratory,
however there are definitions existing shown in Table 1.
2. Many of the existing stakeholder engagement concepts lack defining specific
stakeholder roles and their level of involvement.
3. There is a distinct lack of urban living lab focused strategies and guidelines.
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2.3 PART II – The double A – Actors & Actions

2.3.1 Introduction of Part II
This section of the thesis as Part II (section 2.3) of the literature review chapter provides
a general introduction of stakeholder engagement methods, offers information on
stakeholder theory, furthermore discusses stakeholder identification processes and
approaches to stakeholders with a special focus on networks and stakeholder
relationships. Afterwards, discusses innovation and environment relations from dual
dimensions to triple and quadruple helices.

2.3.2 Brief introduction on actors and actions

This section (2.3) of the thesis focuses on three main parts to develop a summary on the
concept of stakeholders emphasizing i) the theory of stakeholders, seeking answers on
why stakeholdering is a vital management practice; ii) stakeholder engagement,
examining the various kinds of existing interaction; furthermore iii) interactive designing
in relations to participant involvement practices within the theory of planning.
Specifically, in the field of infrastructure, the engagement of stakeholders in general is
closely related to new development planning. Therefore, recognizing participant
involvement from the perspective of the planner of the development is considered vital.
The principal similarities in the involvement practices within planning theory perspective
is going to be highlighted in the last section of this chapter. These three sections are
designed to confirm the statement that stakeholdering has a vital management role in
practice. The introduction will be followed by presenting the evaluation of the distinctive
elements, which specify stakeholders. Such elements develop necessary foundations of
the analysis on innovative, multi‐dimensional participant frameworks, which provides the
main focus of this thesis. In relations to a more improved stakeholder engagement, this
thesis recommends a newer version of stakeholdering. The major emphasis is based on
the participatory approach along with the practical validation, therefore with my thesis
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my intention is to take a vital progression towards understanding the aim of participant
involvement in greater depth.
Little study, nevertheless, has actually so far been undertaken on to study stakeholder
interaction with city experimental setups, called living laboratories. The involvement of
participants is progressively used within several sectors such as public, private or
community in general as a vital technique of enhancing participant relationships (Steen,
2013). Participant engagement as a theory reveals that including the participant point of
views provides a highly valuable enhancement to the processes of decision-making as
well as the planning and implementation of projects (Manzini, 2015). In addition,
effective involvement among participants legitimizes concerns and helps with a narrower
positioning within companies, and further also society. Stakeholder engagement has
extensively been applied within several areas, for instance citizen involvement, therefore
the practical side of such actions are related to large infrastructural project developments.
Such actions are featured and surrounded by rather complex and also vibrant atmospheres
(Giacomin, 2014).
A wide range of participants are usually involved in such comprehensive and dynamic
environments. This diverse range of stakeholders that are representing various interests
and expectations needs adaptable, flexible and without a doubt specialized involvement
tool (Flyvbjerg, 2001). The development of such devices is still remaining a challenge of
the living lab context, further requiring an enhanced participant evaluation to sustain
growth. In relations to its broader sense, participants in innovation projects most likely
differ from each other in several ways, which also needed to be taken into consideration
when planning stakeholder engagement (Hillgren, 2013). Hillgren specifically
emphasizes how participant involvement from a practice point of view relies on the
foundation set of stakeholder theory. Therefore, the practice of identification,
categorization as well as the classifying these stakeholders is insufficiently explored
(Hillgren, 2013).
Identifying stakeholders is considered a pre-requisite in stakeholder evaluation for
successful stakeholder engagement. In fact, incorrect stakeholder analysis may result in
mismanagement of the participants, so as for example excessive or too little
communications, which may result in stakeholder resistance. Such resistant stakeholders
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may consequently become strong opponents in future decision-making processes,
although they showed high willingness in interacting within such platforms and
participated in the co-creation process (Bratteteig & Wagner, 2014).
Manzini suggested to explore the possibility of integrating existing approaches with the
aim of obtaining more comprehensive results in relations to stakeholder analysis, which
then may lead to better understanding of the participants (Manzini, 2015). Empirical
validation is an organic part of this thesis to show that such comprehensive and integrated
concepts are both suitable and practically applicable. As this subject is still not defined
clearly in literature, therefore a research study is needed to show with empirical validation
that an integrated stakeholder analysis could result in more effective and better
understanding of the subject.
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2.3.3 Stakeholder engagement methods

Governance changes have in the past years been closely observed. Indeed, within city
settings neighborhoods play a more crucial part in local governance. The power of
municipalities in their numerous ways, have at some levels actually deteriorated as a
result of globalization and also the growth of for instance international organizations with
international supply chains (Brown, 2009). Not only have organizations become
globalized as per Geels and Kemp (2007), but they have also transformed with substantial
innovative breakthroughs over the past years, with such transformation citizens gained
enhanced accessibility to a broader array of communications devices and tools.
Communities are now more communicative as well as interactive about concerns
impacting their surroundings, yet have likewise become more open in obtaining
meaningful responses for concerns surrounding them.
Therefore, within such transitions they are more willing to interact and share opinions
and needs (Björgvinsson, 2014). Interaction is a crucial technique not just for
governments, but for organizations, and the community itself within the growth of
coherent policies. This interaction leads to and is capable of understanding directly from
the area and is a vital resource for governance. In addition, it is able to strengthen
networks as well as help in the creation of collective governance. Essentially,
involvement encourages stakeholders, supplies organizations with information and also
limits misunderstanding between participants (Kommonen & Botero, 2013).

2.3.4 Stakeholder theory and the stakeholder arena

Interest in stakeholder concept and theory expanded significantly since Freeman (1984)
articulated a structured stakeholder framework. Freeman examined and studied a range
of researches to develop his stakeholder approach technique. Freeman specified a
stakeholder as either a group or an individual that has the capacity to influence or be
influenced by a surrounding environment by the accomplishment of an organization
(Freeman & McVea, 2001). According to Manzini, stakeholder theory now has actually
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ranked to a much higher level (Manzini, 2015). Although its origins rely in strategic
management, the theory itself is related to a variety of fields, such as education,
environmental management, health, or information technology (Dantec & DiSalvo,
2013). As rate of interest in such concept enhanced, so did the variety of perspectives
within the subject. Indeed, different opinions have actually emerged in relations to just
how to theoretically specify 'the stakeholder'.
Society today is defined by several collectives of various stakeholders having diverse
passions, which raises new certainties or uncertainties for organizations. Stakeholder
theories were established with the aim of mapping the organizational field, so as to offer
help to companies to recognize as well as stabilize challenging needs and different tasks.
At our current era, stakeholders are at the center of communication, rather than purely the
corporation itself (Latour, 2005). Due to different technological innovations such as
social innovations, expressing opinions to a broader public is much easier for stakeholders
(Dodgson, et al., 2008). Stakeholder concept has been argued and also criticized for
assuming the surrounding is static, whereas the project management literature is
addressing such adjustments and also developments better. A more comprehensive
overview of the subject could therefore be understood better by incorporating such
innovations (Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013).
Manzini (2015) agrees and frequently emphasizes that stakeholders refer to any groups
or individuals that have the capability of affecting or influencing or even being influenced
by the accomplishment of the desired goals that such platforms are aiming at. Manzini
states that stakeholder setting and environments are fragile eco-systems. Until recently,
the environments’ dynamic nature was not addressed comprehensively (Manzini, 2015).
Stakeholder theory began to settle in the early 1980s, with a new focus not related to only
finance, but offering a power of voice to the organizational-typed stakeholders. The image
and reputation were what the stakeholders assumed could be affected, and this was
recommended as a focus to assist companies survive the different stakeholder evaluations
(Freeman & McVea, 2001).
Lately, actor-network theory (ANT) pointed out that it is not the stakeholders themselves
but rather the network which surrounds them is what matters. ANT suggests significant
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change in emphasis away from the human as primary focus and aims to clarify the
communications within a wider, at the same time also less constant setting than most
social theories offer, including stakeholder theory (Lapointe & Guimont, 2015). ANT
identifies that every act of establishing is linked with the various characteristics, which
have an influence on it, for instance its surroundings, regulations, other individuals or
even modern technology. Together such influences are what generate an actor-network,
which is simply a network of heterogeneous aligned interest. The monitoring of their
nature as well as lack of boundaries is considered as an important contribution to existing
researches on stakeholder related business settings (Callon, 1991). Actors are specified
within the network by their relations with others, and also the specific focus of ANT lays
in the formation and the maintenance of the networks. In a similar way, LeDantec
emphasizes jointly managing within such settings, with organizations as stakeholders, or
individuals as stakeholders existing in the system with the aim of working together on
specific demands or issues (Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013). These theories provide the most
influential developments towards stakeholder arenas.
When it comes to arenas, which Latour defines as communication places in between a
corporation and its public, this is where the company’s reputation is developed. Such
interpretation, nevertheless, overstates functions and the role of a corporation. Latour
(2005) suggests instead companies and stakeholders ought to be viewed as having an
equivalent position in the challenges discussed in such arenas. For instance, like in
economic market arenas where customers and vendors meet, a social concern arena is an
area for communication regarding community related ideas (Dutilleul, et al., 2010).
Additionally, approaches as well as strategies used in the arenas could try to either
increase or diminish the extent of the problem arena. On the other hand, various other
actors may change their behavior, and further co-operations might be formed within
stakeholder arenas where additional stakeholders are able to offer further support
(Bratteteig & Wagner, 2014). Endrissat recommends a multidimensional point of view
where dialogue, co-operation as well as to be able to negotiate with stakeholders occur
simultaneously, with the aim to preserve a balance, a stability with mutual interests
(Endrissat & Noppeney, 2013).
Stakeholder arenas are considered to propose a paradigm change; a transition in focus
from a rather organization-focused thinking towards a dialogue-based collaboration,
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which have the characteristics of being outside of the organization’s control. Due to the
fact that different stakeholder interests sometimes have a competing nature, one concept
might no longer be the most effective option; rather different approaches need to be
integrated relying on the demands of each subject field. In this way, therefore
organizations might make use of a mixed-motive viewpoint as well as at the same time,
aim to collaborate which results in shared gains. Furthermore, the utilized strategies all
need to be adjustable as well as adaptable when modifications take place (Giacomin,
2014).
The existing complex environment that surrounds us invites a more active engagement in
different stakeholder arenas, further involving key players in co-creating end results. The
underlying assumption is that if a stakeholder arena is determined earlier in the
development, organizations have a significantly higher chance and better opportunity to
become one of the major actors on the arena stage (Leonardi, 2009). This is really
different from the conventional static stakeholder model. It shows a complex networked
platform, which functions in an interactive setting, further actively monitors and also joins
different concern fields with using multiple techniques.

2.3.5 Background and nature of stakeholder concept

Stakeholder theory originates from, as well as builds on, numerous other theories and
experimentations of various models (Freeman, et al., 2010). Freeman and colleagues were
among the first to investigate and explain the partnership amongst an organization and its
external environment. After the concept formed, developed, progressed and stakeholder
administration became to be a vital aspect for organizations, stakeholder management
would certainly lead to enhanced business performance (Callon, 1991). Likewise, to
evaluate who the stakeholders are, to identify stakeholder interest, so as how they act, is
fundamental to modern organizations, particularly in regards to i) stakeholders with
significant importance to organizations for different reasons such as survival of the
organization and ii) to be able to satisfy their corresponding requirements (Ivory &
Alderman, 2009). As a matter of fact, this objective does not differ so much within present
stakeholder theory objectives, because the main goal of such is reaching an increased
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business performance aiming to result in more efficient interaction between the company
and its stakeholders, consequently resulting in more efficient processes.
Simply put, no single theory supplies systematic answers to the inquiries about
stakeholder recognition. Although the above-mentioned theories, or at least most of them,
have much explanatory power with regards stakeholder-manager-relations, it is the
combination of these concepts within the stakeholder theory that offers tools with the aim
of addressing the stakeholder discussion much more appropriately.

2.3.6 Stakeholder identification

In most concepts, stakeholder identification is partly addressed. No systematically built
up, organized solution to stakeholder relevance exists and has been identified up until
now. The real reason behind this is unidentified, yet it can partially be described only by
the nature of complexity. Prior to stakeholder identification being discussed looking at
the context is vital: the stakeholder arena itself. According to Ivory and Alderman (2009),
each organization consists of three basic impacts within the arena: economic impacts,
environmental impacts and social impacts. Regardless of what the assumed factors are
for engaging with stakeholders, an organization requires to be capable of recognizing its
stakeholders properly, to prepare a robust stakeholder evaluation to determine the best
possible ways to invest corporate resources (Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013). Without
stakeholder identification, organizations are more likely to discourage stakeholders by
either over, or under-involving, or by involving stakeholders on the incorrect tasks.
Moreover, communication needs to be based upon the same stakeholder analysis (Ivory
& Alderman, 2009). Also, despite having great purpose, a poor interaction technique
based upon inadequate stakeholder evaluation will still harm the organization. As a result,
regardless of the discussion concerning whether stakeholder involvement is arranged for
a monetary or some other aspects, it is necessary to have approved structures in place for
stakeholder recognition as well as for examination (Callon, 1991).
Although the interaction with stakeholders might not necessarily cause changes in attitude
or behavior, it might allow different participants to i) appreciate the authenticity of
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individual views, furthermore ii) reaching novel ways of interacting (Dantec & DiSalvo,
2013). In an extremely complex arena, stakeholder engagement strategy planning can be
a first step to discussions or even settling any interface matters within that specific
community.

2.3.7 Approaches to stakeholders: networks and relationships

Whereas stakeholder theory focuses on figuring out which stakeholders are to be
associated and engaged with, stakeholder engagement focuses on identifying what kind
of devices to select in order to optimize interaction with the stakeholders. As an early
contribution, Freeman argues that public engagement is motivated by a variety of
perspectives, from manipulating of citizens to the wish of stimulating citizen control.
Furthermore, the goal of sharing power was considered to be unwise and unsuitable
(Freeman & McVea, 2001). A four-step-hierarchy of engagement was recommended in
decision-making including: informing, listening and advising, interacting and working
together (Arnstein, 1969).
In spite of its imperfections, Arnstein's (1968) ladder is considered an effective initiative
and has been applied to the stakeholder context as a device of recognizing participant
involvement. As per Arnstein, theories on the forms of involvement processes conducted
by organizations are indicative of the level of power assigned to stakeholders, varying
from non-participating through numerous levels of involving. Moreover, Callon (1991)
suggested a power-based perspective of participant involvement tasks beginning with a
single-way static technique of communications as well as concluding with multi-way
stakeholder procedures. Moving along this aspect, it emerges that as interdependency
with stakeholders requires stakeholder engagement processes to become more
collaborative (Callon, 1991). In keeping with Arnstein's assumption, in which the
ultimate goal of public engagement was the transfer of control to citizens, Callon
theorizes that the highest degree of stakeholder interaction might entail transfer of control
as well as power to stakeholders (Callon, 1991). Stakeholder engagement is extremely
crucial to any type of decision-making process within an innovative environment.
Therefore, the question thus is raised: how can such stakeholders be distinguished from
each other as well as what attention should be provided to participants. In other words,
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how could stakeholders be analyzed in a way that the uniqueness of stakeholders is
recognized.
Networks in such platforms further contribute to the production of public objectives in
certain fields. Stakeholder networks are considered dynamic. Networks are able to
contain both individual and institutional connections linking stakeholders together.
Relationships on personal levels with an organization are capable of transforming rapidly
especially when actors perform changes in positions (Ivory & Alderman, 2009). Once
again, a flexible, simple to be upgraded, categorized model is needed in relation to such
attributes of participant networks.

2.3.8 Analyzing the stakeholder field

All elements reviewed during the above sub-sections of this chapter highlight a different
vision of stakeholders. Considering that a more comprehensive understanding of
stakeholders is a requirement for reliability within the operation of living labs, it is
important to explore the stakeholder literature in greater depth. To this end, a summary
will be given about the current existing methods for stakeholder analysis. Stakeholder
evaluation strategies have a specific objective so may not be adequate for determining the
complete picture of stakeholder motivation factors and desires. Stakeholder evaluations
should for that reason be undertaken skillfully and attentively, with a desire to learn and
change (Manzini, 2015).
Several of the existing stakeholder analysis literature, which have actually assumed and
considered stakeholders as self-evident elements, as well as self-construed, have actually
focused on techniques of categorizing pre-identified stakeholders. These technique as per
Westerlund and Leminen (2011) tend to follow methods such as: i) top-down
categorization, as well as ii) bottom-up approaches. Within the stakeholder literature
significantly less focus and attention has been given to examining stakeholders. However,
on the other hand, network relationship represents a well-established field of research
(Giacomin, 2014).
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In relations to stakeholder qualities, apart from the top-down to bottom-up approaches,
there are techniques established with the aim of investigating the relationships of
stakeholders. One of the most comprehensive methods for examining stakeholder
partnerships has been identified as actor-linkage concepts. Such concepts, considered as
matrices of actor-linkage need to be presented in rows and columns of tables, which then
would frame a matrix, consequently creating grids in which stakeholder partnerships
could be defined, making use of key phrases, such as in-conflict, complementary or
collaboration (Latour, 2005). There are other matrices, considered more advanced such
as Social Network Analysis (SNA), mainly based on measurable data representing
stakeholders. As per Latour (2005), this represents the presence or even lack of
connection, secondly the strength of connection, and thirdly network density, and lastly
network centrality. This might then allow the matrices to be analyzed, which then could
possibly result in uncovering stakeholder network structures (Latour, 2005). By
performing this the determination of stakeholders would then be revealed with either
identifying stakeholders who are more central or marginal, or to have a more exact view
on how stakeholders gather together in a development.

2.3.9 Innovation & environment relations: from dual to triple and quadruple helices

The interpretation of the concept of knowledge-based economy is increasingly became
the focus of interest in innovation management since the late 1990s, close to the beginning
of the Millennium. There have been a number of analyses focusing on the emergence of
a knowledge-based economy and society for instance as discussed by David and Forray
(David & Foray, 2001). The usage of the notion of knowledge-based economy was
introduced and started to be utilized at an OECD workshop in 1994, since then its
development has been the subject of numerous studies focusing on the key role of
knowledge and technology in relation to economic growth. Understanding the nature of
knowledge-based economy has since been a challenge, which this sub-section is going to
discuss in greater depth.
The move from a political economy era to a knowledge-based economy became a major
driving factor in market competition at a macro-level after the fall of the Berlin Wall and
the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s. The political economy was gradually
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transformed into a knowledge-based economy because the battle between different ways
of shaping political economies had become obsolete (Leydesdorff & Guoping, 2010).
While the political or industrial economy assumes as Hessels & van Lente (2008) argues,
markets and political institutions as the two most relevant coordination mechanisms, the
knowledge-based economy is based on adding knowledge production as a third
coordination in the system mechanism. However, Freeman and Perez argued, the
production of wealth from knowledge or knowledge from wealth requires knowledgebased mediation by management or intervention by government to change the
institutional conditions (Freeman & Perez, 1988). The Triple Helix Model departs from
linear models such as ‘technology push’ or ‘demand pull’ in favor of a focus on
interactions and further development. Relations are no longer fixed and given, as in a
channel between a supply and a demand side (Kline & Rosenberg, 1986). However, as
argued by Leydesdorff and Zeng, a system with three interacting sources cannot be
expected to remain in equilibrium (Leydesdorff & Guoping, 2010).
The Triple Helix model in innovation helical framework theory has evolved from the twodimensional innovation framework. The reason for evolving from the dual helices model
was to introduce more complex interactions between the participant helices. However, in
previous decades, most analysts have been concerned with the question of whether
technology push or demand pull encourages innovation. The former is emphasized by
Schumpeter in the first half of the twentieth century (Schumpeter, 1943), the latter by
Schmookler (Schmookler, 1966). A common feature of these linear models is that they
view innovation as a series of separate activities. According to the idea of technological
pressure as per Geels & Kemp (2007), applied research, product development, production
and finally sales are based on scientific discovery, while models emphasizing the driving
force of demand do not use new scientific knowledge but new products and processes as
the starting point for innovation need. More recent analysis, however emphasize the role
of feedback between each phase, which is why innovation is not a one-off completed
action, but an endless process in which feedback constantly changes the product (Amar,
2002).
According to Geels & Kemp (2007), a linear model, innovation is generated and then
acts, for instance, all innovations are born in research laboratories and go through the
following phases: research-invention-first application-diffusion. However, several
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studies have shown that in reality the process and its phases are usually different. The
most important finding is not necessarily the key to progress (Amar, 2002). The spread
of knowledge is often an even more important aspect of advancing innovation processes
than the birth of new knowledge, as it ensures as many participants in production know
and apply the new method.
Rosenberg draws attention to the effects of demand (Rosenberg, 2009), Freeman to the
important role of R&D (Freeman & McVea, 2001), and Nelson and Winter to the
importance of state intervention (Nelson & Winter, 1982). According to the so-called
Triple Helix model of Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, the closeness and intensity of the
cooperation of the three types of institutions determines how the dynamics of the
innovation system of a country, region or sector develops (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff,
1995).
As per Erosa (2012) the nature in the Triple Helix model lays in the first conceptualization
of the triple helix model, in terms of institutional relations, such as bilateral relations
between universities and industries which may require administrative mediation or policy
intervention. A triple helix can be drawn as a triangle, which represents partly overlapping
institutional spheres (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). In a triple helices-based
interaction, the emphasis in no longer on the individual firm itself but the knowledgebased reconstruction and transformation of the system of relations among innovation
agents (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). The three dimensional one is worth further
investigation.
The Triple Helix model of the university-industry-government relationship as a model is
describing the depth and complexity of the innovation process through the evolution of
interactions between the three spheres explained by Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff as the
emergence of a knowledge-based economy (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). Within
innovation management processes the Triple Helix model, which includes the three
connection elements within the helix, academia, industry and governmental relations, has
been proposed by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1995).
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Figure 2. Triple Helix Model. Inspired by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (2000).
The model is complex because it displays interactions between more than two spheres
(Leydesdorff & Zawdie, 2010). The intertwining of the three spheres as presented above
in Figure 2 is realized by the blurring of the boundaries, partly by taking over each other’s
responsibilities, and partly by mutually covering each other with interdependence
(Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). In the cross-section of the three spheres, the interaction
takes place through hybrid institutions (e.g. university-established incubators, spin-off
companies). The development co-evolution of the three spheres is ensured by the
continuous communication between them (Etzkowitz, et al., 2000).
As per the inventors of the model, the Triple Helix model is based on a total of three
observable phenomena. On the one hand, as Erosa (2012) argues the increased role of the
university and the academic sphere in the process of innovation, which has been
strengthened by its system of relations with the business sector and government, thus
contributing more effectively to the completion of the knowledge-based society and
economy. On the other hand, mutual interaction and cooperation between the three
institutional spheres, which can result in effective innovation and regional economic
development policies, as opposed to “recipes” provided by the government. Third of all,
the fact that those belonging to each institutional environment is not only they
complement their traditional functions, but also, they complement and take over each
other’s roles, thus providing a new source of innovation. A historical example of such
28

organizational complexity can be given by industrial R&D laboratories, and the
university illustrates this when it acts as a quasi-governmental actor in organizing regional
or local innovation activities (Leydesdorff & Etzkowitz, 1998). The Triple Helix is a
model that supports the operation of innovation systems. The Triple Helix model has also
become important for policy makers, as it can capture specificities at both local, regional
and national levels (Leydesdorff & Zawdie, 2010).
The interactions in the Triple Helix model are most similar to the flow of blood through
arteries. The interactions between the components of the model dynamize each level of
the circulatory system. The key to development lies in reducing the barriers to
interactions, which increase mobility between different spheres in different innovation
systems and thus pave the way for sustainable development (Dzisah & Etzkowitz, 2008).
As per Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1995), university-industry relations might play the
key role in becoming a laboratory for the conscious re-forming of the knowledge
infrastructure under circumstances that theoretical uncertainties add to the uncertainties
of the markets with the aim of fostering economic and social development. However, the
key role might depend on which element in the triple helix is the driving force in the
model (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1995).
At the same time, each helix in the interaction model remains in a primal position within
their own field, meaning that the university represents the knowledge production, industry
is the device of the commercial activities, while the government stays in its regulatory
position. Therefore, it is essential to understand the history and the nature of the triple
helix and why it has evolved from the conventional dual helix model. The triple helix
model was first proposed by Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff with the aim to explain structures
in development related to economies with a knowledge-based nature. The triple helix
model evolved along a non-linear approach, which basically resulted in the replacement
of the linear models which were mainly based on the nature of market pull or
technological push (Leydesdorff & Zawdie, 2010). There were questions raised on
whether the triple helix model would result in more synergies between participants in the
innovation process (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012). Changes from the political to a more
knowledge-based economy placed academia into a more paramount position within the
system (Godin & Gingras, 2000). However, the effectiveness of the triple helix model
was questioned, as certain regions failed to meet expected increases of innovations
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(Carayannis & Campbell, 2012). Such questions focused on the linear and non-linearness
of innovation interactions. Others raised concerns whether such innovation systems are
considered as technology-specific innovations (Carlsson, 2006).
More recently, adding a fourth element, the public, to the triple helices as the fourth helice
has been proposed in innovation studies as the Quadruple Helix model (Carayannis &
Campbell, 2012). Understanding the key roles, the three helices represent in the Triple
Helix model is essential in order to progress on understanding the nature of the Quadruple
Helix model. The essence of the model is that the potential for innovation and economic
development in the knowledge-based economy and society lies in the changed role of
universities and in the relationship between university, industry and government, which
generated new institutional and social forms, promoting the process of creating,
transferring and applying knowledge. Universities are taking on a new role in terms of
their function and in addition to their conventional activities of education and research,
they become “entrepreneurial universities” by fulfilling their third mission (Etzkowitz, et
al., 2000). The Triple Helix is a model based on the theoretical foundations of innovation
in evolutionary economics. It depicts a complex system of relations based on
interrelations between the three helices, in which all three units are equally important but
interdependent institutional environment (Etzkowitz, 2008).
Knowledge has been considered both a necessary and the most basic resource for the
development of a knowledge-based economy and society (Lundvall, 1992). Since the
early 1990s literature serves a number of models, for instance by Carayannis and
colleagues (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012), the main purpose of each of which is to
describe the process of knowledge creation and to grasp its peculiarities. Carayannis and
co-authors consider the Triple Helix model to be the main model of knowledge creation,
from which Quadruple Helix model evolved. In addition to university – industry –
government, the new model displays, with the addition of a fourth helice, more precisely,
the media-based and cultural-based community space and the environment of the civil
society (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012). Naturally, similar to what can be observed in the
Triple Helix model, in Quadruple Helix there is a complement to the roles of the helices
and the assumption of tasks, which can vary to a different extent over time and take
different forms.
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The Quadruple Helix model provides an increasingly broad understanding of how the
public is part of an advanced innovation system, as the public also uses and applies
knowledge. In advanced knowledge-based economies and societies, knowledge becomes
available to any member of the society (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012). During the fourth
helice, the creators of the model also examined aspects such as culture, innovation culture,
values and lifestyle, multiculturalism, creativity, media, art. The diversity and
heterogeneity of culture fosters creativity and becomes essential in creating new
knowledge and innovation (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012).
As a summary, the transitioning from a purely dual model of the innovation economy, to
a triple helix model with a knowledge-based economy nature, became a major leader as
an innovation model (Leydesdorff & Zawdie, 2010). Furthermore, even within the triple
helix model, the flows of knowledge were considered to be a bi-directional, which
actually contrasts with the fact that more engagement related to co-creating is needed
within such tripolar systems (Arnkil, et al., 2010). With the aim of addressing such
challenges, a more co-creational and more collaborative natured system was needed,
which led to the emergence of the Quadruple Helix model, adding the public as a fourth
element (Plewa, et al., 2005). The integration of the fourth element increased the focus
on the essential nature of the public within innovation systems (Bozeman, et al., 2013).
Furthermore, an increased (if not maximized) engagement of stakeholders is needed as
the focus in such systems, with the aim of grounding systematically innovation policies
and practices (Barca et al 2012). In addition to this, such four-helice-based systems with
the four specific stakeholder elements are surrounded by decision making activities in
order to achieve innovation objectives (Camagni & Capello, 2013). However, the
implementation of innovation developments based on the quadruple-helix collaboration,
focusing on suitable structures or procedures which are capable of ensuring effective
collaboration within the innovation system is still less widely understood (Plewa, et al.,
2005). Therefore, the investigation of such helix-based collaborations is considered as a
challenge in this research.
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2.4 Knowledge gaps in literature
This section gave an overview of the extant literature with emphasizing i) the evolvement
of open innovations; ii) the theory of stakeholders, seeking answers on why
stakeholdering is a vital organizational practice; iii) stakeholder engagement, examining
the various kinds of existing interaction; iv) interactive designing showing key
similarities within the interaction practices in the planning theory. Thereby emphasizing
the importance of stakeholdering as a key management practice.
Stakeholder literature studies, theories and interactive designing all put the emphasis on
the importance of understanding stakeholders, the participant arenas, as well as
considering that stakeholder analysis is a crucial action in participant involvement
processes. However, several scientists, such as Steen (2008), Ivory and Alderman (2009)
or Manzini (2015), have argued that concepts and procedures that offer integrated
approaches for engaging with different participants addressing various problems are
relatively rare, if they exist at all. There are links among external and internal stakeholder
groups that effect as well as impact the organization, which are not appropriately
investigated in literature (Steen, 2008; Ivory & Alderman, 2009; Manzini, 2015).
Having said this, over the last few years, the subject of participant involvement has
received better attention as emphasized by Westerlund and Leminen (2018) and is
considered a phenomenon that can seem to appear relatively simple, however the
comprehensive application is what has to be investigated further with the aim of a more
thorough understanding. A number of gaps in theory were identified alongside the
analysis of the demand for a more robust and legitimate participant analysis. Given this
my thesis as a whole is guided by the following overarching aim:
To investigate how urban living labs identify and involve stakeholders, in
relation to participatory methodologies that facilitate stakeholder co-creation.
First, the participant environment was reviewed and considered as not coherent within
the literature. Nonetheless, the participant environment, along with the interconnected
nature of all the participants, is described within theory, but not been empirically
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examined (Ivory & Alderman, 2009). In particular, the theory does not have the
knowledge to describe the complicated and multi-dimensional social connections among
participants. Yet the end result of these models has actually just highlighted part of the
difficulty. The discussed stakeholder analysis methods from the literature all have a
certain objective and together with intricacy, as well as the interconnected nature, is the
dynamic nature of the participant setting (Ivory & Alderman, 2009). Ivory emphasizes
that there is no arrangement as to how to handle changes within the vibrant nature of the
participants. Although numerous literatures recognize that analysis is not a one-to-one
process, no real strategies have actually been implemented to manage the dynamic
environment, aside from recommendation to use the network atmosphere to track
modifications. To conclude, as argued throughout the literature review, a vast amount of
literature discusses the importance of engaging stakeholders, which reflects that
stakeholdering has an outstanding role in innovation management. Although literature is
broad in relation to living lab platforms, however stakeholder identification as a process
is scant on specific identification models and concepts. As of this reason, my thesis raised
its first research question highlighting the subject of stakeholder identification in the
engagement processes. Therefore, the following research question is being investigated
during my research while aiming to explore the research objectives:
RQ1: How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design,
implementation and evaluation phases of the analyzed living labs? (Chapter 4)
Second, as Latour (2005) points out, in regards of stakeholder theory, it involves an
immensely simplistic concept of power as a good, which needs to be discussed within
participant groups. The key aim for such groups therefore is consequently extremely
restricted in its description of the methods through which different participant group
interests arise as well as are generalized by culture (Latour, 2005). Power within the
network concept continues to be an under-examined concern that calls for more focus.
Therefore, the second gap is identified by this, as generally, on the short-sightedness of
the majority of the participatory designs. As part of an integrated concept, power will
certainly not prove to be a simple concept, and will likely be only a tiny part of the
structure (Kommonen & Botero, 2013). Nonetheless, as power can be a challenging idea
within which to function, it deserves attention. By utilizing the results of the evaluation,
the function of power within participatory concepts also offer a challenging research field
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to be investigated further. Consequently, roles of power within participatory analysis is
investigated with the aim of managing the various criticisms. As discussed throughout
the literature review of this thesis, there are several factors that can influence a
stakeholder to either be involved or not be involved at all in living lab platforms (Pascu
& Lieshout, 2009; Wikham, 2013). Core roles and actions were investigated, which with
further literature analysis led to discover the need not only to identify certain processes
on how stakeholders should be involved in open innovation living lab developments, but
rather to take a further step through a more narrowed lens at a micro-level rather than in
general on a macro level highlighting and focusing on motivations of stakeholders
participating in living lab developments. Therefore, the following research question is
being investigated during my research while aiming to explore the research objectives:
RQ2: What are the main stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living
lab developments? (Chapter 5)
Third, numerous scientists criticize the ambiguity of the term stakeholder. They argue
with the fact that stakeholder theory is not providing any information en-route, where
participant groups could be chosen (Bratteteig & Wagner, 2014). Without a doubt, most
of the literature about stakeholder theory, as well as participant evaluation, concentrates
at identifying more explicit boundaries related to the stakeholder context. This research
is designed to adopt a broader as well as more comprehensive method and subsequently
defines stakeholders as people or groups, which are capable of impacting, or being
affected by, a procedure of an entity as well as goals (Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013). It is
advised that, using partnership with the participants, the focus is likely to be narrowed
based upon the context (Manzini, 2015). There are a great number of authors as discussed
throughout the literature review of this thesis, suggesting multi-level stakeholdering
concepts in general, however, gathering a greater understanding of stakeholder roles and
their characteristic elements on a more micro-level is still a challenge of this research
subject. Moreover, understanding the key differences, characteristics of living lab roles
is my aim when formulating the third research question of this thesis to gain insights into
the characteristics of each role on a more narrowed, fine-grinded aspect. Therefore, the
following research question is being investigated during my research while aiming to
explore the research objectives:
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RQ3: What are the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed for effective
stakeholdering within living labs? (Chapter 6)
The summary above presents the gaps in literature on existing evaluation devices.
Because of this, an incorporated framework for stakeholder analysis has actually been
presented. A qualitative understanding is called for prior to data collection or analysis.
The end result of this research will allow for a nuanced overview of the stakeholder field,
down to the individual level. Importantly it should take into consideration the need to put
emphasis on being dynamically relevant for a stakeholder evaluation, particularly given
that a lot of controversial issues, are not solved within a short time, and often take years
to deal with.
Consequently, stakeholder analysis is the key focus of this thesis, instead of purely
finding solutions for challenges around a specific city in question. By referring to the
literature under investigation, it is seen clearly that participant evaluation is not utilized
completely by essential participants. Therefore, numerous factors within participatory
approaches, along with a connection or disconnection in between stakeholders, are
investigated in this thesis. No determined empirical study has actually attempted to
comprehensively examine a multi-dimensional participatory analysis strategy. This
provides me a superb possibility to be applied within a dynamic area of research of the
stakeholder context at city levels in my research. If the desired outcome as a framework
can effectively be tested within such living ecosystem setting, it most likely will be
appropriate to other settings.
There are still more challenges for the development of urban living lab in general terms,
and more scope for the implementation of strategies related to knowledge servicing
communities at city level and therefore, this research is both relevant and necessary for
the development of the subject.
To sum up, this research gives insights into the importance of participant engagement and
how they are able to impact such settings as living lab ecosystems. As stated earlier, the
assumption is that the broader their involvement is, the more effective the implementation
is. However, the level of participant involvement and on what level such actions work
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best still remains unknown. The overall aim and research questions are summarized in
Figure 3.

Overarching thesis aim
To investigate how urban living labs identify and involve stakeholders, in relation
to participatory methodologies that facilitate stakeholder co-creation.

Research Question 1
How are stakeholders identified and involved
during the design, implementation and evaluation
phases of the analyzed living labs?

Research Question 2
What are the main stakeholder motivations for
participating in urban living lab developments?

Research Question 3
What are the key roles, and associated
characteristics, needed for effective stakeholdering
within living labs?

Figure 3. Overarching thesis aim and research questions.
Research Question 1 is answered through Chapter 4. First, I am defining the first
research question of my thesis raised by the evaluation of the literature and the gaps
found based on the review of the extant literature. Secondly, through the case-study
analysis. The aim of the first findings chapter is to identify the main collaboration
elements in living lab settings, with a special focus through analyzing the selected casestudy. Within the first research question, a special focus is dedicated on stakeholder
identification processes and collaborative actors while exploring the roles of co-creative
actors in the living lab interaction.
Research Question 2 is answered through Chapter 5. This chapter of my thesis reflects
on the importance of engaging stakeholders with the ability to impact urban ecosystems.
Although what level the participant involvement works best and what motivation factors
exist in stakeholder engagement processes within a living lab setting are the key
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challenges of Chapter 5 with seeking answers for Research Question 2. This chapter of
my thesis analyzes how participants can be much better incorporated into the cocreational collaborative platform procedures and investigates the motivation factors of
stakeholders in the co-creational processes of living labs. Furthermore, with identifying
stakeholder roles and characteristics in order to seek answers for the second research
question.
Research Question 3 is answered through Chapter 6. This chapter reflects on the
importance of user-centric collaboration platforms functioning in the examined living
lab platform with a special focus on main processes which are needed in establishing a
living laboratory. The presented and analyzed workshop in this chapter of my thesis
sought answers on characteristics of collaborative platforms and main processes by
examining key roles, elements and sub-elements of each role within a living lab
platform.
In responding to the overarching thesis aim and three research questions, my research
offers empirical, theoretical, practice and policy-related contributions for the ULL
literature. Indeed, I relatedly offer a multi-level stakeholder analysis framework for
local experts in the city settings. Finally, I also make clear throughout my thesis that
participant involvement and collaboration are fundamental structural components of
living labs. In addition, the outcomes in relations to stakeholder key roles, as umbrella
leading roles and their identified key elements together with sub-element competences
are identified at a micro-level within living lab settings in this research. I strongly
believe that the identified elements significantly contribute to assisting multiple sectors
in the planning, design and implementation phases of a living lab establishment, when
considering interactive stakeholder engagement, which is considered as a novel
approach to stakeholder roles.
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2.5 Summary of Chapter 2
This chapter of my thesis explored the background, history and evolution of living labs,
in particular relating to where such ecosystems are placed in innovation studies,
highlighting the understanding of the rationale behind one of the biggest paradigm
changes that innovation studies have witnessed. I gave an insight into how closed
innovations started to open up, which enabled me to explore and identify the key
differences on open and closed innovation, furthermore opening the path towards how
living labs are able to shape the surrounding environment in which co-creation takes
place, which formed the drive that determined the subject of my research. However, as
was argued throughout this chapter, how exactly participants are identified and / or
involved in living lab settings matters, indeed how great the levels are and forms of
participant integration form the challenge for my thesis. From these foundations, I wish
to focus on investigating open innovations, specifically exploring through the lens of
stakeholdering within living lab settings seeking answers to the thesis’ overarching aim
and research questions. I wish to look for potential solutions through empirical
investigation with an intention to offer solutions to the raised challenges specified in the
three research questions of my thesis. I further wish to deliver outcomes on investigated
subjects to contribute to potential transitions in living lab settings. With searching for
answers through the empirical investigation, I am wishing to lay specific action steps
to be performed in order to contribute to such experimental platform transitions. In
addition, I strongly believe the identified gaps in knowledge clearly show relevance of
the investigated subject with its contributions.
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Chapter 3 - Methodology
3.1 Introduction
The previous chapter has provided comprehensive overview and summary on firstly,
investigating stakeholder theory while seeking for an answer on why stakeholdering is
considered an important practice; secondly discussing stakeholder engagement while
looking for answers on what types of involvement and engagement exist in urban living
lab settings; thirdly discussing systematic planning while highlighting essential
similarities in the processes of stakeholder engagement practice in the context of planning
theory. Understanding these issues will strengthen the concept of how important
management action stakeholdering is with a special focus on how to analyze the
stakeholder arena and its participants’ roles at different times in both the design and
implementation phases.
This chapter of the thesis first describes the methodology, and in particular offers
information on the case-study-based approaches. Afterwards, the used research methods
are discussed in regards of collecting and analyzing the data in this thesis of examining
urban living lab platforms.
For the developers of medium and large infrastructured platforms, the surrounding needs
to be considered as part of the development planning, as does the management.
Specifically, such living lab platforms, often exist within a close proximity to urban
development or actually within the development area itself (Geels & Kemp, 2007). Even
if such infrastructures are existing facilities or new developmental opportunities, they are
often intertwined economically and involve social interactions with the wider geography.
Additionally, in such platform’s relationships are complex amongst stakeholders, even
multiple stakeholders, which are capable of governing decision-making and creating a
network space (Miller, 2015). An extensive investigation is needed regarding such
crowded stakeholder network spaces and such platforms. Actions such as stakeholder
engagement, management and analysis are increasingly becoming a priority for both
facilitators and developers (Burbridge, 2017).
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This thesis adopts a qualitative-method-based strategy within a case-study approach, with
the aim of understanding the complex nature of interactions in living lab platforms, and
in such settings the connections and relations amongst participants and the surrounding
environment.
The discussed methodology in this chapter is aimed at filling the gap in relation to an indepth participant analysis approach currently not existing in literature, furthermore by
doing so, to combining and expanding the range of methods. Moreover, the essential
foundations of a new thematic-based stakeholder analysis approach will be provided by
this thesis. Apart from filling the gap for the analysis of ULL stakeholders, if proved it
will also offer a useful approach for any medium or large infrastructured platforms, and
furthermore potentially any projects in which decision-making process is convoluted as
a result of an inherent complexity within a multitude of stakeholders.
3.2 Philosophy of Science
The following section is designed to discuss the philosophy of science used in this thesis
and the rationale behind the selected methodology approach.
As per Max-Neef (2005), science has a transdisciplinarity nature of shifting and
developing from one scheme to another pattern. Similarly, to Max-Neef (2005), Pajo
(2018) and Armstrong (2013) also argue for the cross-disciplinary approach of living labs,
and they all highlight that living labs based on their interactiveness nature differ from
other cross-disciplinary approaches. In relations to the living lab context, as per Leminen
and colleagues (2017), the living labs as a context are based on both design and scientific
disciplines.
My thesis as its research basis is grounded in constructivism. Constructivism emphasizes
the understanding of the surrounding studied reality (Pajo, 2018), and further as per
Armstrong (2013), constructivism accepts reality as a construct of human mind, therefore
reality is perceived to be subjective, moreover, this philosophical approach is closely
related with relativism. Constructivism as a philosophy is based on cognitive psychology,
nevertheless, popularity of constructivism as a perspective in epistemology increased
recent year (Armstrong, 2013).
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The main distinction as per Armstrong (2013) between constructivism philosophy and
positivism relates to the fact that while positivism argues that knowledge is generated in
a scientific method, on the other hand constructivism maintains that knowledge is
constructed by scientists and it opposed the idea that there is a single methodology to
generate knowledge. According to Hwang (1996), an influential theoretical persuasion is
what constructivism is considered within the field of design and development, hence as
its essence, human knowledge is constructed.
When it pertains to social science research study, Armstrong leans greatly towards social
constructivism as well as away from positivism. As he specifies, the importance is to
explore these two paradigms in order to be able to justify this statement (Armstrong,
2013). A distinctive difference epistemological nature is what Armstrong emphasizes in
relations to positivism and constructivism. As of concerns, epistemology relates itself
with the nature, the acquisition, the limits, and the grasp of knowledge. Schematized and
positioned, positivism depends on empirical evidence while social constructivism is
relied on learning through the social interactions. For the reason of gaining knowledge,
positivism is striving to be subjective. More likely society is compared to an organism or
even an ecosystem for social constructivists (Armstrong, 2013).
An incredibly useful contribution was disclosed by Pajo (2018) with the aim of
articulating and separating opposing paradigms of investigations. A critical theory is
recognized and explained by them, with key paradigms of constructivism, positivism and
post-positivism. While Aliyu and colleagues (2014), express the positivist and
contructivist paradigm’s uncertainty on the association amongst produced realities and
the universe’s unique givenness, it is more fulfilling to view world perceptions based on
participative realism. Constructivist research approaches present themselves through a
wide range of spectrums in science as per Neimeyer & Levitt (2001), they are based on
the assumption that knowledge is the result of constructive processes and the consequence
of this for the analysis of a subject is that these are constructed on the basis of experience.
According to Neimeyer & Levitt (2001), interventions and instructions are viewed in
constructivism in relation to individually-constructed experiences and theis applicability.
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Constructivist thinking and reasoning according to Armstrong (2013) have played a major
role in scientific research as a pragmatic method and is considered as a philosophical
paradigm as an effective tool that is able to yield many benefits when adopted in a
research activity. Furthermore, as per Given (2008), constructivism as an approach offers
help in understanding the complexities and multiplicities of phenomena.
As per Aliyu and colleagues (2014), start by identifying the inquiries, the answers and
response support of the four key and diverse paradigms with the aim of building on the
three questions emphasized above. Therefore, based on Aliyu and colleagues, the
responses of the above are introduced in
Table 1 below, directly adopted from Aliyu et al. (Aliyu, et al., 2014).
Table 1. The nature of research paradigms. Source (Aliyu, et al., 2014, p. 81).
Issue
Ontology

Positivism
Naive realism
"real" reality
but
apprehendable

Post positivism
critical realism
"real" reality
but only
imperfectly and
probabilistically
apprehendable

Epistemology

Dualist
objectivist:
findings true

modified dualist
objectivist,
critical tradition
community,
findings
probably true

Methodology

experimental/m
anipulative,
verification of
hypotheses,
chiefly
quantitative
methods

Axiology

propositional
knowing about
the world is an
end in itself, is
intrinsically
valuable

modified
experimental,
manipulative,
critical
multiplism,
falsification of
hypotheses, may
include
qualitative
methods
propositional
knowing about
the world is an
end in itself, is
intrinsically
valuable

Critical Theory
historical realismvirtual reality
shaped by social,
political, cultural,
economic, ethnic
and gender values
crystalized over
time
Transactional,
subjectivist, value
mediated findings

Constructivism
relativism local and
specific
constructed
realities

Participatory
participative reality subjective-objective
reality, co-created by
mind and given cosmos

transactional/
subjectivist,
created findings

critical subjectivity in
participatory
transaction with cosmos,
extended epistemology
of experiential,
propositional and
practical knowing, cocreated findings

dialogic,
dialectical

hermeneutic /
dialectical

political participation in
collaborative action
inquiry, primacy of the
practical, use of
language grounded in
shared experiential
context

propositional
transactional
knowing is
instrumentally
valuable as a
means to social
emancipation,
which is an end in
itself, is
intrinsically
valuable

propositional
transactional
knowing is
instrumentally
valuable as a
means to social
emancipation,
which is an end
in itself, is
intrinsically
valuable

practical knowing how
to flourish with a
balance of autonomy,
co-operation and
hierarchy in a culture is
an end in itself, is
intrinsically valuable
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Referring back to Neimeyer & Levitt (2001), positivism is considered a type of research
strategy and concept, which further considers truth and reality as free and independent
elements from the observer point of view. The existence of truth with self-governing,
independent and objective nature is identified and defined as positivism in several studies
(Weber, 2004; Putman, 2006; Neumann, 2006; Polgar & Thomas, 2005). An investigator
with positivist visions consider the universe or the surrounding world as conforming to
unchangeable laws and rules of causations (Weber, 2004; Neumann, 2006). Positivism
uses applicable and robust logic and judgement (Landry & Banville, 1992) or sits within
the world of social sciences ontology in use (Lee, 2001).
Genuine, real and factual happenings are highlighted in the positivist paradigm with the
aim of being observed scientifically and empirically analyzed. Micro-level testing and
experimenting is emphasized in positivist research concepts within a lab-like platform
with experimenting on societal matters. Outcomes in such researches might be short of
external validity although such researches with experimental and scientific methodsbased approaches offer significant and key insights and knowledge into the natural world
or realism and truth (Lee, 2001). A positivist very often deals with multifaceted societal
issues and therefore, recommendations or perceptions of positivist’s visions in many
cases seem focused on treating and handling the symptoms relatively sooner than the
original source. Since the beginning of the 20th century, positivism laid fundamentals and
significant influences on both technical and scientific practice within the context of
humanity, social science and also art (Mingers, 2004).
Another extremely powerful vision, considered as non-positivist vision in the philosophy
is romanticism, idealism or as per Mingers, more specifically German idealism, which is
rather optimism (Mingers, 2004). Considering our current era, in modern studies
however, such ontological visions have no significant roles. While, at the same time such
viewpoints can be visional as the foundations of a number of ontological options to
positivism, which on the other hand are common (Bailey, 2006). There are two significant
terms as interpretivism and constructionism, which are essential contrasts of positivism.
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Constructivism puts the emphasis on truth as a constructed and formed reality, although
as compared to earlier constructivism, it reckons that reality is a combined construction.
It offers more with regards to roles and communication within the context of constructing
and forming of reality (Bailey, 2006).
If comparing interpretivism and constructionism, constructivism tends to be more radical
and they widen their ontological observation to all aspects of reality, while on the other
hand interpretivists limit it to mainly social truth (Creswell, 2004). Furthermore,
Christensen (2018) accepts that tangible and intangible constructs are connected and
therefore aim to emerge in believing tangible knowing or empirical knowledge. This
section of the thesis reasoned that positivism along with non-positivism, as ontological
viewpoints are incompatible and opposing. Agreeing with the argumentation as a
conclusion, there exist methodological and epistemological repercussions of the
ontological split, although, these are rather not quite straightforward to compare as the
ontological resistance.
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3.3. The Research Pie & The 2Q slices: quantitative and qualitative research
This part of the thesis is designed to give a general overview of qualitative and briefly of
quantitative research. I provide an overview of the key differences, furthermore
explaining the rationale on why this research is adopting a qualitative research strategy.
3.3.1 The need to move beyond quantitative research

There are numerous ways of slicing up the research pie, nevertheless a common method
is to consider quantitative or qualitative research as the ground of a study. This subchapter offers general in-sights into the understanding of both research approaches in
general. In comprehending quantitative methodologies, it is essential to provide a
summary of what research means in general and as an academic activity. Research in
general deals with the search for understanding. Balnaves and Caputi define research as
systems a scientific search for information within a study subject (Balnaves & Caputi,
2001). Research activities may include imagination and also creativeness, which is
implemented in a structural manner in order to enhance understanding, where human
expertise is included, as well as society or culture. Research outcomes can offer solutions
for existing or to new problems, and has the ability to support existing or new theories.
Additionally, knowledge construction is involved in such researches with the aim of
carrying out experimental actions which look for causes or effects of a specific problems,
to be capable of providing a solid basis for further researches (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001).
While in some cases there might be misunderstandings around the nature of quantitative
research by stating that such research is only information gathering, jotting down factual
information within a context, collection, assessment, and analyzing of data sources is
what such research involves with the aim of resulting in a comprehensive understanding
within a specific subject under investigation (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001). In this sense,
quantitative research is stated to be organized due to the fact that it follows specific
standards, for instance the thorough defining of objectives, information analysis, as well
as the communication of outcomes. Furthermore, a research study is process-based with
specific steps being used to gather and assess data with the intention to enhancing deeper
understanding of a subject or problem (Vogt, 2007). Research deals with a minimum of
one research question related to a single phenomenon, which indicates that research
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originates as an outcome while addressing a concern and answering questions about a
research (Aydelotte, et al., 2015).
Vogt (2007) explains the quantitative methodology technique as the holistic actions to be
used in starting a research study, which handles measuring and also evaluation variables
to get results. It involves the application as well as evaluation of numerical information
utilizing specific analytical actions addressing questions like how many / much, where,
who, what or when. Expanding on this interpretation, Vogt explains quantitative study
techniques as the describing of a concern within data collected in a numerical way, in a
mathematical form and examining with the help of mathematical methods specifically
statistics-related methods (Vogt, 2007).
Information is quantified based on the gathered quantitative data, and has an analytical
nature in relation to supporting or even refuting concerns being investigated (Hoy &
Adams, 2016). Moreover, Reaves (2009) remarks that the starting point of a quantitative
research is the declaration of a concern, such as producing of potential hypothesis, further
to evaluating relevant literature, lastly the quantitative analyzing process of the collected
information. Quantitative studies adopt specific methods of query, like experiments or
questionnaires while gathering data which have the capability to offer statistical
information (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001).
Quantitative study techniques, such as surveys, seek to create numerical information that
can be utilized to generate statistics and determine patterns (Vanderstoep & Johnston,
2009). Quantitative study offers quantifiable data that has the power to evaluate the
opinions as well as attitudes of the individuals participating in the research, leading to
opinions being quantified. Common techniques in such studies include surveys as well as
questionnaires offer numerical information, which further are able to be implemented
right into charts or graphs, as well as tables for evaluation (Aydelotte, et al., 2015).
Such studies are able to squarely examine a theory, furthermore measure the perspectives
of a targeted audience with regards to a specific subject. Quantitative research study is
regularly carried out online with the aim of reaching a broader set of data, which then
more likely would offer precise depiction of the audience insights. Modern technology
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currently surrounding us offers the possibility to conduct surveys relatively more rapidly
as well as effectively if rapid understanding is required (Reaves, 2009).
Quantitative scientists are aiming for neutrality and objectivity, so are divided and
isolated from the source of the data. In such researchers, the research design is identified
before the study starts being conducted. In such researchers, the research design is
identified before the study starts being conducted.
However, certain limitations exist in quantitative research. Limitations include for
instance not allowing individuals to describe selection, or even the significance of
investigated concerns participants might get during the data collection process. There are
several factors that might negatively affect the analysis, such as less appropriate
knowledge of adopting statistical evaluation (Aydelotte, et al., 2015). For more accurate
analysis, larger samples need to be performed (Vogt, 2007). Small-scale researches might
be labelled as less reliable due to the limited amount of data. Additionally, this impacts
the ability in generalizing research findings to bigger populations (Sukamolson, 2007).
According to Vogt (2007), confirmation bias while observing phenomena might be
missed during research which has a focus on testing hypothesis as opposed to generating
hypothesis.

3.3.2 The basics of qualitative research design

Two very different natures of research are represented in qualitative and quantitative
research. According to Vanderstoep & Johnston (2009) in quantitative circles, qualitative
study is commonly followed with suspicion and also determined as lightweight because
it includes smaller scale sampling measures that might not be as representative of the
wider population, it is seen as not an objective approach with having outcomes, which
are examined as biased by the researchers' own experiences or viewpoints. Among
qualitative circles though, quantitative research might be dismissed as over-simplifying
individual experience in the reason for generalizing, failing to accept scientist biases and
assumptions, and further to require uncertainty and guesswork with the aim of
recognizing the human meaning of overall information (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009).
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Qualitative study is considered to be interested in the subjectiveness of an investigated
theme, and in addition provides understanding into psychological, experimental and
social phenomena. The purpose is to gain knowledge, to draw out understandings as well
as assumptions, to examine the functions of settings, societies and cultures as well as to
understand the connections in between procedure and also results (Daymon & Holloway,
2002). As per Cassell & Symon (2004) significant amount of qualitative research studies
is small scale, concentrating on a single or small number of cases, and they supply indepth and also contextualized detail. Such studies are not considered as being only a
single method but consist of a wider range of designs, for instance interviews,
observations, already existing document analysis or recorded (audio-video) materials,
even human behavioral attitudes (Bernard, 2000). The determination of selected
techniques amongst existing qualitative methods is commonly based on a theoretical
perspective (Daymon & Holloway, 2002). Both study approaches are applied
increasingly, even at the same time in primary evaluative studies dubbed mixed-methods.
One of the major reasons behind adopting mixed-methods in research is enhancing
relevance in decision-making processes (Landry & Banville, 1992).
However, defining qualitative research as an approach as stated by Daymon & Holloway
(2002) is considered as a challenging and complex procedure. Qualitative scientists try to
understand habits and attitudes by being familiar with the individuals involved in the
research study and also their values, rituals, visions, ideas, perceptions and emotions on
the investigated subject (Daymon & Holloway, 2002). As per Kothari, qualitative
research concentrates on cutting-edge means of collecting and also evaluating qualitative
data collected in all-natural settings (Kothari, 2005). Qualitative research describes and
attempts to understand behavior by getting to know the involved participants and their
values, beliefs and emotions. The main focus of qualitative research is collecting and
evaluating data in an innovative way within natural context environments (Marshall &
Crossman, 1980). Qualitative research describes the definitions, concepts, meanings and
features of an investigated subject. Brannen highlights understanding as an inspiration for
conducting qualitative research study, emphasizing that the inspiration for doing
qualitative research, instead of quantitative study, originates from the observation that, if
there is something which distinguishes human beings from the environment, it is our
capacity to interpret it (Brannen, 2016). Qualitative study methods are designed to aid
scientists recognize both social contexts and also individuals (Gaber & Gaber, 2007).
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The objective of conducting such studies is to create understanding, so as representing
experiences, activities of individuals while they experience, engage, and also endure
circumstances. In such studies, the aim is to attempt to develop knowledge and
understandings of the phenomena under investigation, based as much as possible on the
studied subject perspectives (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). These types of studies accept that
it is considered difficult and many cases impossible to set aside one's own perspective
completely (Daymon & Holloway, 2010). Nonetheless, it is believed that self-reflective
efforts to existing concepts provide a deeper understanding, representing experiences
more sufficiently as otherwise would be possible (Kothari, 2005). Participant monitoring
is emphasized as one of the key methods for gathering qualitative data (Glesne & Peshkin,
1992). In various other texts, the technique of ethnographic research and field research
are in the center (Brannen, 2016). There are several variants on one of the most crucial
elements within the qualitative spectrum, yet there is one main theme that they all share,
which is the relevance and importance of meaning (Creswell, 2004). Data with a
statistics-based nature without context can truly just convey so much (Marshall &
Crossman, 1980).
Data in such studies are frequently considered as not being amenable to counting or
measuring. Such research concepts consist of small-group discussion to explore visions,
point of views, beliefs as well as concepts of behavior. Interviews with semi-structures
are capable of seeking perspectives and views related to a specific subject or even with
high-level, key-role informants to gather background information either individual or
institutional perspectives. While in-depth interviews are methods with the aim of
understanding a condition, experience, or event from an individual viewpoint, or
performing analysis of texts, documents, such as government reports, or for instance
media sources, websites or diaries with the aim of discovering distributed or private
knowledge (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998).
Such studies need to be moral and ethical, comprehensively explained, as well as make
use of appropriate and rigorous methods (Kothari, 2005). Replicability is vital in research
studies examining data which are suitable for counting or measuring. While other sorts
of data are collected with the aim of addressing concerns within an investigated subject,
researchers have to be prepared for capturing real-life experience.
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Qualitative-based approaches therefore considered as empirical studies, where collected
data do not represent quantifiable nature. The aim of such studies is to comprehend the
social truth of the research subject. Thus, individuals or even groups are investigated
within a surrounding that is their own natural environments. Studies adopting qualitativebased approaches are all exploratory, so as look to explain exactly why and how a certain
concern, phenomena or attitudes exists and operates in a certain context (Mason, 1994).
Such studies are specified as a procedure of naturalistic query that looks for a deeper
understanding of a social phenomenon, specifically understanding such concerns in their
own natural environment (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009). Instead of statistical as well
as numerical dimensions that define the scenario (even more broadly identified as the
'what'), a qualitative study concentrates on thinking across activities of participants,
which could represent individuals or even whole cultures as well (referred to as the 'why')
(Glesne & Peshkin, 1992).
3.3.3 Digging into qualitative research methods

Context is essential when evaluating qualitative data. The insights acquired from the data
collected via qualitative research will constantly be context-dependent and hence should
be thoroughly reported in reference to the context in which it was gathered (Newmann &
Benz, 1998). Among one of the most usual means to evaluate qualitative data is thematic
analysis in which reoccurring themes, patterns, as well as connections within the
information are determined as well as translated to produce insights (Vanderstoep &
Johnston, 2009).
The nature of the study undertaken will substantially influence the sort of insights
generated at the end of the research study (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). The data analysis
of qualitative research significantly differs from quantitative research approach.
Qualitative research is less constant in relations to numeric data items than quantitative
approach and more imaginative and also interpretive (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). While
the quantitative research offers the possibility to focus on analyzing numerical based data,
the qualitative approach provides the freedom for the analysis to be more constructed, as
several methods are available to be utilized to understand the function of the gathered
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information, for instance content analysis, discourse analysis, grounded theory or
thematic analysis (Aydelotte, et al., 2015).
The key features of qualitative research differ significantly from quantitative research
approach. In such studies, events could be recognized sufficiently if they are identifiable
within a context. For that reason, a qualitative-based study is able to dive into the field in
the natural environment of the subject. The contexts of inquiry are not contrived, they are
natural (Brannen, 2016). Qualitative-based studies are dynamic procedures (Daymon &
Holloway, 2010). The design of the research is opposite to quantitative research and is
capable of evolving while research data is collected, furthermore is able to be readjusted
or modified. In such research, a single reality does not exist based purely on quantitative
facts, it has the nature of being subjective. The theory in qualitative research approach is
qualitatively driven with the capability of emerging as part of the study (Marshall &
Crossman, 1980).
The limitations of qualitative research significantly differ from quantitative research
approach. Because of the time as well as necessary financial aspects involved, such
studies generally do not involve large sample-scale data sets (Kothari, 2005). One of the
major criticisms of such research is the issue of adequate reliability or validity. Due to
the subjective nature of such data, traditional standards of reliability as well as validity is
considered challenging. For instance, it is much harder to reproduce and replicate a
specific qualitative-based research (Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). The nature of being a time
consuming relies on the length of time needed for information collection, analysis and
evaluation. One of the key strengths of qualitative approach lays in the qualitative
descriptions that have the potential to provide essential suggestions in regards the research
subject. Such analysis may allow ambiguities and contradictions within the data
(Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009).
Regularly used qualitative research approaches are individual interviews, focus groups,
ethnographic research study, and document keeping. Such methods are particularly
suitable for gathering a specific sort of information (Cassell & Symon, 2004). One-toOne Interview is among the most commonly adopted methods for performing and
conducting in-depth investigation. It is an individual meeting being conducted with only
one participant each time. Interview is entirely a conversational approach. Among several
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benefits of such an approach, it offers a unique opportunity to collect accurate information
on the target audience perceptions and inspirations, and motivation factors towards the
research subject. Furthermore, in-depth interviews are ideal for gathering information on
naturally appearing behaviors within their usual context (Bernard, 2000).
A focus group is likewise among the typically used qualitative research study approaches.
Usually a minimum number of participants are included in a focus group ranging from
six to ten within the target audience. One of the key aims of focus groups is to seek
answers to the why, the ‘what’ as well as the ‘how’ questions. Focus groups are
considered especially effective in eliciting data on the cultural norms of a group and in
generating broader overviews of issues of concern to groups represented (Creswell,
2009). There are different participation modes within focus groups, such as in-person
group meeting settings or as smart technology sources appear it does offer the opportunity
to be part of a focus group through different virtual channels. Focus groups are considered
as a cost-consuming type of qualitative method compared to other qualitative research
techniques. In relations to testing new products or new concepts this research tool is
especially considered useful and effective (Daymon & Holloway, 2010).
Ethnographic research is the most in-depth observational technique, which studies
people in their naturally occurring environment (Marshall & Crossman, 1980). Such a
method requires the researcher to adapt to the target audience’s atmospheres and
surrounding environment that could be part of an organization or even a designated city,
or any type of remote location. During ethnographic research, based on the nature of this
method, difficulties may arise due to geographical constraints during data collection. As
a research design, it is aiming to understand different settings, the cultures, challenges,
inspirations and motivation factors that appear. Experiencing the natural settings first
hand is one of the key features of ethnographic approach, instead of relying on data
sources gathered through interview (Brannen, 2016). In terms of timing, such researches
can last from a couple of days even to a few years, as it includes comprehensive
monitoring and also gathering information on the research subject. Such studies are
considered as challenging, an exceptionally time-consuming approach and also purely
dependent on the experience of the scientist conducting the research to be able to evaluate,
observe and infer the collected information (Flick, 2002).
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3.3.4 Adopting thematic analysis as an approach

Thematic analysis is a technique for determining, examining as well as reporting schemes
as patterns, considered as themes in data collected throughout a research study. It
minimally organizes as well as provides description of the data set in greater depth. It
minimally organizes as well as provides description of the data set in greater depth.
Nonetheless, it moves frequently further than this, and represents different aspects of the
study subject (Bernard, 2000). What distinguishes thematic-based analysis to others such
as grounded theory or discourse analysis is the fact that thematic based evaluation does
not rely on pre-existing structures and frameworks (Charmaz, 2000). Thematic-based
evaluation offers a rich thematic description of the entire data set and it is because of this
reason it is considered a useful technique for conducting new or even an underinvestigated field (Charmaz, 2000). Applying thematic-based evaluation offers assistance
to identifying clear connections between themes (Becker, 1998).
This technique was implemented in this thesis with the aim of assisting in the exploration
of the qualitative data in a systematic staged-approach, by starting from arranging the
data to the stage of summarizing as well as lastly, within a thematic framework, its
interpretation. Identifying themes is considered as one of the most important actions in
qualitative research. It also has a nature to be one of the most mysterious duties to perform
during a research (Ryan & Bernard, 2003). There are several techniques that are available
to use during theme identification. Such ranging from quick word counts towards highly
complex, line-by-line type analysis such as word repetition, indigenous categories,
looking for missing information, transitions, unmarked texts, pawing or cutting and
sorting. Some function well for short answers to open-ended questions while others are
better suited for rich, more comprehensive narratives (Ryan & Bernard, 2003).

3.3.5 Concluding reflections and the summary of the 2Qs

Qualitative research takes place in natural settings. 'Native environments' within such
contexts suggest a space in which participants are able to openly participate in discussions
and supply thorough solutions to concerns that the scientists offer. Such all-natural
locations can either be online or offline relying on available resources, nevertheless
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recently, the majority of research study has relocated online as it allows scientists to
receive a sample which is far better represented of the broader population (Brannen,
2016).
Qualitative methods are considered a lot more individual, creative, and interactive than
their measurable equivalents. Approaches such as focus groups, online data collection,
discussion blogs and forums, and so on enable the research study individual a higher
flexibility to supply thorough solutions as well as discussions for more detailed and also
deeper understandings (Cassell & Symon, 2004). Regarding the insight of such research,
the main types of qualitative research are based on and draw impact from ethnographical,
psychological, and also sociological research study techniques with the aim of
recognizing the essential meanings behind behavior. Such understandings are mostly not
able to be completely established as a result of the evolutionary nature of human behavior
(Glesne & Peshkin, 1992).
Based on the discussions of the previous sub-chapters, there exists a fundamental
difference in between both sources of data, where quantitative sources are information
about quantities, therefore numbers, while qualitative sources are detailed information
with regards to phenomenon which can be observed (Marshall & Crossman, 1980).

54

To summarize key differences the 2Qs (Qualitative and Quantitative) have in
characteristics, the below table (Table 2) presents the main features of both as a
conclusion of this sub-part of the methodology chapter.
Table 2. Characteristics of qualitative and quantitative research. Own source.
Concept

Methodology

Qualitative

Quantitative

The Approach:

The Approach:

- focuses on understanding human behavior
from the data source’s angle
- considers dynamic reality

- focuses on identifying facts
about the research subject
- considers numerically
measurable reality
The Data:

The Data:

The Characteristics

- gathered through numerical
measuring
- evaluated through statistical
correlations
- reported through statistical
analysis
The Characteristics:

- events can be comprehended adequately (in
natural environments)
- qualitative study is an interactive process
- the qualitative scientist is an important part
of the data, without the active engagement of
the researcher, no data exists
- the style of the research progresses
throughout the study, and also can be
adjusted or altered as it progresses
- for the qualitative scientist, there is no
solitary reality, it is subjective
- concept is data driven, and emerges as part of
the research study procedure, advancing from
the data as they are gathered

- quantitative researchers try to
control variables by performing
their studies in a lab-like setting
- the research study goes for
neutrality and also is separated
from the data
- the style of the study is
determined prior to begin
- for the quantitative scientist
reality is objective and exist
independently to the scientist
- study is utilized to test a theory as
well as eventually help or decline
it

- gathered across participant observations,
interviews
- evaluated by themes from informants
- reported in the language of the informant
Key Features
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3.3.6 Qualitative approach as the option for this research

This sub-section of the methodology chapter introduces the fundamental elements of
qualitative approach, summarizes the main qualitative research methods and the research
theory selected for this thesis. As discussed throughout Chapter 3 so far, such study is
defined as a research technique, which concentrates on collecting information through
conversational communication (Brannen, 2016). This methodology is not only about
what the research audience under investigation believe but additionally examining the
why behind their behavior. A systematically built up and organized approach is needed
to be planned.
In general, the qualitative scientific research consists of an investigation, which has a key
focus on the following research actions during conducting a study with investigating a
specific subject (Kothari, 2005):
-

seeks different answers to a specific research questions or questions

-

systematically builds up and uses predefined collection of processes to search
answers for selected research questions

-

gathers evidence

-

creates findings that have no previous existence

-

produces outcomes to be applied beyond the immediate boundaries of the
research

Furthermore, it seeks to investigate and seeks understanding of a research subject
conducted within a targeted audience and its perspectives on the matter. Qualitative
research shares these attributes and in addition, qualitative research is especially reliable
in gathering culturally specific information about the behaviors, social contexts, values,
opinions, actions, as well as particular populations (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). As
discussed earlier, the one of the key strengths of such studies is its ability to give
complicated textual descriptions of how individuals experience a given research study
issue. It offers details regarding the human side of a concern, that is, the often-inconsistent
habits or behaviors, ideas, viewpoints, feelings, as well as partnerships of the target
audience (Keegan, 2009). Qualitative methods are also efficient in determining intangible
factors, such as social norms, socioeconomic condition, gender roles, ethnic culture, and
religion, whose function in the study might not be readily obvious.
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3.4 Case-study approach as the first base of this research

3.4.1 Defining case-study as an approach

Case-study method has the ability to allow a careful examination of the information
within a certain context. A case-study method in many cases chooses a small geographical
area or an extremely restricted number of people as the subject of research study.
Exploring and investigating contemporary real-life phenomenon across systematically
constructed analysis with a limited number of elements and their connections are the true
essence of case-study approaches (Yin, 2009). As per Yin, in some cases a linear, indepth investigation of a single case is used, where the longitudinalness offers a systemic
way of observation while providing opportunities to collect data, afterwards analyzing
the collected data and at last reporting outcomes within a long period of time. Examples
such as language development skills of children are ideal to be conducted using such
longitudinal case-study method (Gulsecen & Kubat, 2006). In relations to uniqueness,
what is meant is that only a limited area or limited number of subjects are examined in
greater depth. Unlike in quantitative-based studies, where patterns are observed across
the data at macro level on the basis of the frequency of occurrence of the phenomena
being investigated, case-studies are revealed to observe data at micro levels (Yin, 2009).

3.4.2 Introduction of case-study research

The case-study method has its roots in sociology, and also has been discovered to be
specifically beneficial in practice-oriented areas, such as management, public
administration, psychology, history, education, and also medication. Case-study research
has evolved and progressed dynamically and developed into an essential qualitative
methodological approach to research design. Such an approach allows the research
subject to be investigated in greater depth and offers thorough understanding of the
research subject through the data collected (Stake, 1995).
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Case-studies are not utilized with the aim of testing hypotheses but instead, hypotheses
are the ones that might be generated from case-studies (Mills, et al., 2010). Opportunities
are given to investigate one or more cases within embedded contexts. Multiple sources
are used while conducting the research based on the case-study method, sources such as
observations, interviews or questionnaires (Creswell, 2009). When examining one case
only, the research is considered as a single case-study-based approach, while a multiplecase-study-based approach is applied with the aim of discussing a study that is examining
more than one cases. Complex issues and the understanding of such concerns are explored
in case-study research.
It may particularly be considered as a robust research when a holistic, in-depth
investigation is needed. As per Gulsecen & Kubat (2006) social science studies identify
case-study method as a tool and also increasingly playing a dominant role as a method in
qualitative research. Therefore it is becoming more utilized in such research, especially
when investigated challenges are related to educational research fields (Gulsecen &
Kubat, 2006), sociology (Grässel & Schirmer, 2006), and community-based issues
(Johnson, et al., 2007), such as poverty, unemployment, addictions or illiteracy. The
reason behind case-studies transforming into a key method to be selected in research
relies in the nature of limitations.
More concerns were found about quantitative methods limitations, especially in providing
holistic and in-depth explanations of for instance social and behavioral matters under
investigation. Therefore, case-study methods offered a possibility, through which going
beyond quantitative-based statistical results in understanding the behavioral conditions
across the perspectives of participants (Tellis, 1997). Other areas, disciplines are applying
case-study methods such as sociology (Grässel & Schirmer, 2006), or law (Lovell, 2006)
or even medicine (Taylor & Berridge, 2006). Management and government related
studies also have extensively used case-study approaches, such as studies conducted to
ascertain whether certain governmental programs were efficient or if the objectives of a
particular programme were reached (Lovell, 2006). Other examples show, such as in
education, evaluative applications were conducted with the aim of assessing the
effectiveness of educational-related programs and initiatives (Gulsecen & Kubat, 2006).
In such cases, it is evident that if utilizing only quantitative research instead of qualitative
approaches, the limitation could easily obscure significant amount of key data.
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3.4.3 Case-study design

Related to its robustness, case-studies as a research tool sometimes receive criticism,
therefore creating the case-study design is essential and considered an important task to
perform (Crowe, et al., 2011). Either a single-case or a multi-case is available to be
adopted in case-study approaches, highly depending on the matter under investigation. In
cases where no other ways are available for replication processes, a single-case design is
the most suitable approach to be adopted. As an example, a social study on the effects of
disasters such as the collapsing of the World Trade Center in New York, or natural
disasters such as the great tsunami in Thailand in 2004, only a single-case-study is
available to be applied as a method. In such cases as these two, it is clearly seen that the
events are limited to a single occurrence only. However, a drawback of a single-case is
its inability to offer generalizable conclusions, especially when such cases are rare.
However, there is one way of overcoming this with triangulating the study with other
methods with the aim of confirming the validity of the procedure (Gul, et al., 2017).
While on the other hand, multi-case designs can be applied with real-life events, which
are able to provide several sources of evidence across replication rather than based on a
sampling logic. To generalize results from case-studies either from single or multiple ones
is based rather on theory than on populations (Yin, 2009). This provides help in raising
the level of confidence in relation to the robustness nature of the method. As an example,
referring back to the field of education, research on a specific issue such as language or
reading problems require a number of replications, which could be linked to a theory prior
to having generalized conclusive results (Tellis, 1997). Therefore, it is vital to have a
careful case-study design, this is because case-study method is able to prove the following
attributes, which Tellis (1997) discusses as it is:
-

the only viable method to elicit, implicit and explicit data from the subjects

-

appropriate to the research question

-

following the set of procedures with proper application

-

the scientific conventions used in social sciences are strictly followed

-

a chain of evidence, either quantitatively or qualitatively, are systematically
recorded and achieved particularly when interviews and direct observation by
are the main sources of data and linked to a theoretical framework.
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3.4.4 Categories of case-study

Several categories of case-study exist as per Yin (2009) and three main groups can be
defined with the nature of exploration, description and explanation. Based on these three
definitions, Yin categorizes such studies as exploratory, descriptive and explanatory
approaches.
As an example, a research being conducted while utilizing an exploratory case-study on
a specific subject such as for instance on individual’s reading processes, general questions
can be applied to such tasks whether the individual uses any concepts while reading a text
and if so, how frequently. These questions are considered general questions with the aim
of opening up the subject for further investigation of the specific phenomenon under
conduction. Fieldwork prior to such case-study conduction might be also utilized prior to
specifying research questions, furthermore such pre-works may assist in creating a
framework for the study. According to Yin, pilot studies are considered as examples for
exploratory case-studies (Yin, 2009).
While case-studies with a nature of descriptiveness are ideal for describing natural
phenomena. As an example, staying on the same subject of reading processes, such
questions for discovering the type of strategies a reader uses while reading or how they
are being used are typically related to descriptive case-study analysis. In such studies, the
aim is describing the data as they actually occur, which might result in a rather narrative
form. One of the key challenges of descriptive case-studies is that the research shall begin
with a descriptive theory in order to support the description of the researched
phenomenon. In cases which failed to follow this procedure as the first step of the
research, the possibility that a description lacks rigor and further issues may occur during
the research.
The third type of case-study in the categorization represents the explanatory case-studies,
which are aimed at investigating both at the surface and also deeper levels of the
researched subject. Such case-study research offers the possibility to set new theories and
further test them. Even taking the characteristics further of explanatory case-studies, such
approaches offer the possibility to investigate casual studies where pattern-matching
might be used to evaluate certain contexts in specifically complex cases (Yin, 2009). Yin
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and Moore (1987) specifies that such comprehensive multi-variant cases are explained by
three rival theories. Accordingly, theories of knowledge-driven, problem-solving and
thirdly, social-interaction theory (Yin & Moore, 1987). The knowledge-driven theory is
designed in a way where for instance products are the result of ideas and explorations
from basic research. For the problem-solving theory, a relatively similar statement is said.
While the social-interaction theory recommends that overlapping networks may cause
frequent communication amongst participants (Yin & Moore, 1987). Although Yin
(2009) cautions researchers against any attempts to separate these categories or to
conceive them as a hierarchy.
There are other approaches and categorizations existing in literature. For instance, as per
Stake (1995), three main categorizations can be defined within the same subject. Stake
defines intrinsic, instrumental and collective approaches in case-study approaches. In an
intrinsic case-study, the researcher investigates the case for its own sake with the aim of
desiring a wider understanding of a specific field. Adopting such approach, the research
is not being conducted on primarily as the case represents other cases but because the
instance itself is of interest in all its particularity and ordinariness, which basically means
that other interest is subordinated temporarily. For instance, again referring back to the
field of education within the context of reading, questions are related in an intrinsic
approach on finding out why a student fails to read at a certain age group, while others in
the same age read fluently.
While on the other hand in an instrumental approach, a small group is selected with the
aim of investigating a specific behavior pattern, such as finding out how certain level
students’ study for examinations. In utilizing such approach, a research is being
conducted with the aim of offering a deeper insight into a specific area or even have an
intention in reconstructing a generalization. During such conductions, the case itself is of
secondary interest with only having a supporting function to be able to understand another
matter. However, the case is being investigated in depth but seeking external interests as
well. Although it is important to highlight as Stake states that there’s no significant
differences, no specific line drawn that distinguishes intrinsic and instrumental casestudies as both cases there are various interest both specific and general related to a
research subject (Stake, 1995).
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Furthermore, when there is less interest in one specific case, a study may be conducted in
a collective way with having a wide range of situations with the aim of exploring a
phenomenon. This represents the collective case-study approach, where basically the
instrumental case-study is being extended into further several cases. Within the
collection, individual cases might or might not be identified prior to showing common
features or might be either similar or the opposite, therefore redundancy and variety are
both equally essential. Such are selected in the investigation process as identifying them
will result in a better understanding of the phenomena. The same subject within a
collective case-study happens with arranging data from several different sources, such as
from schools (Stake, 1995).

3.4.5 Concluding reflections on case-study approach

Several advantages of utilizing case-studies exist. From the extant literature on casestudies, I discovered three main advantages I believe are the most dominant ones. First of
all, it is the context of its use, within the situation itself where actions are taking place, in
which most frequently the evaluation of the data is conducted.
Second of all, in relation to the different categorizations introduced in this chapter
referring to intrinsic, instrumental and collective approaches, case-study as a potential
approach is able to allow both quantitative and qualitative research data analysis. For
instance, some studies, specifically longitudinal studies of individual subjects, may rely
on qualitative data from different sources, which are providing descriptive information
while many case-studies are available for seeking evidence from either numerical or
categorical reflections of individual subjects or even both (Block, 1986). This also agrees
with Yin on not confusing case-studies with only qualitative research as they are able to
be based entirely on quantitative evidences (Yin, 2009).
Third, completely sharing the same vision with Yin, as case-studies frequently create and
produce very detailed qualitative data, which are not only able to help with the exploration
of the data in real-life settings, but furthermore able to assist with explaining various
complexities of such environments, which might not be discovered within experimental
or survey-based studies (Yin, 2009).
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Despite having such advantages as explained above, there are criticisms as well. A key
limitation is the lack of rigorousness with some cases having only limited amount of basis
for scientific generalization from one investigated subject only, which leaves the question
raised on how a generalization is possible at such cases. Moreover, considering other
aspects such as timing and length, such research approaches are sometimes labelled as
too long and in relation to conducting, difficult when requiring a huge amount of
documentation especially if the data collected is not managed appropriately (Yin, 2009).
Tellis shares the same vision when discussing potential criticisms of case-study research,
arguing that the criticism lays in the dependency nature on single case exploration, which
might lead to more difficulty reaching of a generalizing conclusion (Tellis, 1997). Given
the limited sampling cases the setting of research objectives has a higher importance in
case-study methodology (Yin, 2009).
In summary, this sub-section of the chapter (3.4) was designed to provide discussion on
case-studies and within the subject the different types of case-study methods existing with
highlighting key differences and advantages. I strongly believe that utilizing case-study
methods are a useful approach in research as they are able to provide assistance with
examining data at a micro level. Although case-study methods received criticism as
discussed in this section based on the extant literature, I fully agree with Hamel et al.
(1993) on having one of the greatest advantages in particular related to real-life situations
investigating social issues and problems.
Therefore, based on the subject of this research within the context of living laboratories,
I find this approach extremely useful for investigating the subject of this research based
on the advantages case-study methods offer. Especially agreeing with Baxter and Jack
(2008), such methods are able to assist in facilitating the investigation of living
laboratories with allowing multiple facets to be discovered, in particular when less is
known about a researched subject or in cases when its boundaries are less clear (Baxter
& Jack, 2010).

63

Accordingly, for this research a case-study analysis-based method is adopted because of
its focus towards understanding a complex issue around living lab settings. Based on this,
my research applies case-study method, as of the below four advantages identified within
the extant literature:
-

able to reach a higher conceptual validity

-

strong procedures towards new concept development

-

being practical to examine the research subject closely in real-life setting

-

having the nature of addressing complexities in real-life settings

In cases of investigating network perspectives, case-studies are especially relevant to be
adopted in which participants’ point of views, interests and powers to influence may all
contribute to the complexity of the stakeholder networks and their operation drives within
living lab ecosystem platforms in open innovation developments (Freeman & McVea,
2001).
As time consumed in case-study methods are frequently pointed out in methodology
related to case-studies, therefore I find it important as a summary to include the key
differences among both singular and multiple case-study methods related to time
dimension presented in Table 4 below.
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The types of case-studies regarding time dimensions are presented in Table 3 below.
Table 3. Types of Singular and Multiple Case-studies (Thomas, 2011, p. 517).
SINGULAR CASE-STUDIES
Retrospective Case-study

Snapshot Case-study

Diachronic Case-study
MULTIPLE CASE-STUDIES
Nested Case-studies

Parallel Case-studies
Sequential Case-studies

Theoretical Idiographic Casestudies
Disciplined Configurative Casestudies
Heuristic Case-studies
Theory-testing Case-studies
Plausibility pobes Case-studies
Building Block Case-study

The simplest type of study that involves the collection of
data relating to a past phenomenon of any kind. The
researcher looks back on a phenomenon, situation,
person, or event, and studies it in its historical integrity.
The case is being examined in one particular period of
time, such as, a current event, a diary…etc. The analysis
is aided by the temporal combination of events. As the
snapshot develops, the picture presents in itself as a
gestalt over a tight timeframe.
It changes over time, and is similar to longitudinal
studies.
These involve the comparison of elements within one
case, and the breakdown is within the principal unit of
analysis. A nested study is distinct from a
straightforward multiple study in that it gains its
integrity; its wholeness from the wider case.
The cases are all happening and being studied
concurrently.
The cases happen consecutively, and there is an
assumption that what has happened at one time point or
in an intervening period will in some way affect the next
incident.
These are illustrative case-studies that do not
accumulate or contribute directly to theory.
These are used to establish theories to explain the case.
These identify new, unexpected paths; for such studies,
marginal, outlier cases may be particularly useful.
The studies that assess the validity and scope conditions
of single or competing theories.
Preliminary studies used to determine whether further
examination is warranted.
The studies of particular types or subtypes of a
phenomenon that, when put together contribute to a
more comprehensive theory.

With the aim of understanding main constructs of LLs and furthermore exploring how
they in relations to operation, this research adopts the multiple case-study approach,
however it will refer to the garden of living labs, which were examined as one key case.
As the case-studies examined in this research are all happening and being studied
concurrently, this research applies parallel case-studies within the multi case-study
approach context.
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3.5 The Data: data corpus / data set / data items
Stakeholder interaction includes partnerships built around one-way communication,
standard consultation, comprehensive discussion and also functioning collaborations. For
this reason, selecting the most appropriate techniques for the interaction procedure is not
a technological question regarding one technique versus another however it concerns
comprehending the aspects and also possibilities connected with the goals (Partridge, et
al., 2005). In this part of the thesis, two different approaches for stakeholder engagement
will be described: interviews and workshops with the aim of seeking answers to the raised
questions of this research (i) exploring first of all involvement processes specifically
searching for answers on how stakeholders are engaged in different phases of the ULL
development, (ii) examining main motivation factors of stakeholders for participating in
urban living development, (iii) investigating key processes needed to establish a living
laboratory in a particular city. Chapter 4 is designed to focus on the interview analysis
while Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 presents and details the workshops.
First, the data set of my research consists of many individual elements, which are
considered as my research’s data corpus. Therefore, I find it important to clarify processes
and practice related methods as well. In this project on the topic of stakeholder
engagement within living lab settings, my data corpus consists of a significant amount of
data on particular case-studies selected for this thesis (Espoo Innovation Garden, Creative
Ring, Urban Mill), interviews with stakeholders from different fields within the living lab
network system (public/private/academia/users) and workshop series items investigating
the main topic and aiming to answer raised research questions. Therefore, this thesis’s
data set then refers to all the data from the corpus, which I am using to be able to
investigate my research questions.
The data items in this thesis are case-study analysis, individual interviews and as a data
source also the workshops series with two major workshop events. The data extract of
this thesis is going to be the analyzed, coded data, which is extracted from the data items,
from which the key extracts will be featured in the final analysis section of each data
chapters. Utilizing a set of stakeholder case-studies from Espoo Innovation Garden,
Creative Ring and Urban Mill, this thesis provides reasoning as its logic of understanding
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the researched context with the aim of re-thinking and reconstructing the studied reality
around this research subject. Regarding my research, thematic-based analysis (Clarke &
Braun, 2013) as a method plays a crucial role.
This thesis therefore adopts thematic data analysis-based approach, in all Data Chapters
(Chapter 4, Chapter 5 and Chapter 6), in which different perspectives on participant
analysis are integrated with the aiming of creating a more detailed insight into the
stakeholder arena and engagement processes within such settings. This research will
assess existing urban living lab platforms (EIG, Creative Ring, Urban Mill) from a multiperspective vision within the context of stakeholder engagement, which will contribute
to a more broaden understanding on how participants are engaged, further how they
collaborate and by collaborating how they co-create within such arenas. It is critical to
focus on stakeholder engagement levels as changes can be actually seen and experienced
more rapidly.
Prior to the actual data analysis process, a literature review is conducted in this thesis with
the aim of understanding living labs in urban platforms based on both scientific and
practice-based materials and studies. Such topics as networks, stakeholder actions, roles
and processes are investigated under the literature review section (Chapter 2). I strongly
believe that a multi-dimensional analysis has a power to generate a multi-dimensional
understanding of the subject, therefore this research puts the emphasis on multi-levelness
within the research subject. Aiming to perform such a multi-levelness will be able to help
this research obtain a broader understanding of the presented challenge.
In my research, key critical questions are investigated through the individual interviews
and also during the workshop series that still remain challenges in regards of effective
ULL strategy planning and also in relations to the level of stakeholder engagement
through the above-mentioned multi-dimensional analysis are as follows:
-

How professionals define living labs?

-

How and why currently existing living labs are being constructed?

-

How living lab operators engage with stakeholders in their current LL setting and
what the key roles of stakeholders are.

-

How participants are engaged during different phases of a development?
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-

What are the main motivation factors of stakeholders for participating in urban
living lab development?

-

What main processes are needed for establishing a living laboratory?

In this research, the case-study selection was based on three main criteria mentioned
earlier, identified as key functions:
-

identified as an open innovation project

-

including multiple actors

-

innovating take place in real-life situations

At present, there is no commonly accepted stakeholder analysis practice available across
multiple industries and sectors. Some examine the cooperation and competition of various
stakeholders, while others rather examine the predictability of participants, so as their
power. However, stakeholder engagement has the capability to occur in many different
ways in several various platforms. Amongst many others, such as business practices or
innovation management, in social needs or the field of educations, further within public
policies. Within the specific case this research selected, Espoo Innovation Garden, which
represents one key Europe-wide recognized living lab setting which includes multiple
sectors extremely effectively while involving stakeholders actively in different phases of
project developments.

3.5.1 Research design of the thesis
Considering the theoretical contribution made as well as the questions raised in this
research, the design of this thesis applied case-study analysis first as its grounded method
as discussed throughout this chapter as case-studies are ideal when the emphasis relies in
exploring and broadening wider understanding of the research subject (Hamel, et al.,
1993). I chose this design as I am analyzing the selected subject in-depth, as per Leminen
and colleagues, a modern phenomenon in its real-life nature (Leminen, et al., 2012),
which for me is an item that represents high interest in its own nature. Furthermore, I am
especially interested in exploring and seeking how questions. Additionally, as casestudies have been a major and one of the most frequently used research techniques within
the living lab context, I decided to apply this method into my research. Furthermore, it is
not required to be limited to any kind of single sort of evidence or data (Kothari, 2005).
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Within this thesis, three different cases are introduced as well as the selection criteria and
reasoning behind those (Espoo Innovation Garden, Urban Mill, Creative Ring) and also
a more detailed description will be provided in the relevant sections of the thesis in
Chapter 4.
At this section of the thesis, I wish to provide an in-depth outlining behind the rationale
on selecting these cases. There are two main selection criteria which drove me to
concentrate on such living laboratories. First of all, independent living platforms are
considered among the concepts in which to counter the demographic challenges our
society currently faces, which is reviewed in Chapter 2, in greater depth. Second of all,
living labs have actually been created to focus on addressing, supporting or solving social
issues (Burbridge, 2017). Because of their collaborative nature, openness as well as
citizen-centered real-world settings, they are considered suitable for the function with
the aim of contributing to the innovation technologies (Salter & White, 2013). As per
Salter & White (2013), they involve key stakeholders such as researchers, industry,
government and innovation end-users in collaborative cooperation in a real-world setting
in order to ensuring that innovations are practical and also acceptable in the specific
circumstances of those intended to use them.
For this thesis, the information originates from multiple living lab case-studies the full
cohort of which I chose to call LLPOOL. The majority of these living labs belong to the
European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL).
Chapter 4 focuses on a particular living laboratory analyzed in greater depth in Finland
called Espoo Innovation Garden, an initiative that has been functioning as a living lab for
decades now. The three multi-disciplinary communities that formed Espoo Innovation
Garden consists of Aalto Design Factory, Startup Sauna and Urban Mill. This specific
case-study defines exactly how to bring a living lab to life, are developed also why the
connections in between components result from the setting up a living lab platform.
Ultimately, Chapter 4 through the investigation defines and seek answers on the abovementioned multi-dimensional view identifying the key levels of stakeholder engagement
with a special focus on highlighting the following How-s: (i) to define living labs, (ii)
existing living labs are constructed, (iii) operators engage with stakeholders.
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Being closely involved in Espoo Innovation Garden and having a close co-operation with
the operators of these platforms, for me it was an exceptional opportunity to participate
in throughout the whole research journey and at the same time follow the development of
such an initiative evolving during the research period in the past 6 years with a special
focus in recognizing how precisely the interests of the components connected in the LL
settings are managed.
For the case-study in Chapter 4, the intention was to select a living lab that shares the
three key elements (from Chapter 2) I was interested in researching. Afterwards, the next
task for me was to look for individuals, groups or even settings within the platform where
such procedure is already occurring. The other two data chapters also share this vision
and steps, which I performed. However, in these cases considering that I work closely
with these living labs for several years now, the data was available to me with no
difficulties arising during the research.
In regards of the rationale behind selecting the case for investigation, I already had direct
access to these cases, therefore any document or project specification needed for the
research was immediately available to be examined. My supervisors both UK-based and
Hungary-based also facilitated my contacts with gatekeepers. The respective appendix on
this reveals the different types of living labs I managed to explore, their locations and
their organization types. Investigated living labs are identified with letters and a number,
ranging from LL followed by a number that identifies the living lab (e.g. LL01).

3.5.2 Methods and data collection

The fieldwork data collection part of my research started when my ethics application was
approved by the GSI Research Ethics Panel and confirmation of ethics approval was
received, therefore data collection begun in March 2019 and the second workshop
organized in Finland took place at the beginning of December in 2019 which was the
closing phase of the data collection process. The Ethics Application package elements
(e.g. information sheets, consent forms, agendas) and approval letter is presented in
Appendix 1-7. However, the secondary data collection part during my research started
earlier, such tasks included document evaluation, project websites…etc.) back in 2014
and proceeded throughout the research work onwards.
70

The main techniques utilized for information collection were document analysis, indepth, semi-structured interviews and workshops. I likewise relied substantially on my
fieldnotes. Images were taken throughout field-visits to a few living lab locations, as well
as several of the conferences I participated in. The relevant Appendixes will include
samples of each listed above. I attempted, as much as possible, to remember the
suggestions of Creswell & Clark who advises to social scientists to pay more attention on
such data that occur naturally (Creswell & Clark, 2011). Such data is not based on the
researcher conducting an interview or organizing focus groups, information, which Yin
considers as to be manufactured information, as it is initiated by the researcher (Yin,
2009) (that typically arranges meetings and also focus groups). A qualitative research
study should not rely only on interviews as the only tool of gathering data, but rather
combine methods with observations undertaken in real-life environment, further as
another method, analyzing already existing documents for examination as if considering
the nature of such methods, are not dependent only on the researcher who conducts the
study (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2009). Brannen (2016) believes that interviews are an
essential way of conducting qualitative data to be analyzed, having the power to provide
with even more quick outcomes than observation.
Apart from interviews, as mentioned earlier fieldnotes were considered as essential tools
to be used during this thesis, as field notes serve several useful functions. Predominately,
they aid in building thick, rich descriptions of the research context, experience, interview,
meeting, focus group, as well as document's useful contextual information. When
observing social interactions in a setting field notes are created for the purpose to
remember as well as record any activities, events, behavior and other attributes of the
setting the event takes place and being observed (Burgess, 1991).
Fieldnotes are suggested to be defined as notes through which it is possible to generate
meaning and understanding of a research subject (Webb, 1991). There are numerous vital
steps needed to take into consideration when preparing fieldnotes, considered as general
information of fieldnotes, such as timing, date or the inquiry of the research. There are
several types of fieldnotes and techniques such as, jottings or with other words scratch
notes, where the observer jots down a few words or brief sentences that will certainly
help to recall some information on the observed subject. Jottings or scratch notes are
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typically written in the field, onsite. The jottings are usually utilized to facilitate the
observer's memory of the setting, which was examined in the field. The observer then is
able to provide a detailed, thorough, systematic description of the observed setting.
The analysis of such notes happens as notes are being prepared and while being on-site
in the field. This is necessary for at least two reasons as per Burgess (1991): (i) This initial
analysis fosters self-reflection, and self-reflection is essential for understanding and
meaning-making process. (ii) Initial analysis or preliminary analysis exposes emergent
themes. Recognizing relevant and accurate themes, while still in the field enables the
scientist to shift interest and attention in ways that can promote a much more developed
investigation of emerging styles (Burgess, 1991). Agreeing with Burgess on these
essential characteristics of fieldnotes, I adopted this method and relied heavily on my
fieldnotes as well during my research. The main reason of adopting fieldnotes is they are
considered as being accurate, organized and descriptive. Furthermore, fieldnotes
primarily offer greater depth into the observed subject, including what similarities or
differences or even patterns exist (Webb, 1991).
However, fieldnotes about for instance interviews, which this thesis utilizes in all data
collection phases, are possible to be generated at multiple times. For instance, taking only
keyword-based notes during the event, while keeping eye-contact and paying attention to
the interviewee. Such keyword or short notes are able to provide help with keeping in
mind essential perspectives for the creation of a comprehensive field note. Usually, as it
is recommended, a more detailed field note has to be produced right after or very soon
after the event took place (Burgess, 1991). No matter which type of fieldnote is utilized
during an event, it should rather not disturb the circulation of the event or sidetrack any
of the participants of the event (Webb, 1991)
There were cases during my research journey where access was rather limited to
fieldwork mainly due to the distances in location (Finland, Norway, The Netherlands,
Denmark, Spain, Poland, Canada, Hungary), and therefore interviews were regarded as
an excellent mode to gather information in order to explore the research subject and gain
in-sights. In total amount, and across cases, I ended up with 20 meetings with
representatives of living laboratories. Interviewees represented different roles such as
chief executive officers, project managers, directors, urban planners and city leaders.
72

Interviews took place face to face, in person, some cases by phone or video calls, which
I arranged through Skype and Zoom at cases when it was not possible to organize
meetings in person. The length of most of the interviews were between 60 to 90 minutes.
All interviews were semi-structured interviews and I provided an interview protocol
(Appendix 4) for all interviewees prior to the interview date. However, most of the cases
the exact questions presented as sample questions only were rarely asked in the same
wording as in written in the agenda. The protocol was rather used as an orientation tool.
All abbreviations used throughout the thesis have been listed in the Notations section of
this thesis. For visualizing the information, I called the help of SmartArt for all tables
from Table - Table 18 and figures from Figure 1 - Figure 18 related to this thesis.
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3.6 Data analysis

3.6.1 Organizing the data

All interviews that were conducted during the research were recorded, and after the
interview was conducted, I performed the transcribing, however some cases a
transcription service application with password protected setting mode was used to help
with time constraints. Data analysis during my research was performed parallel to data
collection with the aim of facilitating subsequent examination with the aim of preventing
accumulation of unevaluated items. As an example, both during and after the interviews
I took notes, during the interviews mainly jotted down key phrases, after the interviews I
either created notes in my notebook or entered content into a word document. I usually
performed transcribing after the interviews were completed to make sure no essential
information was at risk of being lost. I performed such tasks either the same day or the
day after the interview was conducted. At some cases, where the data source language
was not English, I performed the translation myself and then entered the information into
a word document. For the evaluation of data, I created and followed a three-step approach
throughout the evaluation process, which is detailed within the upcoming sections below.

3.6.2 The three phases of data organization

Firstly, as well as most significantly, all the data, which were collected throughout my
research was imported into the qualitative data analysis software, called NVivo that
provided me huge assistance to effective thematic analysis in a time-effective manner.
The utilization of such software as NVivo are considered as exceptional choices in
qualitative data analysis particularly if a relatively extensive amount of data is produced
during the qualitative research to be managed with the aim of analyzing and retrieving it
easily (Brannen, 2016). This strategy proved very reliable in my evaluation process where
it was crucial for me to organize all data gathered during my research. Amongst many I
also agree with Brannen (2016) on the above-mentioned information, as this software
provided me with exceptional opportunities and easy monitoring and managing functions
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amongst my data, where arranging and subsequent categorizing data was a lot more rapid
than if it would have been performed manually. For every case-study, a different NVivo
project was developed.
Second of all, after all the data was promptly imported to NVivo, I followed and relied
on thematic analysis, which is an excellent choice if the aim is to identify, analyze and
report patterns across a large-scale data source (Ryan & Bernard, 2003). The respective
sub-sections of Chapter 3 of this thesis discusses how adopting thematic data analysis is
suitable for a qualitative research study.
The same screenshot (minimized version) below, shows how this procedure operated in
NVivo. The screenshot shows an example, which I exported from LLPOOL with the aim
of demonstrating how an individual interview material with an LL planner is present in
the system.

In this instance, a section of the interview was coded as ‘Community life improved’. The
exact same coding method was utilized throughout the cases evaluated, with some of the
themes offering to organize data across the sources. As an example, a higher-level theme,
which showed up amongst all the materials was the theme "Co-creation". Nonetheless,
what constituted "Co-creation" for the Living Labs in Finland (the sub-themes) were not
the same issues that would certainly prove a challenge for e.g. Barcelona regarding the
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@22Barcelona living lab project. Therefore, it is extremely essential to emphasize here
the idea that this coding process was primarily used with the aim of assisting me in the
organization process.
Entering the last phase of my data evaluation process, I moved onto the part where I
focused on identifying the unique elements of each case, meaning looking for elements
which have not been discovered yet in existing literature or study and also look for
meanings in each theme within the specific research subject field. As an example, during
the organization process when arranging the themes, I identified numerous iterations
within the data. At this stage it became clear how the information transforms into
something “new” when compared with another living lab study. Only then it became clear
in practice how the presence of certain living laboratories was highly dependent on active
stakeholder engagement, and that this dependency was higher than presented in some of
the literature on the specific subject. However, comprehending exactly how the unactiveness of stakeholder engagement could influence the maintenance of some living lab
projects was not straightforward.
Ultimately, which was the last phase of my evaluation procedure, I had the ability to
return back to the aims and objectives of my research, as well as to my research questions,
and refining them was a key objective when basically data started telling me the story of
this research’s subject and how the investigated information in literature accommodates
the practical findings, therefore the reality of this thesis. The first steps allowed me to
learn during my fieldworks how the procedures of setting up a living lab were brought
together at existing living laboratory settings, and reaching out to theories was also my
intention at this stage, which together helped me to understand the world of living labs I
was involved in. In relations to this, theories introduced themselves as additional means
to interpret my outcomes and findings, and perhaps most significantly assisted me in
comprehending LLs through a novel lens.
This section of the methods gave a brief description and focused on the data collection
and evaluation processes, how the evaluation took place and what initial steps were taken.
Qualitative research is an empirical research and is endlessly creative and interpretive.
Throughout the whole data collection process, all qualitative data resulting from the data
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sources were analyzed with the aim of offering a more in-depth understanding, moreover
to offer reflections of a respondent’s own thinking.
3.7 Concluding reflections
This part of this chapter gave a general overview of the methodology approaches,
methods, the research design and the analysis processes used in my research. This present
chapter of the thesis defines data collection and the overall research design, and the data
analysis process. As described earlier, this research will assess existing urban living lab
platforms and methodologies based on national and international evidence from academic
and non-literature sources. It is critical to focus on stakeholder engagement levels and
stakeholder roles in relations to living labs at local levels as changes can be actually seen
and experienced more rapidly (Leminen, et al., 2012). To understand living labs a
systematic literature review was conducted as Part I in Chapter 2 and then broadening
understanding of stakeholder actions, roles and activities in Part II of Chapter 2. Topics
such as networks, stakeholders, roles and innovation outcomes, furthermore various
meanings of interpretations of living labs are discussed in the literature review.
Key elements of the research include (i) assessment of existing living lab setting concepts,
each representing one case in Chapter 4, (ii) interviews with experts designing,
implementing and maintaining currently existing living labs in Europe in Chapter 5, (iii)
workshops with experts implementing ULLs to justify objectives in Chapter 6 divided
into 2 main parts as 2 separate workshops were organized in two different countries
(Greece and Finland). This research will examine existing living lab platforms and the
level of stakeholder engagement within leading European cities, based on the selection
criteria detailed earlier. This research selects the LL cases under investigation based on 3
main criteria as key functions of a living lab setting introduced in Chapter 3 of this thesis:
(i) identified as an open innovation project, (ii) include multiple actors, (iii) innovating
take place in real-life situations. Furthermore, this research will investigate how these
civic platforms are re-thinking sustainability within the context of urban living platforms
and also how these city-settings are considering stakeholder engagement. While at the
same time, this thesis attempts to define urban living lab, and also establish a local ULL
concept.
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Key critical questions that still remain challenges in regards of establishing effective ULL
strategy plans and also in relations to the level of stakeholder engagement are as follows
as “The 3 How”-s:
-

How professionals define living labs?

-

How and why currently existing living labs are being constructed?

-

How living lab operators engage with stakeholders in their current LL setting and
what the key roles of stakeholders are?

The research will use multi-dimensional qualitative methods. The reason for choosing the
qualitative research method approach is it does have the power to help to obtain a broader
in-depth information and knowledge of the research topic as well as provide rich datasets
(Bhattacherjee, 2012) and also assists in increasing findings reliability and credibility and
with this, generalization of the study findings can be proposed (Pajo, 2018).
To be able to position the timing of the research, the following figure (Figure 4) below
shows the key phases of my research in the LLPOOL Research Pyramid.

03 2019 – 12 2019

09 2019

12 2019

Figure 4. LLPOOL research pyramid.
Interviews are considered as one of the most frequently used qualitative methods. In this
thesis, interviews offered me an exploratory approach towards understanding the research
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subject in-depth. I decided to utilize semi-structured interviews as those without any
structure or format might be problematic in relation to obtaining useful information to
address a known issue. Therefore, the interviews in this research were not structured, also
were not left purely unstructured during the research process. Chapter 4 as the first data
chapter of this thesis will discuss the interviews.
Participatory workshops in this research brought together ULL developers and
stakeholders from both academia and public sectors as well as private ones. Stakeholders
included businesses and public policy professionals who form the Espoo Innovation
Garden living lab. Data from these workshops are presented in Chapter 5 and 6.
This thesis is grounded on currently existing LL platforms from the above-mentioned
regions and countries. These countries were selected based on the forefront nature they
represent within LL communities, being the first wave of LL operations while
representing diverse operations and resulting outcomes.
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3.8 Ethics and data management considerations
Research ethics has been considered strictly throughout the entire research procedure. My
ethics application was approved by the GSI Research Ethics Panel (SREP) under the
terms of Anglia Ruskin University’s Ethics Policy (Dated 8 September 2016, Version
1.7). Ethics approval was given for this project for a period of 3 years starting from 20
March 2019 at FREP/DREP number: GSIDREP-1718-004 (see Appendix 2). Prior to
receiving authorization, I attended the mandatory Ethics training provided by Anglia
Ruskin University.
Submitted documents to the Ethics Panel consisted of the following:
- Completed Research Ethics Form
- Participant Information Sheet for Interview (PIS)
- Participant Consent Form (PCS)
- Interview protocol Draft
- Participant Information Sheet for Workshop (PIS)
- Participant Consent Form (PCS)
- Workshop protocol Draft
The above-listed items are included in the Appendix 2 to Appendix 8.
After I received the approval, but before my fieldwork began, I provided all participants
with a copy of the Participant Information Sheets, in which detailed information about
this research was discussed, also provided all participants with a Participant Consent
Sheet (PCS), (see Appendix 4 and Appendix 7) that participants signed and returned. In
this documents (PCS), the individual acknowledged that he or she consented to participate
in the research study and was free to withdraw at any time from the research stated in the
forms provided within the withdrawal period. This has not happened in any cases during
the research.
Individuals were informed that interviews and workshops were recorded. All participants
being present were informed of my role as the researcher, with authorization collected all
cases. At cases when pictures were taken, authorization was always asked prior to taking
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photos. All data accumulated throughout the research was treated based on the UK Data
Protection Act.

3.8.1 Ethics and data management

This research explores stakeholder engagement and the processes by which stakeholders
are being involved in the development of living laboratories at city level. The research
examines currently existing urban living laboratories in European countries. The research
uses expert interviews as one its research methods in order to understand how urban living
laboratory development planners think about stakeholder engagement, how they
undertake it, and what barriers exist in this process during planning and implementation
phases.
Interviewees and workshop participants for this phase of the research were asked to take
part in this research based on their expertise in the field of urban living laboratory
development.
To enable me to record the views accurately, a voice recorder was used. Prior to the
interview was conducted, I sought participant permission before recording. Participants
in this research were aware that they have the right to refuse permission to record, as such
cases I informed them I would take written notes. My data was accessible only to me, as
the Researcher, as well as the Research Supervisors on the research, and are stored on
secure, password-protected devices for the duration of the research and for a period of 3
years after. Personal identifiable information (e.g. consent forms) are kept separately from
the data. Thereafter, raw data (recordings) will be deleted and only transcripts
(anonymized) will be retained by the me. All data storage and processing for the project
complies with the requirements of the UK Data Protection Act.
There was no monetary or other compensation for taking part in the research, and all
participants were free to withdraw at any time and without giving any reason. Participants
were also free to decline to answer any individual interview questions posed to them
during the interview. To withdraw, my contact details were provided to all interviewees
to be able reach me after the interview was conducted in case of any withdrawal actions.
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However, as stated in the relevant consent sheet and information sheet, it was only
possible to withdraw within the withdrawal time, which was 2 weeks after the interview
has been conducted.
About the results of this research, participants have all been informed that the results of
this thesis will be used to produce a written material as part of the PhD research as well
as academic papers. Any data I report (including quotes) will be anonymized, so no quotes
any participants give will be traceable to namely the participant. Furthermore, all
participants were informed about receiving a copy of the final research report after the
research is completed.
3.9 Summary of Chapter 3
The previous chapter explored and investigated the literature covering the background,
history and evolving of living labs, in particular relating to where such ecosystems are
placed in innovation studies. As a result, I gave an insight into how closed innovations
opened up which guided me to identify and discuss the key differences of closed and open
innovations. The motive then was to established the overarching aim of this research,
followed by forming my three research questions. At this stage, the identification of the
needed methodology arose as the driver of this section of my research. As learned during
the investigation of the literature, I became aware that living lab platforms and
relationships within such platforms are complex, therefore in order to select the most
appropriate research method and tools this research utilized, I needed to investigate the
philosophy of science in greater depths, so as investigating research methodologies
further, which formed the challenge of this section of my thesis. After the extant review
of the research methodology context, coupled with what the investigation of the literature
informed me, the adopted method was selected. The aim of understanding the complex
nature of living labs, and its interactions, this research adopts a qualitative-method
strategy, which forms the solution of the above raised issue.
From these foundations, I wished to select the most appropriate tools to be able to answer
my three research questions. In the upcoming data chapters, I wish to utilize the selected
methods, with the aim to look for potential solutions through empirical investigation with
an intention to offer solutions to the raised challenges specified in the three research
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questions of my thesis. I further wish to deliver outcomes on investigated subjects to
contribute to potential transitions in living lab settings. As discussed earlier, with
searching for answers through the empirical investigation, I am wishing to lay specific
action steps to be performed in order to contribute to such experimental platform
transitions. In addition, I strongly believe the gaps this thesis identified in knowledge
clearly show relevance of the investigated subject with its contributions.
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Chapter 4 – Analyzing stakeholder identification in co-creations
4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 Aims and the structure of this chapter

The structure of Chapter 4 includes six key sections. First, I am defining the first research
question of this thesis raised by the evaluation of the literature and the gaps found based
on the review of the extant literature. Secondly, the case-study will be introduced. As the
third main part of this section, I am outlining the research methods related to this chapter.
The fourth part of this section discusses the key findings, which will be followed by the
concluding thoughts. The closing section of this chapter defines the next steps as the
paving towards a more narrowed scene of this research, the workshops.
The present section of the thesis seeks answers and key findings for the following
question as the first research question of this thesis:
Research Question 1:
How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design, implementation and
evaluation phases of the analyzed urban living labs?

4.1.2 The rationale of stakeholder engagement
The objective of the first findings chapter is to identify the main collaboration elements
in living lab settings, with a special focus through analyzing the case-study of Espoo
Innovation Garden, a garden of innovative collaborations. The living lab complex
evaluated in this chapter is Espoo Innovation Garden, which I will call LLGarden
throughout my data analysis chapters. Additionally, apart from focusing on the primary
collaboration elements and also influencing catalyzers (Leminen, 2015), the following
topics will be examined and analyzed in this section with a special focus on (i) stakeholder
identification processes, (ii) the primary actors of the quadruple-based collaboration
while explaining their roles in the interaction with the aim of highlighting the importance
of this specific experimental platform. Particularly analyzing how several of the
ecosystem participants impact and orchestrate the living lab platform evolving process as
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there is still a gap in knowledge existing around this subject and is considered a challenge
in open innovation studies (Chesbrough, 2003) .
The emergence of participant involvement is one of the key subjects of this section’s
investigation and also their capability to effect, to shape the living lab ecosystem with the
ability to impact urban settings (Salter & White, 2013). The primary assumption is that
an increased engagement would significantly result a more efficient planning and
implementing of living lab ecosystems. Nevertheless, the engagement level of the
stakeholders and further what levels of participant involvement operates best still remain
a challenge for further investigation.
4.2 The case: LLGarden
The first set of interviews focused on investigating and gathering information on the
background of LLGarden, its history and its purpose within the innovation objectives of
the City of Espoo located in Finland. When I started my research, LLGarden was already
an existing co-creation platform for decades, and was a dynamically developing
collaborative platform and had already accomplished significant amount of interesting
results in the innovation technology field. During the interviews I conducted with
LLGarden member leaders in person in Finland or also via on-line (Skype and Zoom), its
stories and experiences provided me with valuable information on what actions within
LLGarden, policies, processes and also sustaining of living labs are constantly being
arranged, negotiated and also how complex its techniques and methods appear to be.
It is extremely important to keep one thing in mind while reading this chapter. The
concept behind this chapter is to provide a comprehensive evaluation of LLGarden,
drawing attention to a few of the challenges that previous literature seems to have
overlooked. My goal is not to simply list the kind of relationships, actors or methods the
living laboratories as experiment platforms seem to promote but after examination to
validate how these elements appear to make the living laboratory an excellent platform
for stakeholder interactions, promoting co-operations or co-creating developments. I
desire, instead, to understand exactly how the connections developed in between the
different heterogeneous elements added to the constitution of the living laboratory
practice as I encountered it.
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If, as recommended in Chapter 2, I accept that the procedure of setting up an LL is not
only related to bringing various actors together with each other, but about straightening
various actor-networks in a stable settlement (Latour, 2005), it is important to
comprehend exactly how specifically these different actor-networks align. I have already
suggested that this settlement may be obtained via a procedure of constant negotiations
between the development of new links and the management or sustaining with old, so
formerly already developed partnerships. In addition, throughout the evaluation
undertaken during each phase, I asked the following question: how are stakeholders
identified, living lab establishments developed, i.e. exactly how and why the links in
between the platform elements lead to some co-operations, yet not others?
There are numerous reasons to focus on this question. First of all, and concluding from
previous chapters, it is fair to assume that conventional descriptions wherein a living
laboratory is expected to promote multi-stakeholder engagement; open development as
well as co-creation are, in themselves, assumptions, methods which to interest as well as
encourage a collection of different actors to accept an exact problematization, to refer
back to Frooman’s arguing (Frooman, 1999). Nonetheless, as displayed in Chapter 2 and
briefly mentioned, these assumptions will certainly not always be met in practice.
Although they may serve right in making sense of potential futures, they are nondeterministic and will rarely influence the actual results of a particular living laboratory
practice (Burbridge, 2017). Secondly, as well as taking into consideration that the
expected ideal future of what a living laboratory may turn out to be is seldom fulfilled in
practice, one may consider that, in establishing a living lab, other aspects and at the same
time different factors will certainly be at play that help discuss why some results end up
in a certain way (Bulkeley, et al., 2017). It is therefore essential to look beyond simple
summaries, which I am doing in this section of my study, of who does what and also when
in a living laboratory process, and also concentrate on how precisely the conditions of
possibility that make a living laboratory evolve and develop.
The themes examined in this chapter are those that I considered specific, as well as some
cases surprising in terms of the story they had the ability to tell. Although I review them
separately, they co-existed in practice. This evaluation will then contribute to
understanding how living labs are established and how stakeholders are identified. More
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particularly, this will as mentioned earlier certainly not be about only defining and
describing key factors appearing to be constitutive within a living laboratory. It is, rather,
an effort at comprehending how some factors and processes contribute to create the living
lab in a particular way. According to Nevens and colleagues, I argue that prior to any
living lab comes into existence it is essential to put it in context and place (Nevens, et al.,
2013). Therefore, my emphasis concentrates on comprehending what goes on (as well as
how) during the establishment stage within the arena.

4.2.1 Case location

Finland’s second largest city is Espoo. Its population reaches close to 300,000 inhabitants.
Espoo is part of the capital area of Helsinki along with Helsinki, and also Kauniainen,
and Vantaa. These together form the Uusimaa region. The inner metropolitan area is the
centralized area in relations to population as the majority of the population lives in the
inner area of Helsinki. A number of significant firms are based in Espoo too, consisting
of Nokia or Microsoft, others like KONE, Fortum, Orion as well as the well-known video
game developers Rovio and SuperCell. A 4 km2 area in Espoo named OtaniemiKeilaniemi-Tapiola, organizes and leads the continuously growing academic community,
which Aalto University is a key member of. as the area includes numerous others such as
startups as well as organizations as VTT. There are close to 45 000 locals within this area,
which offers a practically equal rate of work, from which over 15 000 remain in ICT or
ICT-related services spheres. In this area, 5,000 scientists live, and a further 16,000
mainly students live from 110 different races (Rissola, et al., 2017).
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Figure 5. Espoo Innovation Garden. Source by (Urban Mill, 2017, p. 15).
The actors of LLGarden illustrated in Figure 5 above include parties from several
segments such as academia, local governance or businesses listed below:
•

Uusimaa Regional Council

•

Espoo City

•

Aalto University

•

Aalto student movement and Aalto Entrepreneurship Society

•

Startup Sauna

•

Aalto Ventures Programme (AVP)

•

Aalto Start-Up Center

•

Design Factory

•

Aalto University Innovation Services

•

Small Business Center

•

Urban Mill

•

Aalto University Executive Education Ltd

•

Impact Iglu

•

VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland

•

Finnish Chambers of Commerce

•

Investors, entrepreneurs and venture capitals

•

Large multinational and high-tech corporations
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LLGarden is still a rapidly growing co-creation platform expanding continuously, its
member collaborative partners increase dynamically. The main federal government has
actually played a crucial actor role within the growth of the LLGarden ecosystems.
Among all national R&D tasks approximately half of the tasks are related to this region
in Finland within this 4km2 area of Espoo. The focus of research and development has
improved through decades of monetary investments by the government as part of the
national innovation infrastructure (Graham, 2014). Its enduring business culture has a
similar consideration in the country. Without a doubt, this region was one of the pioneers
focusing on the support of university innovations and also start-ups. Prior to Aalto
University’s foundation in the beginning of the 1990’s individuals already worked in the
university in order to provide help to the forerunners. Although only limited amount of
financial support was available for them during those times from the FFI to evaluate the
innovations and also assistance to startups (Oksanen & Hautamäki, 2015).
The spirit of entrepreneurial vision and active collaboration of the participants both
students and residents, have always been viewed extremely important among leading
organizations locally. So, to business education, which also became significant within
Aalto University. In addition, not just in relation to start-ups but during the
transformations of innovative thinking it has been understood that local residents should
take responsibilities as well as practice leading roles within the action implementation, so
as to interactively collaborate in projects (Rissola, et al., 2017). Furthermore, students
directly take part in the operation of the development environment. One of the key
members of LLGarden, namely Urban Mill is a pioneer on that (Rissola, et al., 2017).
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4.3 Methods

4.3.1 Introduction to methods adopted in this thesis

Data for this chapter was obtained from ongoing contact with LLGarden members in
Finland. Because the LLGarden was at the time when I began my research and
continuously still is part of a wider European initiative (ENoLL), in which I was a
collaborating partner, my direct access to the project leaders to both LLGarden and the
European collaborative initiative, ENoLL project directors, was possible.
The on-going contact with LLGarden members also facilitated a more rapid access to
perform fieldworks and therefore offered me less time-consuming organization in
relations to arranging appointments for in-depth interviews or set up visits for fieldworks.

4.3.2 Data collection methods: in-depth interviews

Data for this part of the research was collected in between March 2019 and Dec 2019, in
regards of timing and location at different points as well as in various places, both in
Finland and also Greece as key research locations. Interviews were held collected in
person during Workshop I (Thessaloniki, Greece) and Workshop II (Espoo, Finland) and,
via video calls (Skype or Zoom). The complete interview participant list titled with the
project name LLPOOL-I is presented in Appendix 8, interviewee codes ranging from LLI
1 to LLI 20. However, from the LLPOOL complete interview list, the interviews that are
related to this Chapter (Chapter 4) are shown in Table 4 below indicating the participant
living lab name, location and length of each interview.
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Table 4. In-depth interview participants related to LLGarden case-study.

Participant

City of Espoo /
Urban Design Tech
Living Lab for
Design and Services
Startup Sauna
Urban Mill / Aalto
University
Creative Ring
Design Factory
/Aalto University
Aalto Sustainability
Hub

Organization
Location
type

Code

Tool
CaseLength
study
of the
Interview interview
(CS I)

Municipality

Espoo

LLI 1

CS I

[1:42:27]

Business

Espoo

LLI 2

CS I

[1:52:49]

Business

Espoo

LLI 3

CS I

[1:49:17]

Academia /
Business

Espoo

LLI 4

CS I

[2:04:25]

Business

Espoo

LLI 5

CS I

[1:31:42]

Academia

Espoo

LLI 6

CS I

[1:46:35]

Academia

Espoo

LLI 7

CS I

[1:52:27]

Expert interviews were arranged with representatives in leading roles responsible for
mainly the design, the implementation and monitoring phases of the LLGarden member
developments with the reason of generating a broader understanding of participant
perspectives of stakeholders, further understanding their processes of stakeholder
identifications, involvement and nonetheless, understanding the visions on how the
stakeholder engagement influenced the different stages of their living lab projects such
as the planning, the implementation or even the monitoring phases of the collaborative
communities in Espoo, Finland. The primary data set collection throughout my research
included semi-structured interviews with LLGarden experts, developers and
professionals from both academia and public sectors. The interviews were semistructured as discussed in the methodology chapter (Chapter 3), where some questions
were already set prior to the interviews enhanced by unintended follow-up questions
during the interview. Some of these questions as samples are presented in Appendix 5.
Throughout the procedure of data collection related to the case-study of LLGarden, seven
in-depth interviews were conducted in relations to the case-study topic. All individuals
were interviewed once only; however, I have contacted them after the interview with the
purpose of providing them further information, in case it was required. All of the
interviews were digitally recorded, however as the interviewer I decided to take notes and
91

used my field notes for analysis as well. Where side-notes were used, those are stated at
the relevant chapter sections. All of the digitally recorded materials were transcribed as
soon as I was able to import them into the qualitative data analysis software (NVivo) that
I used during my research, so as the handwritten field notes typed into word and then
uploaded into the qualitative data analysis software.

4.3.3 Data collection methods: fieldnotes

Field note analysis likewise played a vital role as a technique in the analysis procedure as
field notes are capable to offer a number of features. Predominately, they assisted in
building thick, rich descriptions of this research context. As presented in the methodology
chapter’s relevant section (3.5.2), there are several types of field notes available to select
from with a reflective as well as descriptive nature such as jottings (or in other words
notes scratched down) or logs, furthermore side-notes…etc. before the actual field note
coding takes place, whether on-site or off-site fieldnotes are performed as techniques.
During data collection in this qualitative research study I did both on-site and off-site
field notes. Throughout the occasion of interviews, I chose to perform mainly on-site
jottings as I desired to fully pay attention onto the interviewee and also was aware that
the interviews are recorded therefore the complete data was available in a recorded
version. At this part of my research, I found jotting down during the interviews helped
me recall details accurately after the interview during my analysis procedure while
performing the descriptive field note writing, beginning this after each interview
occasion. I created off-site field notes right after the interviews were finished or the day
after at the latest in order to keep accurate information fresh and prevent any essential
details to be lost and also in order to be organized.
The examination process of the interview materials collected during this part of my
research were performed on different dates throughout the research work as the interviews
were conducted on different dates based on the interview schedule from March 2019 to
June 2019. During the coding process, I firstly performed open coding, and then after rereading several times all my analysis on each interview, I lastly performed axial coding
to determine relationships amongst the open codes the 7 interviews provided through their
data with the aim of seeing what connections in relations to the core theme are. In this
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chapter, the analysis process is separated into two key sections, one of them with a focus
on mainly the stakeholder identification process in LLGarden settings including a history
background of LLGarden, whereas the second part focuses on key actions in relations to
stakeholder identification within LLGarden living lab settings based on the quadruple
helix model collaboration. This analysis resulted in identifying potential themes with
potential sub-themes.

4.3.4 Summary of adopted methods

As a summary on methods, the analysis was done in an interactive fashion and at the same
time also iterative manner. New and more detailed questions were produced by this
fashion, which provided the opportunity to seek answers in the next iteration. The first
revision process remained close to the interviews, where the questions that were asked
aimed to provide summarized reflections to related questions. Followed by the second
rotation, which strongly built on the patterns that were identified from the first with a
special focus on highlighting main quotes extracted from the interview source.
Afterwards, arranging the quotes into subsections, which were visualized in different
figures ranging from Figure 2 – Figure 10 presented in this chapter. For each of the
process patterns identified, the most illustrative quotes were selected. The introduction of
research insights is then separated into sub-themes.
4.4 Findings of LLGarden case-study
As explained above, the evaluation here aims to examine the LLGarden as a case-study
of innovation ecosystems. Based on the seven interviews conducted (participants shown
in Table 4) for this section of the thesis, I start the reporting of the analyzed data by
introducing its primary sources, dedicating a special focus on Aalto University.
Interestingly, Aalto University is an institution which is a result of a policy intervention
outcome of a fuse of three universities into one to establish a high-volume critical mass.
A central function is played by the university within the dynamics of the local
development of ecosystems. On the other hand, at the same time with the analysis of the
key actors, I establish connections as well as cooperation techniques among the actors,
presenting the cohesion aspect within an improved network surrounding.
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Afterwards, I continue with recognizing several factors that have existed before, which
made the regional development living lab community establish: from regional culture of
entrepreneurship towards official ones such as local governing principles and regulatory
processes. After, the key focus will be on the quadruple helix co-operation model applied
to develop wide broad consensus and commitment amongst collaborative partners. I
finalize the analysis by scrutinizing the procedures that were capable to lead the
investigated city as well as its area to an interactive shared and long-term vision-based
setting, which managed to transform the development communities. Performing this with
a special focus on emphasizing the orchestrators of its ecosystems.

4.4.1 Stakeholders and identification process

Espoo innovation garden ecosystem functions in the wider Finnish institutional as well
as regulatory environment. During the first interview I conducted, I searched for answers
in relations to create a global picture on the system in which LLGarden as a living lab
collaboration platform function. Right at the first interview when asking questions about
the Finnish system on a governance level, I learned that “the success of growth is partly
a repercussion of a broader and more comprehensive institutional framework in
Finland.” (LLI 1).
During my interview with LLI 1, I also took side-notes and highlighted in my field note
that the country is considered as a region among the top five most competitive countries
worldwide, highlighting its competitiveness in the field of education and learning, social
structure, health and well-being, furthermore environment. However, it stays behind
within the aspects connected in relation to its labor markets, monetary policies, or trading
and investing internationally. This country is considered as a leading country with the
most effective public administration system. The representative of LLI 2 emphasized this
and also that the Finnish R&I administration model is centralized in regards to nationwide
standards, approaches and funding, yet national and local managements have the
authority to permit and actually authorizes regions an increased level of autonomy in
several fields such as planning, designing or implementation processes. There are four
strategic and operational levels for which the R&I system is divided into. The Finnish
federal government leads the technology policies so as the innovations, that has the

94

capability to choose nationwide objectives of developments and also having the basic
standards set by them.
In this task the RIC is the one that leads the Finnish government so as the designated
ministries. A considerable freedom describes most institutions like universities, research
institutions and funding agencies producing their strategies as well as implementing them.
Social issues have been connected in a progressive way to research and innovation
policies such as globalization, environmental challenges or ageing population or health
and well-being, which give platforms for addressing such challenges and turn them into
progressive development. Challenges like these can be addressed and developed in
addition to individual and public community need-driven developments. Such policy
structure additionally is aiming to highlight collaboration as well as involvement among
the different sectors as public or private addressing these issues (Halme and Saarnivaara,
2017).
The Finnish regional councils at local levels are developed by the local governing entities,
such as municipalities that are also responsible for regional developments. Legally
binding plans and programs for regional as well as nationwide authorities who possibly
could take them into account in their very own activities as per LLI 2:
[LLI 2] “…when it comes to Uusimaa……established two R&I relevant
approaches through 2014-2020...Research and Innovation is viewed like a device
for regional development in the area….the process tool to both promote
technology as well as to better develop the region”.
When investigating the key priorities set under the RIS3 (Regional Smart Specialization
Strategy for the period of 2014-2020), which is the process instrument to both promoting
innovation and to further developing the region. Its five-focus nature was highlighted and
the five focus elements were repeated several times during the interview, moreover by
other interviewees from different sectors also, such as municipality (LLI 1) or academia
(LLI 3), which gave the assumption that these five elements are highly important in this
region, therefore: the key principles are related to “1) cleantech, 2) health-tech, 3)
digitalizing, 4) welfare, 5) smart-techs” (LLI 1).
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According to the information in my interviews with LLI 1 and LLI 3 these principles have
been chosen, also embraced based on an entrepreneurial-focused exploration procedure,
that was able to progress in numerous stages. The innovation actors with a close
cooperation within the area are jointly collaborating in order to implement the technique,
such actors as universities, research institutions, local governing entities or businesses.
This co-operation is progressing in a joint thematic manner, where each theme is related
to project portfolios in a systemic orchestrator-type collaboration, so as a co-operation
based on synergies among all participant parties engaged with the projects. In order to
have success for the region, the RIS3 includes internationalization, which is highlighted
as a key factor for success on a regional level.
In my LLI 4, LLI 7 and LLI 6 interviews I found evidences in relation to how stakeholders
are identified, further to that on procedures of identifying participants within the
LLGarden living lab context. Based on all the detailed information I gathered and the
amount of valuable information I had in my data set, at this stage, my decision was
building up the stakeholder analysis identification including the key steps needed in the
identification process through visual demonstrations as well to visualize the evolving of
LLGarden stakeholder identification management and its process elements – presented in
Figure 6 below.
Returning back to the point of start at this phase of my research focusing on stakeholder
identification, my interviewee reflected - to the questions related to the stakeholder
identification process – and emphasized several times during the interview, how complex
the identification procedure is including several sub-elements equally important in the
Stakeholder Identification process (which will be used and referred from now on during
analysis as SHID).
[LLI 4] “…this process is the initial process of a more complex group
of processes… doing it very early… in project planning phase...but does
not mean doing only this early…start identifying people in the
beginning…but will keep identifying them during the implementation and
in control processes…create the two key primary source of
information…playing the input role…stakeholder establishment charter…
and the stakeholder acquisition document…only get these two…to identify
stakeholders.”
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LLGARDEN
SH Identification
SHID

SHEC

SHAD

Stakeholder
Establishment Charter

Stakeholder Acquisition
Document

Figure 6. Stakeholder identification in LLGarden.
I was extremely eager to learn more about these two documents presented above in Figure
6 that LLI 4 highlighted as the two key input documents to LLGarden living lab projects
to be performed at the earliest stage possible during project planning, so I investigated
the subject of input documents further amongst my data to be able to gain knowledge at
a greater depth on this first but very important step in the identification process.
Interestingly, in the case of LLI 1 and LLI 7 the same two key input documents according
to their functions, but under a slightly different titles, existed during the early planning
stages, moreover stated by LLI 7:
[LLI 7] " …without the establishment file and the acquisition file as
input files, there is no actions of stakeholder engagement activities are
considered at any levels unless these two basic files are ready and set for
the project…"
Furthermore, investigating the input document and its rationale within the project
planning phase, additional information to these two key documents were found across the
interviews with similar visions on the approach.
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The acquisition document was identified as the input document, which has a very special
primary meaning:
[LLI 1] “….primary meaning, all the contacts…along with the establishment
charter…in relations to stakeholder identification…at a later stage, other
acquisition documents may be used…for different functions…to identify
further stakeholders…having these two key document well-prepared give
key impacted parties…completing these two documents right at the
beginning in the project-cycle is crucial to be able to identify people.”
Right at this stage, an on-sited reaction was highlighted as an immediate reaction to the
finding in relations to people being a further defined object of such systems:
[LLI 1] “…talking about stakeholders…usually use the term people…
stakeholders could also be government institutions, universities, other
groups…not necessarily mean to identify only an individual…varies by
project...a group as a stakeholder…in external stakeholder
environment…or an institution within internal environments…become
then stakeholders...not always necessarily mean that a stakeholder is an
individual...”
On the same topic (people) across other interview sources the same dualness was
emphasized about stakeholders, not only being people as humans identified in the two
key input documents but entities as well, such as highlighted by LLI 6 “stakeholders are
both individuals as human beings from the communities surrounding us and institutional
entities taking part as stakeholders in our projects” (LLI 6), further discovered in LLI 4
“moreover worth mentioning here what we learned from working with them, they don't
care how much we know until they know how much we care from day one, and we
certainly care, that's our secret to success in further stakeholder identification" (LLI 4).
From this it is found that having success in stakeholdering, no matter if individuals or
entities are the stakeholders, care is needed from the beginning of the project. To
investigate this further, in regards of further stakeholder identification, I found from LLI
4 in a later stage of the project implementation that there is a huge difference between
first-round stakeholder identification at early stages of a project and stakeholder
identification after a project has already been implemented.
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This case (when a project is already implemented), there’s a process to be followed called
OPA (ordination process assesses) with several characteristics to be considered:
[LLI 4] “…at the OPA process stage…need to look into ordination process
assessment...tells the lessons and learns…was a project… individual,
group or institution was not identified initially…was identified at a later
stage…could have saved time and money…if…known about them...lessons
and learns are templates...recording the assessment of stakeholder
register…coming from ordination processes…some procedures…used in
order to perform work…obvious inputs…identify groups, individuals…get
impacted…establishment charter and the acquisition document make a
very-very good sense to be used...”
The importance of assessment was strengthened by other sectors as well from LLI 1 and
LLI 3. The phases LLI 1 and also LLI 7 highlighted, who were using the same two key
document completion processes as the first stage of their stakeholder identification
process, kept mentioning and emphasizing in a repeated manner an equally important
further procedure within the identification procedure. A combination of processes used
in identification:
[LLI 4] “…processes…to perform every case…to identify, using all relevant
information…to do an analysis…to do an assessment… tooling technique…use in
order to create a project specific stakeholder register...”
The three main steps mentioned above were the same in regards of the municipality sector
(LLI 1), and the academia related living lab projects (LLI 4, LLI 7) as well but with
different intensity. Inevitably, therefore these are found as essential steps to be performed
in stakeholder identification with using the tools of 1) identification, 2) analyzation and
3) assessment.
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Therefore, based on the information gathered during the interviews, the 3-step procedure
is presented in Figure 7 below.

STEP 2
Analyse
STEP 1

classification

STEP 3

Identify

Assess

1.) list of "people"
2.) expert judgement
3.) meeting

evaluation

SH
register
Figure 7. LLGarden stakeholder register.
To give a broader description on the three-step procedure, Figure 7 above highlights the
key elements and actions being performed in each step. The first step in the analysis
includes the identification of stakeholders, which basically means on the basis of the input
documents, to create a comprehensive list of potential stakeholders related to the specific
project, which includes individuals, groups, experts and further identifications through
meetings.
While coding the interview data, I searched for information on the number of ‘people’
being present on the list identified in the first step. Questions were asked to investigate
further to gain a deeper understanding on ‘people’ such as what happens if there are too
many items on the list as identified stakeholders? As evidences found in e.g. LLI 4 on
this subject:
[LLI 4] "…works perfectly if the list ends up too long under the stakeholder
identification process, as that's why the next procedure exists, which
is classification…that's what we do…we classify our stakeholders, we
categorize them."
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For the same inquiry but a different sector at municipality level the same action
(classification) was confirmed:
[LLI 1] “…as this case…not be able to put an equal amount of time investment in
engaging…have all these stakeholders…may not be required to engage all
these stakeholders…safe level…need to classify them.”
The same consensus appeared in my interview with LLI 5, where “the classification work
is done in the second phase called analyze" (LLI 5). Which led me to the discovery that
in the micro level investigation of stakeholders, both identification and afterwards
classification processes are essential to be able to create a bigger picture of stakeholdering
and understand this bigger picture. As found across my interviews, there could be various
classification techniques used. In relations to classification tools and techniques, during
the coding process I looked for further possible techniques that were used in regards of
the living labs I interviewed. I found further evidence on the subject in LLI 4, where their
case included a technique where they tried to classify the stakeholders on the basis of
power they have, and interest, they have in their living lab project and found reflections
as:
[LLI 4] “…the people who are very powerful and very interested…need to
manage them very closely…the people who are powerful but less
interested in it...need to keep them satisfied because they are powerful...”
I found a similar example in LLI 2, which made me understand the subject more and
explore the difference even more clearly.
[LLI 2] “…for example, a functional head of another group…as a vertical
head...if raises the point at portfolio level or at senior management
level…it can get cut off…but since…managing own vertical...not worried
about core functioning of that specific project... however, still…project
owners need to keep them satisfied.”
Such similarities across the data sources have led me to the discovery that roles at
different levels within the stakeholder segment is highly crucial, not just on certain levels
but all levels with the characteristics of each level for different reasons. Although, key
themes in my semi-structured interviews were planned ahead of time, specific lines of
enquiry were pursued within the interview sessions allowing me to further investigate
interesting and unexpected avenues that emerged during the interview session. Such
unexpected avenues were the identified two main categorization elements: power and
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interest deriving from LLI 4, LLI 2 and LLI 1 interviews. I jotted down these two words
during my interviews and examined further, which led to level differences such as less or
highly within powerful or interested. At this stage of my research, the original intention
was to purely focus on stakeholders and stakeholder identification within functioning
living labs, as the first research question was designed around this subject. Questions
planned ahead were designed with two main courses: covering general focus
(interviewee’s prospective on living labs in general) and subject related focus
(stakeholder specific questions focusing on how stakeholders are identified) questions.
My priority focus was on identifying topics to cover and investigate rather than only
particular questions to ask in the interviews.
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Therefore, I found the need to present the key four levels discussed during the interviews,
which are presented as a sample in Figure 8 below, which shows all four types of levels
LLI 4, LLI 2 and also a third case LLI 1 confirmed in used in practice.

Power

Level HL

Level HH

highly powerful

highly powerful
highly interested

less interested

Interest

Level LL

Level LH

less powerful

less powerful

less interested

highly interested

Figure 8. Stakeholder classification levels in power and interest correlation.

I found further evidence in LLI 1 on each type with examples within their projects as my
intention was seeing the theoretical assumptions used in practice. LLI 1 had an example
on eg. Level HL, in their case naming a sponsor that is awarding the project, although
they support the project financially, they do not show that deep of an interest in the
project, but still require updates regularly on project progression.
[LLI 1] “…although HL does not show high interest in the project…still need
to keep all HLs satisfied as if the project does not progress according to
HL expectations…may result withdrawals of financing...even individuals
can fall under this category…people…very influential for the project and
its future…also interested in the success and failure...”
Therefore, it is clear in the process that each level is important, however has a different
function, perspective and therefore different actions are needed to be performed in the
engagement process. For example, as found in LLI 1, people who are not powerful but
highly interested, like team members, technical architects and other team players, are
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physically the ones who are guiding the project for the architectural point of view. While
very much interested they are not that powerful to change the project direction. There
could be other types of stakeholders who are low-low level, like the people who are eg.
members in other project teams, they are not that much interested and they are not that
influential for the project at first but they might someday impact the project, therefore
that's the reason to have them identified in the list. Once the classification is done,
categories can be identified, and afterwards the project strategy to manage or engage those
groups.
As classification was a re-occurring theme in the data, I considered it important and
investigated the classification theme as one of the key themes to dig deeper. In my LLI 1
interview I found that there are other classification techniques, but they are used after the
project is implemented as some of them have relevance at other phases of the project lifecycle, while the power-interest correlation is the one that has to be performed at the
planning stage. Other interviewees (LLI 6) strengthened and highlighted this nature also,
however extended the importance with e.g. “the classification (pre or post) highly
depends on the nature of the project and the goal of the project" (LLI 6).
Step 3, the assessment process was just as important as the classification process in my
investigation and as it was also a re-appearing subject, I considered it as an important
theme to be explored further as well. The importance of the assessment phase is based on
its repeated use amongst the data with mutual consensus across the sources, for instance
amongst LLI 1 "key function of the assessment is all these information regarding
stakeholdering need to be put into an assessment document" (LLI 1) or in LLI 6 "in the
assessment process all events must be identified and assessed that will result in satisfying
the stakeholders" (LLI 6), further in LLI 4 “make them happy, identify what makes them
worried, what information they need, what their interests are, how they react to a given
situation. When all these processes are completed and recorded, then our stakeholder
register is set” (LLI 4).
To sum up, at this stage now the stakeholder register is created with the three processes
completed in identifying the stakeholders. As was found, it is crucial to record all this
information accurately as this becomes one of the most essential and crucial input sources
in the project development in such ecosystems.
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4.4.2 Quadruple-shaped collaboration model

According to the information discussed earlier in the above sub-chapters, there are 26
towns included in the Uusimaa Region, from which 14 are within the Helsinki
metropolitan area, Espoo being one of these. Each town has its own priorities and
collaboration methods which are determined by each of them individually as found in my
interview with LLI 1. Furthermore, a joint competitiveness concept was created by the
Helsinki area, which emphasizes the internal collaboration amongst local governing
institutions, focusing on agenda developments highlighting common objectives,
furthering the region’s international provisioning. Businesses, universities, local
innovation corporations, local governance leaders and residents of the region also have
been identified as partners collaborating in a quadruple-shaped interaction model. In
relations to this region, long-term visions and concepts were included in the collaboration
programme in the timeframe of 2014 to 2017 (Rissola, et al., 2017). The document of
this programme is called the RIS3, which especially specifies local key objectives
together with the procedures of the implementation and measures of international aspects.
Throughout the RIS3 program time-scale, the advantages of the region resulted in
identifying the locations. Through further consultation with different stakeholders, the
identified strengths of the areas resulted in the recognition of the perspectives and subject
fields to be concentrated on. These subject fields are related to cleantech, digitalization,
systems of welfare and smart citizens and also connected to health-techs.
Espoo as the target location is extremely digitized, opening up development procedures,
open technology, and also a democratization of development. The modes of linear
innovations have the capability to pave the path to designs of collaborative and systemic
nature which are able to support the involvement of individuals and engage them at
beginning stages of the innovation procedure, with a potential efficiency. Strategies
building on the triple helix model within a quadruple shaped co-operation are more
powerful with the fourth element, the public added to the framework of interactions.
Therefore university, industry and government with the public together form the four
helices. While such quadruple-shaped collaboration modes reflect democratization with
relations to community requirement competences and address social challenges, therefore
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providing much better objectives of societal and economic advancement while having
collaboration under a quadruple shape in which firms, development centers, local
governing authorities and citizens also interact.
A model such as the quadruple-shaped collaboration requires the complete participatory
segments to be involved including the involvement of the whole economic and social
engines, as well as enabling the appearance of new, open and collective development
systems, such as living laboratories, networks of technology, laboratories of open data,
and so on, with novel ways of working such as co-working platforms, the economy of
collaboratives (Carayannis & Campbell, 2012). Such an area of Espoo has the power to
be able to build open as well as comprehensive innovation systems, which have much
more opportunities to progress quicker aiming to achieve a more sustainable and smarter
version of urban settings with a special focus on the cohesion of social elements.
Such comprehensive innovation nature was frequently highlighted and strengthened
highlighted by LLI 1 pointing out:
[LLI 1] “…a city as a ULL is capable to advertise interactive collaboration and
innovate with various objectives, consisting of improving day-to-day activities as
well as life conditions, innovative consumer experiments, experimentation of new
innovations, as well as production or recreation of economic opportunities.”
As found in my LLI 4 interview in regards to exploring the collaboration mode, the fourbase focused collaboration has its strength in making collaborative platforms come into
existence and also sustain the nature of collaborativeness.
The collaborative garden of living labs in relations to LLGarden as was argued by LLI 4:
[LLI 4] “…as a living lab, makes it possible for all these 4-focued collaborations
as innovations are able to orchestrate… orchestrate such networks… in the
benefit of the four helices…. universities such as Aalto are primary
orchestrators… this coordinating role is Aalto responsibility….”
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Similar visions were found on the same subject in LLI 7 source when highlighting the
importance of the four-based collaborative actor perspective:
[LLI 7] “…a novel idea, a big idea, an exceptional formation of collaborative
society...call it the collaborative information society…many cases…still
seem to be missing the point in collaborations…continue to miss the point
...the aim is to help develop the knowledge…improve knowledge
society...highly promoting the idea of government, academia and industry
coming together…helping set up the knowledge society.”
I found it important here to mention and model the triangular based collaboration model
with the aim of understanding the quadruple-based collaboration model and its evolution
in practical point of views in innovation developments. The triangular-based model used
prior to the quadruple model introduced in collaborative co-operations included the
following three key actors as LLI 7 highlighted is presented in the following figure in
Figure 9.
Triangular Collaboration Model
government

academia

industry

Figure 9. Triangular collaboration model.
What was very clear was how the transformation from the triangular-based co-operation
turned into a quadrangular-based collaboration in practice, although it did hold certain
skepticism prior to transforming into a quadrant shape as was found in LLI 7 source.
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The above source from LLI 7 was strengthened by LLI 1 as well.
[LLI 7] “…lot of people were very skeptical about introducing the idea of
moving from the triangular model into more to the quadrangular
shape…when talking about the knowledge society…elements, roles,
players, actors, forces in collaborations...why not bring these forces
together in a different shape…forces like cultural forces, political forces,
economic forces… bring them all together to find equilibrium and
perspective...”
As per the same subject on key triangular-based players in the collaboration model, LLI
1 pointed out different players are a force within the system. Both LLI 7 and LLI 1
frequently emphasized how knowledge-based economy is increasingly becoming the
focus of interest in innovation management.
During the interview sessions it became clear that the university-industry-government
relationship as a model illustrates the depth and complexity of the innovation processes
through the evolution of interactions between the three spheres. There was a consensus
among the two interviewees (LLI 7, LLI 1) emphasizing the complexity of living lab
participant parties, namely businesses, local or state governing parties, and the diverse
nature of citizens together are capable of dynamically forming the surrounding socioeconomic environment. Visioning such collaboration platforms this thesis identifies it as
a system by including the above participants as forces collectively shaping the
surrounding environment as collective social forces. Businesses are represented as the
economic forces, local or state governing parties as the political forces, the diverse nature
of citizens as cultural forces. These three forces together form the collective social forces
in the innovation system with mutual interactions and co-operation between the three
forces. These key forces in LLGarden co-operations are shown in Figure 10 below.
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Political
Forces

Economic
Forces

Cultural
Forces

Social Forces
Figure 10. Social forces in the collaboration system.

However, as discussed above it did involve a contrast as well, which seemed ideal first
but as reviewing and re-reading the interview materials. After re-reading the interview
materials then I found from LLI 1 that this could easily deceive people as:
[LLI 1] “…first it seemed the ideal shape of collaboration, but then it didn't…
mainly an industrial-centered vision including cultural, economic and
political forces...the triangular model used to have only an industrialcentered
vision…means
a
profit-oriented
industrial-centered
focus…example quoting the common words on sustainability…for
comparison…if we are present without forgetting about the future, we're
looking into the future we don’t want to end up living in...the same
resulting many cases with the triangular-based model...”
The meaning of sustainability in this context as having a cross-disciplinary nature
integrated into the innovation development aspect was important to understand.
Furthermore, as well as how this further relates to the triangular-based model from a
different discipline as was found in LLI 4.
[LLI 4] “…economic benefit…looking into the present…not
rewarding...have to look way into the future…at least try to predict...
…just predictions towards the future in many cases but if what we're doing
today is not going to sustain life then change things around..."
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Some cases brought surprising information during my research, such as LLI 2 around
cross-disciplinary context comparison. Within living labs literature integrating
metaphoric comments from other disciplines such as chemistry or medicine is not
common, however during my interview with LLI 2 when discussing different shapes of
collaborative formations such as the above mentioned triangular-based co-operation
turning into a quadrangular-based shape of collaboration the following was mentioned.

[LLI 2] “…as I’m into chemistry, I found the formation of the silicon-oxygentetrahedron, and it made sense to understanding…because I'm not
neglecting the government, industry, academia…something… need to do
but…too limited…gave the idea…the whole formation… has all the
pieces… Silicon binds together really strong with oxygen …it's all over
the place, so to give credit and give the reason what we have right now
with this. Each silicon atom is surrounded by four oxygen atoms...”
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In the next figure below (Figure 11) silicon-tetrahedron is presented, I visualized it just
to be able to see the mode of the formation of silicon-tetrahedron.

Figure 11. Silicon-tetrahedron element-binding.

As I found this metaphoric comparison extremely interesting, I investigated further, and
asked several other questions about this comparison to gain a deeper understanding how
this could relate to my research subject. Another model mentioned during my LLI 2
interview, from chemistry and based on medicine (dentistry) was hydroxyapatite with the
same strength of O4 as the above silicon-oxygen-tetrahedron. Hydroxyapatite crystal
(Ca5(PO4)3(OH), is occurring naturally as a mineral. A very interesting information LLI
2 mentioned about this crystal is that a modified version of this, with a high percentage
by volume and also by weight, is part of the human bone and teeth, and is most commonly
known as the bone mineral. A higher specific strength and also toughness is considered
as the two main characteristics of this mineral, which is higher than any synthetic
composite material existing on Earth.
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These metaphoric comparisons are important for this research field because of the strong
binding among each element. When I raised its relevance, LLI 2 confirmed:
[LLI 2] “…whole model and the strength of the binding is the base of a successful
quadruple helix collaboration…our case…quadruple helix collaboration
has…strategic alliance…the government, the industry, academia and nonfor-profit…depending on the core of the project...”
I decided to model both the institutional focused triangular-based collaboration and the
quadrangular-based co-operation model as well showing the core binding. Therefore, was
created for this purpose and presented below in Figure 12, which shows the institutional
focused triangular-based collaboration.

Institutional triangular-based
collaboration model

government

institutional

academia

industry

Figure 12. Institutional triangular-based collaboration model.
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Further, as examined in my interview with LLI 2 extended this with the core binding in
Figure 13 below.

Quadruple Helix Model
government

Community

Core

non4profit
academia

industry

Figure 13. Quadruple helix model extended with the fifth element: Core.
As a conclusion, the previously recognized collaborative forms as innovation models
exist in LLGarden. Based on the interviews, it is well-understood how the triangularbased collaborative strategy evolved and transformed into a quadrangular-based cooperation strategy that LLGarden effectively applies into project strategies. Such
collaborative developments consist of (i) government, (ii) industry, (iii) academia and
also (iv) non-4-profit oriented elements with a core of the community in Espoo. In this
case the core means we need to bring all of these elements together, binding very strong.
My concluding reflection on this is that, because if this is the case, we give power to not
just the former three elements, but the people (fourth too) and that is what we give by
including them strategically, the power to ourselves and we give power to all of us, then
we can reach to create a more sustainable community surrounding us based on a strong
bindings with a special focus on identifying the key fifth element, the core on a more
narrowed, micro level planning.
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4.4.3 Synergies identified in collaborative open innovations

I have put the emphasis on finding synergies in collaborative platforms. Synergies with
knowledge-oriented stakeholders and networks that help with a collaboration-oriented
method to innovate within networks and emerge the synergy nature LLGarden portfolio
member developments require. Elements such as people and accurate ideas link together
and are able to feed into specific developments as well as into the network at once, and
having this synergy means the ability to create results on which innovation prosper. A
sample for this was found in LLI 6:
[LLI 6] “……the university establishes its premises as a hub of collaboration….
as such consists…not just cross-disciplinary integrations…also
partnering within the platform system surrounding it...that’s what forms
Aalto City…”
The observation and identification of the centrality of open innovations was established
above further offering meaning to moving away from the industry and profit based
perspective to the entrepreneurial vision and also a cooperation culture in LLGarden. I
have also identified how it is structured exactly in a continual process setting, that
involves research, education and learning, as a local creation primarily established in the
investigated area. The whole Helsinki region not just the Espoo area is the recipient in
this systemic method, as the participants who contribute to making the developments
established, such as researchers or knowledge leaders that likewise take advantage of the
platform. Furthermore, the innovation with its infrastructure that has been created by
these actions sustain the platforms and address challenges currently the community faces.
The local functions and its consensus are what leads to broader involvement in living lab
ecosystems as identified in LLI 5.
[LLI 5] “…all local functions result consensus…mutual trust and benefit… the
engagement of participants…. the platform is leading towards a broader
involvement… rapid adoption as well as usage.”
Through these a path is cleared onward for shared actions and also ecosystems, including
all participant actors in the business exploration procedures, taking responsible risk, and
further co-learnings for innovation purposes within the ecosystem.
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Transitioning towards a true collaborative, ecosystem-based thinking is the genuine
vocation of LLGarden, as found in LLI 3 “...creativity leading to connectivity… to higher
involvement, active contribution and involvement…” (LLI 3).
The entrepreneurial spirit with the involvement of all actors (including students as well
as residents) is really considered a vital element by lead actors amongst LLGarden
members within the living lab system and has a different nature than existed a decade ago
as identified in LLI 6:
[LLI 6] “…. essential knowing…national society… unsupportive of risk taking
…little practice in entrepreneurship education…merged to create Aalto
University…concentrated…in favoring for the big tech companies.”
Entrepreneurial education and learning have ended up being really crucial in the region,
and having this not just in regards to start-up firms. Rather it is considered more as an
action, which is able to encourage people to take responsibility so as offering possibilities
for practicing leadership skills within task implementation in project development.
The wide range of living laboratories, experimental test-bed-based platforms are offering
benefits to the whole area. Apart from the platform itself, the people, experts, and the
diversity of participants aiming at the same objectives all benefit from the ecosystem.
Local primary goals and priorities were agreed by the regional councils by highlighting
specific goals and at the same time highlighted partnerships with productive and
progressive local driving participants. All these provisioning are aimed mainly at the
politically commitment to transform the region into an area where the most developed
and the highest level of innovations concentrate in one region, which further aims to
address sustainability challenges through its development and also turns the region into a
carbon-neutral environment by 2050.
Espoo is a city that subsequently provides assistance to all its innovation gardeners, and
offering this while encouraging collaborations and cooperation within the community and
the platform. Within the area a significant increase of different living lab co-creations
evolved with a special focus on research and development with the aim of addressing
current societal challenges the region faces. Aalto University and the local governance is
in a very close co-operation in relation to city developmental tasks, learning and
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educating, research studies as well as smart and clean-tech innovations. Aalto University
hosts on its campus several key co-working and co-creation-based platforms, amongst
many others, Urban Mill is one of the largest co-creations setting the city governance is
a co-founder of. Such a public-private initiative for urban technologies is capable of
innovating while applying design-focused thinking and to reinventing products and
services with a more user-driven focus.
4.5 Concluding reflections
During this chapter of my thesis, I focused on how stakeholders are identified and
involved in collaboration ecosystems, firstly looking into the nature of stakeholder
identification and how involvement is planned in what strategic model and with detailing
each step of the process. Utilizing a social science aspect, I argued that stakeholders from
a social-shaping aspect are able to transform and mutually shape the innovation actions
completely, especially those focusing on user-centeredness rather than user-drivenness,
which proved that technology is able to shape society as learned from the literature
(Baldwin & Hippen, 2011). However, the theory was proved in practice in as such
innovation platforms society is capable of shaping technology with co-creation.
Adopting this into innovation developments, such as living lab developments, one of the
strongest patterns identified was the importance of user-centered thinking in such
platforms, as all participants viewed platforms instead of the industrial focus (Figure 12).
A more user-driven and/or user-centric design, as a fundamental approach to stakeholder
identification and involvement in collaborative ecosystems (Figure 13) is needed. As in
practice, the user-centric approach in the examined projects were not questioned at any
level, however the identification of stakeholders were raised in a repeated manner within
different segments and within different purposed living labs, therefore this linked up
promptly with the raising complexity of living labs I witnessed in practice, which led me
to realize when reflecting back to the theory background of this subject, that new
innovation models are needed in relation to stakeholder identification as a key process of
stakeholdering management. In the innovation literature, ideas were recommended on a
more conceptualized stakeholder planning (Frooman, 1999), as concepts to be established
(Giacomin, 2014). However, a conceptualized stakeholder identification model has not
yet been developed with such focus. Therefore, one of the contributions this thesis wishes
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to add to both theory and practice is to offer a systematically built up stakeholder
identification model to be utilized in open-innovations, specifically user-centered and
user-driven natured living lab platforms.
As found in literature, in the urban living lab innovation platform context common
reflections as per Leminen are capable of establishing the need for user-centered research.
Based on common reflections, the co-creation trend in living lab design has received a
significantly increased attention (Leminen, 2015). The joint creation of ideas by having
various stakeholders in a living lab ecosystem is what co-creation in living lab platforms
refers to (Rissola, et al., 2017), however it turned out relatively surprising to identify that
most of the examined living labs as examined them in practice, viewed users as sources
of inspiration and ideas. For developers in such platform’s users are primarily inspiration.
However, arguing with the fact discovered across the literature, focusing plainly on the
end-users does not automatically mean a user-centric thinking (Burbridge, 2017), I found
in relation to the importance of understanding such user-based thinking, both the internal
and external environment of the platform is highly essential, so as later for designs to
have real impact. Most user-based living lab designers argued to start with the end-user,
but first with the internal environment, however there is still ambiguousness around the
understanding of internal and external segments, immersing into the end-user’s world but
first immersing to the reality of the users of a living lab itself, and as this research
discovered, such realities in relation to users can only be defined when stakeholders are
identified. This strengthens the above need for a conceptualized stakeholder identification
model.
Therefore, what user-based thinking means is putting all fundamental approaches
together to the living lab design, instead of only a profit-oriented, industry-focused vision
collaboration. Having non-4-profit elements as was found in this chapter, then is what a
user-based research approach offers with focusing on participants affected or impacted
by living lab ecosystems. Therefore, the meaning of user is only needed to be understood
as referring to a wider stakeholder group than just simply considering the end-user
customer of a living lab setting. When it comes to living lab ecosystem design thus
discussing, instead of user research context, stakeholder research context makes good
sense.
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Open development methods, and also platforms such as living labs or other social
innovation networks, are being cultivated increasingly in co-creation with users, as shared
tasks need all the parties to be involved interactively in an experimental procedure as
responsible risk taking, which is as equally important for innovative purposes
collaborative learning (Bulkeley, et al., 2017). It was discovered that the more
comprehensive Finnish institutional environment is turning into a quadrangular shape
structure from former triangular-based collaboration schemes within the adoption of
living labs. It also discovered how this new era of collaboration has given enough
adaptability to co-creative participants with the aim of designing and implementing
research and innovation agendas (Chesbrough, 2003).
In this essential context to technology, the innovation process orchestrators were
identified by those, who create systems and initiatives to transform the interaction as
orchestrators in the ecosystem. Such actors include the governance of the various kinds
of public-private collaboration initiatives within the ecosystems (Leminen, 2015). When
investigating based on Leminen’s approach the types of actors in relation to LLGarden in
practice, necessitated a move away from three actors, away from the industrial-centered
thinking, to a more non for profit orientation, surrounded by the core element, the
community (Figure 13), each representing different knowledge, and therefore able to fill
in different roles in such systems.
The second key finding in this research focused on roles in living lab ecosystems. Given
the above-mentioned ambiguousness nature and the complexity of such platforms, an
investigation through a more narrowed lens was applied in order to gain a deeper
understanding of stakeholder roles and distinguish characteristics. One of the objectives
of my research therefore was to recognize essential characteristics that lead to success in
the stakeholder identification and its integration in LLGarden.
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As discovered, there are seven different aspects the success characteristics as factors can
be generalized:
1) the infrastructure and the human capital concentrated in the region;
2) the conditions of growth such as the vision, political commitment and
cooperation culture;
3) the importance of orchestraters as parties that are capable of impacting the cocreational actions of participants;
4) cross-disciplinary and systematic thinking;
5) a local innovation society;
6) a concentration on the potential and also capacity of people;
7) governmental policy support
The present case-study and its analysis within the context of LLGarden, further its
essential functions operated by Aalto University, highly assisted me in the understanding
of place-based and user-based innovation communities. Furthermore, it will certainly
provide help in the assessment process of validating the identification process introduced
in Figure 6 so as the quadripolar roles presented in Figure 14 below, and discussed further
within a wider audience of living lab facilitators. A number of benchmarks are already
given by this analysis so far in examining the development progressions related to
stakeholder identification as a slice from the innovation management pie.

Community

• engagement
• participation

City of Espoo

• control
• regulation

Aalto University

• science
• knowledge

LLI 1-7

• co-creation
• facilitation

Figure 14. LLGarden quadripolar actors and their key roles.
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As for examining the already existing living labs and comparing practice and theoretical
aspects, it was seen in the case of LLGarden, that the practice-related actions in living lab
management are far more advanced than the theoretical or methodological aspects. As I
already argued above in this concluding section of this chapter, the extant literature is
lacking in available concepts and frameworks focusing on stakeholder identification.
There is a need to move slightly away from the user-centric or user-driven nature of living
labs and rather focus on multi-actor involvement instead with sharing multi-perspective
natured knowledge by representatives of different sectors with different visions and
knowledge. In addition, as Westerlund and colleagues specify, open innovations are seen
as drivers for user involvement and on the other hand they state that open sources are
alternatives to traditional internal developments while offering different knowledge bases
to a development in different roles within the ecosystem (Westerlund, et al., 2018).
My main conclusion in this section is that in relation to methodology and participant
characteristics, the LL literature is rather scant on more narrowed systematically built
stakeholder identification models, therefore this research aims to fill this gap in
knowledge.
As the first research question was also raised based on this incomplete nature and this
part of my research sought answers therefore for the following research question:
Research Question 1:
How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design, implementation and
evaluation phases of the analyzed living labs?
As argued, a vast amount of literature discusses the importance of engaging stakeholders
within the aim of knowledge sharing, which reflects that stakeholdering, as knowledge
flow, has an outstanding role in innovation management, when the appropriate
stakeholders are involved in such ecosystems. Although literature is broad in relations to
living lab platforms and stakeholders, however, literature on stakeholder identification is
scant on specific identification models and concepts. Therefore, my research raised its
first research question highlighting the subject of stakeholder identification. Although
various literature discussed that stakeholder identification and analysis is not a one-step
procedure (Mulder, et al., 2008; Leminen, 2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013), however
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no literature proves stakeholder identification with a systemic, guided identification
model and therefore such model is needed, which represents a key aim of my research.
The three-step stakeholder identification process provides key answers onto the first
research question and shows key steps that need to be taken prior to any stakeholder
engagement activities. The three pillars of this process on a more narrowed, micro level
therefore is: i) firstly, identifying stakeholders, ii) secondly, analyzing stakeholders with
specific categorization and iii) thirdly, assessing with comprehensive analysis based on
the first two items in the process. Such three-pillar stakeholder identification as a model
is most suitable when the quadruple actors of the innovation are all considered as active
participants of the ecosystem.
Furthermore, my findings also present the essential differences among stakeholders and
the different level in which they are identified so as the multi-level process they are
identified by. As a summary, this section of my study identified i) a three-pillar as a threestep based stakeholder identification process prior to engaging begins, ii) an additional
element to be adopted into the quadruple helix model innovation model, as the Core to be
included with the aim of implementing more effective stakeholdering within the
ecosystems as adopting the core as the fifth element offers assistance in a more narrowed
micro-level examination as opposed to the more common macro level investigations.
4.6 Summary of Chapter 4
This chapter first introduced the first research question of this thesis. The aim of
answering the first research question represented the drive of this chapter. This chapter
provided a general insight into the selected case-study and its analysis. The challenge of
the first findings chapter was to identify the main collaboration parties and stakeholder
identification elements in living lab settings.
In this findings chapter, I wished to utilize the selected methods, with the aim of looking
for potential solutions through empirical investigation. I further wished to deliver
outcomes on investigated subjects to contribute to potential transitions in living lab
settings. As discussed earlier, with searching for answers through the empirical
investigation, I am wishing to lay specific action steps to be performed in order to
contribute to such experimental platform transitions and further to reach the overarching
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aim of this thesis. In addition, I strongly believe that both outcomes of this chapter clearly
show relevance of the investigated subject with its contributions.
4.7 Next steps: Paving the path towards a narrowed scene to workshop I
As introduced briefly, the present case-study analysis will fit in and expand with the
following items, in which the investigation of collaborations within open innovations is
representing a key part throughout the whole research process. A further research line
related to living labs, as open innovation ecosystems and their stakeholdering approaches
and motivation factors are going to be assessed further in the next chapter, which will
provide an answer on my second research question aiming to examine stakeholderdominant development platforms. Specifically taking on a quadruple helix shaped
participant approach discussion. My aim with an evaluation such as this is to comprehend
a more narrowed picture and specific contributions to main factors, along with the
purpose of mapping the diversity of ecosystems in addition to such platform’s
interconnectedness as well as living lab orchestrating roles. With the briefly described
steps therefore, Chapter 5 seeks answers for Research Question 2.
As towards a more narrowed scene within living lab operations, the next chapter focuses
on the examination of the first workshop conducted in relations to this thesis’s research
topic, where representatives of various living lab types were called together to discuss the
challenges around stakeholdering, with the aim of identifying processes, factors of
motivations in the subject of participating within living lab ecosystems. Key objectives
such as a more interactive stakeholder engagement resulting in more effective outcomes
of such ecosystems, are the main challenges of this section of the research. Further, to
enhance competitive advantage is another important need of such open innovations,
which as seen in theoretical aspects within the literature, highly depends on the promotion
of innovation technologies and solutions, so as creative thinking in innovation
developments (Concilio & Molinari, 2020). In such tasks, cities play a crucial role and
have a critical function as leaders in partnerships in interactive local development.
From here my research develops two major lines of further analysis work within a more
narrowed scene, assessing the subject of stakeholdering through a more focused lens on
a micro level investigation. The next more narrowed scene is presented in the next
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chapter, investigating the workshop held in Thessaloniki, Greece within the OLLD19
event as one selected workshop by ENoLL amongst the 40 chosen workshop protocols in
the 2019 annual event of the European Network of Living Labs association.
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Chapter 5 – Narrowing stakeholder co-creations: Roles
5.1 Introduction
This part of the research reflects on the importance of user-centric collaboration platforms
engaging stakeholders actively with the ability to impact urban ecosystems. Although
what level the participant involvement works the most efficient remains a challenge still.
Therefore, the current section is dedicated to seek answers for the second research
question of this thesis below:
Research Question 2:
What are the main stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living lab
developments?

5.1.1 The structure of the chapter
The structure of Chapter 5 includes five key sections that this chapter focuses on.
5.1 Introduction
5.2 Methods
5.3 Findings
5.4 Discussion
5.5 Conclusion
Firstly, after the short introduction of the chapter the methods are discussed in detail, then
the systematically analyzed data will be explored starting with the guest speakers’
presentations. Afterwards the findings are introduced focusing on the overall analysis of
the workshop activities and further, after data coding, identifying themes with resulting
theme mapping, giving the opportunity to pave the path towards the more narrowed scene
investigated in Chapter 6.
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5.1.2 Workshop aims and objectives

One of the key aims of the workshop was investigating and analyzing if living laboratories
efficiently engage participants, through participating in a participatory method, which
promotes co-creation with participants. Stakeholder engagement in living laboratories
was evaluated by the ecosystem representatives throughout the event by examining the
different stages of planning, designing and implementing as well as assessment
procedures. The workshop was arranged to highlight the significance of stakeholder
interaction in addition to their capability to impact living lab settings in city environments.
The pre-assumption was that higher participation will definitely create a lot more efficient
implementation of living laboratory platforms. However, the level of participant
involvement that works most efficiently still remains a challenge. This workshop session
focused on different angles of the involvement of stakeholders, such as policy-maker,
businesses, furthermore citizen perspectives to concentrate on the following key tasks:
investigate:

the background of living lab platforms

analyze:

participating urban living labs

highlight:

the importance of collaboration in living labs

explore:

stakeholder identification and involvement in ecosystem settings

examine:

the roles of stakeholders

implement:

a customized concept on living lab roles and engagement phases

5.2 Methods
The data for this chapter was collected at a workshop at OpenLivingLab Days 2019, a
unique interactive conference event bringing together scientists, public authorities, firms
as well as living laboratory experts to exchange expertise, methods, share methodologies
as well as tools connected to LLs. The annual celebration of the global LL community is
OpenLivingLabDays (OLLD) every year. With interactive panel discussions, hands-on
workshops with leading living lab experts and on-site visits to organizer’s local partners,
OLLD offers an exceptional networking as well as expertise sharing opportunity and
experience.
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As part of OLLD 2019, I was able to host a specific workshop on my research. The
workshop brought together different stakeholders interested in the living lab context.
Participatory methods such as group-based discussions and participant presentations were
used during the workshop to improve discussion, engagement and also interaction among
stakeholders who joined the workshop. Four roundtables were arranged for the
participants, forming four different groups. Each table had equipment such as a flipchart
by the table and appropriate tools to create visuals, write notes such as post-its, pens,
pencils.

Participants used "VIPP” (Visualization in Participatory Programmes)

(UNICEF, 1993). VIPP motivated each group as their ownership of ideas and also offered
motivation for individual ownership during group discussions. The group discussions
focused on analyzing common challenges faced by different stakeholders in relations to
living lab settings and identified other stakeholders that could assist in development of
specific roles. In addition, each group had the chance to present their living lab
represented by the participant group and come up with preferred future scenarios.
I considered feedbacks as one of the important inputs for the evaluation of success of the
workshop or even to identify any shortcomings that might have appeared. Group
feedbacks were one of the options to express reflections from each group. As the
facilitator of the workshop, at the start of the event I asked for volunteers from the groups
to provide any responses that might come up during the workshop. Participants of the
feedback team were in charge of collecting participants' comments about the conduct of
the workshop, and communicating these likes or dislikes, and also tips. During the event,
participants could express their feelings and talk informally with group members about
the workshop, so as with the feedback group members or even directly with me and could
pass these comments along to me at any time during the event. By having this option
available during the workshop, I had the ability to readjust (if needed) the workshop
situation to address individuals' major likes and dislikes or important concerns.
As the facilitator, therefore I could act immediately on raised concerns (if needed). The
feedback group was welcome to pass on any comments at any point throughout the
workshop. A short feedback form with four questions was available on each desk to be
completed for those who had remaining time after the workshop to stay for a few more
minutes and fill in the form. The feedback form is presented in Appendix 14.

126

Field note analysis also played a key role as a method in the analysis process as field
notes are capable to serve several functions. As mentioned already in previous chapters
(Chapter 3 under 3.5.2), predominately, they aided in building thick, rich descriptions of
this research context, experience, interview, meeting as well as group discussion. When
observing social interactions in a setting field notes were created for the purpose to
remember as well as record any activities, events, behavior and other attributes of the
setting the event took place and been observed. Field notes were great help for me as they
were able to generate meaning and understanding of the observed situation that was
examined.
As introduced in the methodology chapter (Chapter 3), which was also described in
Chapter 4 as well, the types of field notes vary from with a reflective or descriptive nature
such as jottings (with other words scratch-notes), further such as a log or a diary. Before
the actual field note coding takes place, or on-site field or off-site fieldnotes can be
performed as techniques. During data collection in this qualitative research I performed
both on-site and off-site field notes. During the event I decided to perform mainly jottings
as I wanted my attention to be kept and focused sharply on the actions within the groups
amongst participants. At this part of my research, I found jotting down a few words during
the observation of the workshop participants and their actions helped me recall
information accurately after the workshop during my analysis process while performing
the descriptive field note writing, starting this after the event.
Moreover, they were helpful already during the session for two main reasons as well, (i)
for self-reflection, as self-reflection is essential for the understanding and meaningmaking process, (ii) for preliminary analysis as it was capable to expose emergent themes
on-site during the event (Burgess, 1991). Recognizing relevant and accurate themes while
still in the field enabled me to shift my attention in ways that can promote a much more
developed investigation of emerging styles. In order to be as accurate as possible, I
created off-site field notes right after the workshop was completed in order to keep
accurate information fresh and avoid any essential information to be lost and also in order
to be organized.
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5.2.1 Background of the workshop

From 2 September 2019 to 5 September 2019, individuals, firms, entrepreneurs, policy
makers, public officials, scientists representing the academia sector and also non-profits
gathered together in Thessaloniki Greece, which was a great opportunity for participants
to join the event for:
•

exploring co-creation techniques, best practices and tools

•

meeting new partners for consortium building as well as establishing transnational
experimentation grounds

•

transforming markets by involving residents in co-creating services and products

•

locating possible test environment platforms and experimentation atmospheres

The event is arranged by ENoLL annually, each year being organized along with a
different host country. The European Network of Living Labs is considered as the
worldwide federation of LLs. The foundation dates back to November 2006 and has a
connection with the Finnish European Presidency. The network has been significantly
and dynamically growing since.
The European strategy to living labs was developed in the Unit "Collective working
environments" of the DG INFSO (now DG CONNECT) in close co-operation with an
industrial consulting group on Open Innovation (Open Technology Approach and Policy
group - OISPG). The initial idea was updated to open up development environments
attracting inwards investment, not just financial but intellectual ones as well.
Currently ENoLL counts over 140 active members of living labs worldwide, including
active participant living lab platforms in 20 EU member states and is present in 5
continents in addition to Europe. The network of living labs offers several areas (Figure
15), amongst many for instance user-involvement, experimentation and testing centers
focusing on innovating activities, co-creative collaboration in several areas such as
healthcare, energy, mobility or media sectors and so on, both directly and through its
active member networks. ENoLL is very well positioned to function as a platform for
learning and education support, best practice exchange as well as international living
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laboratory international project management with focusing on the following thematic
areas as presented below in Figure 15.

Thematic Areas
EGOV/Eparticipation
Smart Cities
Health & Wellbeing
Culture & Creativity
Energy
Mobility
Social Inclusion
Social Innovation
Education
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Thematic Areas

Figure 15. ENoLL thematic areas. (ENoLL, 2018, p. 15)

5.2.2 Participant recruitment

The workshop was an opportunity to share perspectives on stakeholder engagement,
identification procedures, incentives and motivation factors of stakeholders for
participating in collaborative ecosystems. Potential stakeholders for the workshop were
selected from currently existing database of participants in previous city development
consultations together with experts and businesses who expressed interest during the
interviewing data collection processes.
Also, the call for papers for the OLLD 2019 annual conference was open online from the
beginning of 2019 and the deadline for submitting papers and also workshop protocols
was 26 April 2019. I prepared a detailed workshop protocol, sought approval with the
Ethics Panel ARU, which I received early Spring 2019. Therefore, I was able to send in
the complete workshop protocol with my application package. Each year, ENoLL selects
40 workshop protocols for the three-day annual conference. I was extremely happy when
I received the news that my workshop protocol was selected and I was amongst the 40
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workshop facilitators who have the opportunity to held a workshop during the 10th Open
Living Lab Days in Thessaloniki, Greece in September 2019. The title under which my
workshop was promoted since the project website launch after the selection process was:
“OpenLivingLab Days: Co-creating innovation: scaling up from Local to Global”.
Prior to workshop there were invitation letters sent out which explained the purpose of
the workshop. They were sent to stakeholders via email and the workshop was also
advertised through ENOLL project websites where potential participants could sign up in
advance. The screenshot of the conference website is presented in Appendix 13.
Candidates had a chance to apply to participate in the workshop from the day the project
website was launched in May 2019, therefore potential participants had the opportunity
to apply five months prior to the event. Prior to the stakeholder workshop, delegates
received copies of the topic papers covering specific issues for urban living lab planning
as well as details on the workshop protocol shown in Appendix 8 and section 5.2.2 below.
This information was available and accessible for download at the OLLD 2019 project
website.
The list of participants is included in Table 11. To facilitate an open discussion within this
workshop each participant confirmed and signed a form called Participant Consent Form
together with another form called Participant Information Sheet, – confirmation meaning
that views, opinions, information expressed can be shared and reported back elsewhere but
that individual names and affiliations cannot, unless explicit consent is given for this
action. A sample of both forms are presented in Appendix 6 and Appendix 7.
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Table 5 below presents the list of workshop participants.
Table 5. Workshop participants.
Workshop 1
Participants
HAN University of Applied Sciences
INAGRO Research Center
Japanese Government
ZonMw (The Netherlands Organisation for Health Research and
Development
Innovation Skåne
Cities Northern Netherlands
ECOPOL Living Lab / University of Applied Sciences Switzerland
Municipality of Torino
Aalto Sustainability Hub
Future Centres Alliance
VaasaETT
Belsimpel
Eindhoven University
University of Padova
Global Center for Modern Ageing
Penrose CDB
Korea Electronics Technology Institute
JICA (Japan International Cooperation Agency)
URBMédia Lancaster University
Balkan Institute for Labour and Social Policy Universiteit Maastricht
TechSalad
HHS - The Hague University
Johanneberg Science Park
HSB Living Lab
Forum Virium Helsinki
LABe Digital Culinary Lab
Urban Mill Aalto University
Creative Ring
Design Factory Aalto University

City

Country

Arnhem
Rumbeke-Beitem
Tokyo

The Netherlands
Belgium
Japan

The Hague

The Netherlands

Lund
Assen
Luzern
Torino
Espoo
Weesp
Thessaloniki
Groningen
Eindhoven
Padova
Queensland
Bucuresti
Seongnam
Tokyo
Lancaster
Maastricht
Telangana
The Hague
Göteborg
Göteborg
Helsinki
Gipuzkoa
Espoo
Barcelona
Espoo

Sweden
The Netherlands
Switzerland
Italy
Finland
The Netherlands
Greece
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
Italy
Australia
Romania
South Korea
Japan
UK
The Netherlands
India
The Netherlands
Sweden
Sweden
Finland
Spain
Finland
Spain
Finland

5.2.3 Structure of the workshop

The workshop protocol included eight key parts of the originally planned 1,5-hour long
workshop, however as registration was available five months prior to the event,
participants could sign up for the workshop in advance. As the facilitator of the workshop,
I was contacted by the OLLD organizers stating that based on my workshop protocol, the
small-size workshop room was rebooked to a larger room at the venue as the sign ups
reached over ten already by July 2019. Therefore, the organizers extended the length of
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my workshop from 1,5 hours to a double session, which meant a three-hour long
workshop session. The agenda of the extended workshop is as follows based on the eight
key parts the workshop covered:
Part I

focused on the event introduction, also the objectives of this thesis

Part II

presented Espoo Innovation Garden – Urban Mill & KYKY

Part III

analyzed the participatory mechanisms matrix by Leminen

Part IV

investigated participating living labs

Part V

discussed stakeholder identification and engagement

Part VI

set theory base on implementing the SHE Concept

Part VII

built on the findings

Part VIII

reflected on the concluding thoughts

Part I of the workshop was dedicated to welcome stakeholders and provided a general
introduction focusing on the purpose of the dialogue, and the brief background on the
research subject. Part II introduced presentations about Espoo Innovation Garden from
representatives of Urban Mill and the municipality of Espoo (City of Espoo) with the
KYKY model as guest speakers from currently functioning ULL settings. The
presentations were followed by discussions in groups around four roundtables, which
were all equipped with notepads, pens, pencils and post-its in several colors, so as one
flipchart by each table. The reason why each table was equipped with such items is
discussed in detail so is exactly how these were facilitated and what activities were
performed in section 5.2.4. The workshop aimed to give delegates an opportunity to
participate in the identification of the topic, and to develop the vision, objectives of an
urban living laboratory stakeholder engagement ecosystem. Part III analyzed Leminen’s
Participatory innovation mechanisms in living lab networks matrix. I was extremely
honored that the inventor of the approach, Leminen was present via Zoom and held a
short presentation on his approach to the participants as a guest speaker and also stayed
on-line and observed the workshop until it finished.
Part IV investigated and introduced participating living labs. Part V discussed stakeholder
engagement in different aspects and role within the designated sectors who were present
in the workshop. Part VI set elements on implementing a stakeholder engagement
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concept. Part VII built on the findings and Part VIII reflected on the concluding thoughts
and closing of the workshop session.
The starting point of the workshop examined the meaning of LLs defined by Westerlund
and Leminen (2011), which defines them as:
“Physical regions or virtual realities in which stakeholders form public-privatepeople partnerships (4Ps) of firms, public agencies, universities, institutes, and
users all collaborating for creation, prototyping, validating, and testing of new
technologies, services, products, and systems in real-life contexts.” (Westerlund &
Leminen, 2011, p. 19)

Starting the workshop with such an inspiring and impulsive quotation set the mood and
oriented the workshop into a pleasant environment and helped ease nervousness of some
participants who at the beginning might have felt a little uncomfortable as entering the
spacious room of Maurice Saltiel Room, where the workshop was held in the Music Hall
of Thessaloniki right by the coast.
During the workshop prior to the group discussions, there were three lecture-format
presentations by the representatives of Urban Mill and KYKY as Espoo Innovation
Garden living lab members and also the Matrix of innovation mechanism within networks
by Leminen, followed by question and answer discussions. This presentation style was
only used to inform participants about the Espoo Innovation Garden and its two key LL
platforms, as well as the meaning of participatory approach matrix in such ecosystem
networks, which together summarized data that was formerly not available to the
individuals in greater depth. During the workshop the lecture-format was kept to a
minimum, due to the fact that this format enables just limited involvement from the
groups.
The participatory approach presentation was given by guest speaker Leminen via an
online platform. I initially approached Leminen to give the presentation on the 3rd of June
2019 and he subsequently agreed. I felt it important that he gives this presentation because
Leminen performs and leads several living lab researches and has a lead role in living lab
co-creations in Finland, throughout Europe and also in Canada. Furthermore, as the
founder of the participatory approach-based innovation mechanisms matrix introduced
and described in greater depth under the literature review section (2.2.5), he is in a special
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position in which he acts as an expert with the most relevant perspectives on the subject,
both in academia, and on the other hand practical contexts as well within living lab
settings. This high-level, keynote presentation of the workshop provided by Leminen was
entitled “Participatory approach matrix on living lab innovation mechanisms” and was
also promoted on the project website under the workshop description.
The two other presentations introduced living lab projects within Espoo Innovation
Garden (LLGarden) and featured diverse viewpoints and elements related to
collaboration modes and thus gave an outstanding platform for conversations later on in
the workshop at the group discussion activity. Both of the presenters were two of my
interviewees conducted for Chapter 4. Both expressed their wish during data collection
for Chapter 4 in the LLGarden case-study analysis process of my research that they would
like to be physically present during the workshop and co-operate in the further
investigation of this research subject. Therefore, I proposed and invited both key LL
representatives to the workshop event to participate and also present their LL platform at
the beginning of this workshop based on the data evaluated in Chapter 4.
5.2.4 The data sources

Small group work discussions were a great opportunity to encourage participants to
contribute their ideas and recommendations to the group’s vision and also the overall
workshop outcome. To enable enough space, the four roundtables were clearly separated
from each other for the four groups. From now on I will refer them as Group 1, 2, 3 and
4 throughout this chapter. Although some participants might have seemed shy at the
beginning to make statements in front of a larger audience, within a smaller group sitting
together this was alleviated as confirmed by participants after the workshop.
Participants used "VIPP” (Visualization in Participatory Programmes) (UNICEF, 1993).
VIPP motivated each group “ownership” of ideas and also discouraged individual
ownership during group discussions. Each group wrote its ideas on cards and arranged
the cards on a flipchart to express ideas and suggestions. Dealing with written cards
allowed everyone in the group to 'possess' an idea to describe and refer to the subject, as
well as to refine it. Cards could be easily be re-written or discarded as a suggestion
developed within the group. VIPP was a great tool to be used and the use of cards in
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various sizes, forms, and shades to collect suggestions helped participants to differentiate
key and sub-categories on their knowledge wall. Participants were encouraged to follow
the key rules of card writing, to make sure that VIPP boards are reasonable and
understandable to everyone. As it was a multi-cultural participant event several nations
from different continents were present. Therefore, one of the most important rules for
writing the cards was the language selection. The selected and commonly spoken
language was English during the workshop.
Recommendations of card-writing were the following:
•

one idea per card

•

only key words on each card

•

legible handwriting

•

visibility approximately 3-4 meters

•

adhere to color codes, e.g., all yellow rectangle cards represent key roles or a
similar degree of identification, which is different from the green rectangle cards
as well as blue rectangular shape cards, etc.

As the facilitator of the workshop, it was important to guide and monitor the group
processes to make sure each group has all support they need for their discussion. Each
group selected a key discussion subject theme of living lab platforms, namely Result at
Group 1, Role in Group 2, Recognition in Group 3, Rule at Group 4. Each group was then
free to select its own challenges, values, visions as well as decide end results of each
challenge they selected. When the group discussion sessions were completed, each group
held a short presentation on their selected subject. As the facilitator, I served as a
timekeeper of the workshop for the audience, the schedule and each sub-section was
added in the schedule-slide on the projector. At the start of each task, as the facilitator I
advised participants how much time they had for that specific task, as well as made certain
that activities remained within the planned time.
Participants established action plan concepts as a crucial step in the formation of
innovation platforms with identifying key challenges that are able to improve and develop
a living lab setting. The action plan elements forecast scenarios as well as collaboration
processes as a basis for facilitating growth in development. The action plans established
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future goals, identified challenging activities in addition to details on techniques to
accomplishing them. The plans involved the vision of the platform settings, as well as
specific strategies in acquiring the goals. The platforms also specified functions and roles
as well as responsibilities, timelines for completion of tasks and monitoring and
evaluation strategy elements. The action plans were agreed upon by all the stakeholders
present and will be used for future follow-ups.
As mentioned earlier, regarding the fieldnotes for data analysis purposes, I imported all
field notes right into the qualitative data analysis software I used during the research
(NVivo). As I engaged in the coding process, I noticed that my field notes consisted of
interesting reflections similarly to other sources of data I already analyzed (interview). I
therefore chose to systematically code my field notes, so as for the purpose of having the
ability to identifying certain kinds of reflections, repeatedness related to the subject,
which the findings part of this chapter will present in detail.
When all sources of data was ready after the workshop to be analyzed, which means
transcripts and off-site field notes completed, flipchart notes, knowledge wall content
materials uploaded and imported into the qualitative research software, during the open
coding process, I firstly read through all my data a number of times, then I started to
create tentative labels for portions of data that summarized what I saw occurring during
the workshop amongst the teams, simply based upon the meaning that emerged from the
information I collected. The analysis of the data was performed right after the workshop
in September 2019.
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The table below Table 6 presents the summary of the data set as the sources used during
the analysis process with showing the codes being used throughout this chapter for each
element including the presentations, group discussions and group presentations.
Table 6. Data set of Workshop I
Presentation / Subject

Part

Code

LLGarden Urban Mill

Presentation 1

P1

LLGarden KYKY

Presentation 2

P2

Presentation 3

P3

Group Discussions

GD

GD 1, 2, 3, 4

Group Presentations

GP

GP 1, 2, 3, 4

A

matrix

of

innovation

mechanisms by Leminen

Data Source
Recording
(transcripts)
Field notes
Flipchart
notes

The data set of this chapter was extended with one more item, with interviews conducted
after the workshop. Some participants after the workshop requested one-to-one meetings
as they were interested in the specific subject this research explores. As the organizers of
the event created a meeting agenda for all workshop facilitators with a login and password
protected platform on the OLLD 2019 project website, therefore one-to-one meetings
could be arranged during the three days.
I also received an interactive access point to such meetings where I had three participants
who signed-up for a meeting with me after the workshop, which were conducted as semistructured interviews. Screenshot of the meeting sign up page is presented in Appendix
14. The meetings were recorded, transcribed and also imported into my NVivo LLPOOL
Project platform. Quotations from these three interviews will be included under the
relevant sections of this chapter.
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The three participants who signed up for an individual discussion is presented in Table 7
below.
Table 7. In-depth interview participants during the event of OLLD19.
Participant
London South
Bank University
Taipei Medical
University
PsyLab & Future
Self and Design
LL

Organizati
on type
Academia
Academia
Business

Code

Tool
Worksh
op I

Length of
the
interview

LLI 8

WSH I

[1:34:12]

LLI 9

WSH I

[1:40:18]

LLI 10

WSH I

[1:37:23]

Location
London /
UK
Taipei /
Taiwan
Hawthorne /
Australia

5.3 Findings
The tables above Table 6 and Table 7 provided information on the types of sources that
this chapter used for data analysis purposes with the intention of identifying and
discussing findings with the purpose of seeking answers for this thesis’s second research
question. The findings of the workshop will be introduced in this section.

5.3.1 Living labs as multi-role platforms

As the starting point of the workshop, the defining of living labs gave a very clear base
to the workshop around the key areas to be explored. Firstly, naming it, a living lab is
considered a place, which can be both “virtual or physical, an entire city or just a
neighborhood as well as representing where collaborations happen” (P1). Secondly, as
highlighted by P3, a “multiplicity of stakeholders engages in LLs, which is referred to as
public-private-people-partnership collaboration” (P3). Third of all, the practices to
support the collaboration as indicated by P2 “for development, experimenting, testing
actions or even prototyping, or educational knowledge share and co-create” (P2) are
discussed in this section. Finally, as the participant quotes define above this section
emphasizes the collaborative nature with objective(s).
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After a multiple-time re-reading of my data sources, the first goal was to identify the big
picture, which means in regards of this research, the understanding of what living labs
are, how stakeholders are identified and also what roles in experimental platforms
stakeholders play as stated by multiple participants of the workshop to understand as
highlighted several times by P3 “how diverse collaborative innovation networks look like
in a city environment“(P3). The same vision on diverseness was strengthened by all four
groups during the discussions, most frequently reoccurring in GD3 discussions. The
innovation mechanisms in living lab networks presented by P3 based on Table 8 gave an
inspiring starting point for the groups to select their own key subject for their group
discussion, whether they identify their own living lab and their driving modes either the
exhalation only or more of the inhalation dominated mode (see Section 2.2.5) or both and
if both then what level each dominated drivenness in the collaboration platform exists.
Table 8 below of the innovation mechanisms in LL networks presents key dominated
modes below.
Table 8. Innovation mechanisms matrix in LL networks (Leminen, 2013, p. 10).

139

As of the group discussion on selection of either the exhalation or inhalation
dominatedness (Leminen, 2013) or both, I found that in case of the participating living
labs the multi-function nature existed in all four groups inevitably. However, I also found,
based on the group discussions, that the majority of groups identified their living labs
within the driving modes of the exhalation dominated participation approach, as of three
groups where “rather the exhalation approach as activities refer to innovation activities
that are conducted for the requirements of other stakeholders (GD1), while “the living
lab is strongly based on mainly provider drivenness” (GD3) and also “highly focused on
providing activities for the needs of the parties” (GD4). However, only one group
declared that “the strong focus is on innovation activities by the needs of the driving
party” (GD2). This clearly identified a further developing nature of the two (exhalation
and inhalation) modes.
The inhalation and exhalation nature was further discussed amongst the participants,
specifically two groups raised questions in relation to the exhalation and inhalation
drivenness in cases which are not large platforms to cities, such as corporate
developments or product developments where “the living lab platform is not an entire
city but an institution where experiment is taking place” (GP2), the same group also
highlighted that “activities of the platform are performed by the needs of the living lab
players” (GP2), this nature was also emphasized by P2 where the platform is physically
an “accelerated co-creation by the school for the school with the school” (P2), so as
found by one group member of G2, where “the experiment is an in-house prototyping
development” (GD2).
This clearly represented a dual nature of living lab platforms no matter if the platform is
a city or a neighborhood or the platform is e.g. within a corporate environment. Going
beyond the input and outputs channels named exhalation and inhalation-dominated
modes it clearly shows that there are activities being performed within a living lab for
either the needs of the stakeholders or activities of the living lab setting performed by the
stakeholders. I further identified both similarities and differences in the characteristics of
roles in larger infrastructured platforms such as cities or neighborhood and less large
settings such as living labs within an institution.
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It further defines living lab settings as a collaboration with a multi-function nature where
the different natures from the group discussions are defined in roles of a living lab setting.
Each role has its perspectives, its aims and objectives related to development, each are
capable of providing key challenges within the collaborative network through which
“cities should be investigated as diverse networks” (P3). I also found that living lab
communities and networks are able to transform the surrounding environment by the
innovation that takes place within the living lab platform. As per LLI 10:
[LLI 10] “Our living labs…created a space for discovering how the innovation
transforms the environment that surrounds us, gives examples on the
socio-cultural experiences of individuals…. strongly believe… to closely
link individuals as stakeholders to the innovation… engage them
actively…assists…to develop a systemic change…within the network.”

There were two cases where the diverseness of networks was questioned and beyond that
the importance of diverseness were raised by group members (GD3, GD2). Investigating
the importance of this further I found that it is important to have the living labs
investigated as diverse, multi-role-based networks with the key input or output roles
examined because as coming across in literature with the same subject “in many cases
projects label themselves as living labs, however do not include all the defining elements
of a living lab” (Leminen, 2015). Therefore, the need of a clear definition of LL as a
collaborative platform has to be clearly identified. This statement from both the literature
and also the high-level presentation was strengthened during my discussion with LLI 10
after the workshop on the meaning and nature of living labs defined as complex
collaborative platforms with interactive stakeholder engagement in the co-creation. LLI
10 put the emphasis on the difference between living labs and the conventional testbed,
where the comparison was positioned around the nature of such innovations, in which:
[LLI 10] “… living laboratory…not similar to a testbed where customers being
considered as observed subject for testing modules…against
needs…moving into engaged elements…potential of value production...
quite a high amount of innovation platforms…labelled within the
community as living labs although do not include…defining elements of a
living lab...”
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Apart from roles, it became clear that objectives, especially at the beginning of a project
planning process, are equally important as argued by P3 “the lack of strict objectives in
the beginning of a living lab project is also a challenge to be investigated” (P3). Further,
when discussing challenges, it was discovered that “there are no generic instructions for
the living lab method available” (P3), therefore as Group 1 and Group 4 highlighted
multiple times, “the lack of generic guiding’s” (GD1), strengthened and further
highlighted on the same subject by Group 4, the “formulating and implementing of a
standardized living lab model might be of good use” (GD4), also as agreed by GD1,
however with contrasting as might “not suit all experimental initiatives however instead
focusing rather on customized models based on the size of the infrastructure” (GD1) is
just as well considered a challenge as by group 4 the “ roles, objectives and the settings
of the objectives” (GD4) are in collaboration networks.
This correlation amongst literature as was discovered, as in the group discussions,
immediately identified that there is a need to formulate a customized multiple-player
living lab model to be considered and with a specific focus on the size of the
infrastructure. As P3 highlighted “an entire city as the living lab platform” (P3) or as
emphasized by P2 an “accelerated co-creation for e.g. schools with schools” (P2),
therefore a less large platform comparing it to the size of a city. In addition, leaving out
of consideration the size of a platform whether city or an institute, “each role identifies
an action” (GD2) or for the same discussion topic on roles, where “roles are able to
identify multiple actions such as rapid experimenter role or e.g. a catalyst role “(P3) as
well. Amongst several others, one of the most important findings of this chapter (both
the workshop and the additional on-site interviews conducted), a living lab platform has
defining elements as discussed in literature (Leminen, 2015), without which a project
should not label itself as a co-creation living lab platform as was proved in practice. And
further added to this in relation to defining elements:
[LLI 8] “…defining elements of an ecosystem…have to be identified at the earlier
phase of the innovation…with all aspects of what the living lab
represents.”
At this point of the analysis, I arrived to the stage where the roles as the key core identified
during the open coding process of my analysis, I needed further investigation and further
coding in relation to roles and defining elements. As these two dominatedness
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“exhalation and inhalation” (Leminen, 2015), as modes with the potential roles that
living labs can play in a living lab setting with the actions each role is capable of providing
(and further producing) defines the key elements collaborative platforms have in
common. Furthermore, the examination of all these elements opened a more narrowed
platform for additional group discussions to investigate each element further with its
function compared to and customized to different living lab settings that were present
during the workshop.
Therefore, I continued moving to topics that mattered for the group discussions by the
four groups and selectively looked for further potential topics related to the core theme
(roles), selectively coded the information related to the core theme and after that I carried
out a second round of coding of the excerpts from both my fieldnotes, transcripts and
integrated flipchart knowledge wall items. Lastly, I performed axial coding to determine
relationships amongst the open codes the four groups provided through their data to be
able to see what the connections related to the core theme. This sub-section of this chapter
is designed to introduce key findings after the second round of coding. Data sources from
which the outcomes arose consisted of the collected workshop data, and the postworkshop in-depth interviews. The diverse nature of participants consisted of 14
countries with diverse living lab experience, including The Netherland, Belgium, Japan,
Sweden, Switzerland, Italy, Finland, Greece, Australia, Romania, South-Korea, The UK,
Spain and India as introduced in Table 5.
My intention was to construct a label board with the most frequently appearing themes
across the workshop data and the post-interview data. The analysis was done in an
interactive and iterative fashion. Repeated reflections were marked during my coding
process by reading through all my data and re-visiting the sources a number of times,
afterwards by creating tentative labels for portions of data that summarized what I saw
occurring during the workshop. For each of the patterns identified through the tentative
labels, the most frequently repeated ones were selected, which then enabled me to build
the label board introduced in Figure 16 below.
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Figure 16. Labels: bank of challenges.

5.3.2 Identified roles: Co-creator, Educator, Orchestrator

5.3.2.1 Living lab as a Co-creator
Referring back to the binding nature of the elements of the silicon-tetrahedron and the
strength of the binding amongst the elements presented in Figure 16, I decided to continue
the coding and within the overall data look for strong bindings related to the core theme
and identify strong binding elements in living lab roles. The above 12 sub-themes
presented in Figure 16 of the bank of challenges were a great source for me to dive deeper
in the analysis.
Using thematic coding the following themes derived from the data set of the workshop in
relations of key roles of living labs. Through the group discussions and group
presentations the strongest binding identified is related to three key roles across the data.
A key point of enquiry for this research was to explore how challenging the roles of
stakeholders are and how it might align or differ with the way it was understood
previously. All participants of the four groups were aware of specific roles within their
living lab platforms and within their local communities.
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When Group 1 introduced the living lab that one of the group member represented I found
an interesting concern, which I consider as a high potential challenge of living labs,
explaining “ living lab experience of co-creation in the school setting has got its own
different purposes, because co-creation is not construct, not something that’s
systematically built but rather experiment based” (GD1), while another group member
added “co-creation is with peers, it happens within the school” (GD1).
At the same inquiry, another group raised in relations to a completely different functionbased LL that “projects are turning from vision to reality based on closer co-operation
with public authorities and other stakeholders aiming to replacing the existing concepts
with a more co-creation-based vision” (GD4), while the processes within a living lab
platform sparked further interest among the groups members. In addition to this the two
other groups G2 and G3 addressed the importance of processes within co-creations as
“living labs are concerned with generating value and benefits, in particular for end-users,
but also for the wider set of stakeholders” (GD2), while on the other hand “involving
stakeholders is likely to encourage positive perceptions of the process and improve the
quality of output and results” (GD3). Such valuable arguing strengthened me in the action
to dig even deeper in the subject of collaboration and narrow the picture even more.
As seen throughout this chapter, collaboration modes were identified from several
perspectives related to living lab ecosystems. Key roles identified across the data clearly
showed elements ecosystems share in common such as the “role of educator” (P3) or the
“role of co-creator“ repeated very frequently by most of the participants and groups
being present (P1, P2, P3, G1 and G2), moreover, when investigating the roles and
actions of co-creators, I found that “integration and sharing of details across actors”
(GD2) are fundamental actions, furthermore “integration of multi-actors in cocreations”(GD4) in the development of ecosystem environments was also repeated
several times, which made me highlight its importance, with a special focus on
highlighting “the 4 Ps - Public-Private-People-Partnership” (P3).
Certain principles were also discovered across the data set of this research on the living
lab approach in different perspectives amongst the participant groups, both in terms of
producing collaborations with individuals as well as in developing LL platforms. I found
defining attempts of the phenomenon, such as platforms with “innovative ways of
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working” (GD1), which was extended by GD4 with “and collaborating” (GD4), while
co-creation was defined by Group 3 as “a communal way of thinking and doing things in
a city setting” (GD3). Regarding the same inquiry “change-making through co-learning”
(P1). Having the importance of roles and co-creation processes highlighted with a special
focus on the five key characteristics the Urban Mill living lab as a collaborative network
supports and facilitates, it leads me to justify the assumption stated earlier and discussed
in Chapter 3 in the literature review that co-creation within the platforms are able to
facilitate co-learning and other sector-based involvement such as public or private sectors
in practice as well from theory.
The question and answer section after the presentation but prior to the group discussions
reflected back to a specific subject that was a subject of argumentation during the
workshop amongst participants. The multi-role collaboration process-related elements,
which led to assumption of the importance of the multi-roles and the actions
accompanying the multi-role collaboration. Such characteristics raised by Group 2 and
Presenter 1 identified as the “change-maker role” (GD2), or “change-shaper role” (P1).
Whether this change-maker role is represented from only one segment or multi-segments
lead to a further argumentation on the subject amongst the groups. All four groups were
heterogeneous in the sense of representing different segments, different purposed living
labs, different sizes of living labs but each group had members from the key four segments
(Public-Private-People-Partnership sectors).
Most participants strengthened the fact that multi-roles are playing a vital role and are
considered as major characteristics within LL settings that is defined as a collaborative
ecosystem. Arriving to the discussion of collaboration philosophy, P2 pointed out several
times during the workshop that living lab ecosystems "highly respect and enforce open
collaborations" (P2), while three out of the four groups supported this open-doors
philosophy (GP1, GP3 and GP4). Amongst these three groups one specifically
emphasized and extended this philosophy with “supporting a shared co-learning” (GP3)
and added to it by others, as a “diverse collaborative platform with an entrepreneurial
spirit supported participation of all segments as citizens, businesses, academics or public
actors” (P3). Furthermore, it was found that the living lab experience is to have a
capability to show the importance of focusing on a common theme to “generate a bottomup, open and participatory innovation” (P1) that is able to “deliver new capabilities,
146

operational models and solutions to urban challenges” (P2). Reflecting back to the matrix
of innovation mechanisms in networks from P3 and in addition to the dual nature of the
dominatedness “exhalation and inhalation” (Leminen, 2015), the roles with their
potential actions at city level are key characteristics of living lab co-creation networks,
without which there would be still “diverse networks” (P2) however, "without sharing
the common elements of a living lab, they would just be networks and not co-creation and
collaborative ecosystems” (P3).
Furthermore, one of the interviews provided me with evidence (LLI 8) after the
workshop, that in order to turn from simply just a network into a co-creation network the
platform has to consider participants instead of “observed objects” as “actively involved”
elements of projects, which then turns the platform into a real-life living lab setting,
describing this as:
[LLI 8] “…living laboratory is dissimilar to a testbed… turn users from observed
subjects… to engaged participants… engaged by the platform and
contribute to the co-creation while collaborating…with multi-sector…
multiple levels… rather an experiential setting…involve…engage
stakeholders.”
This sub-section so far discussed the co-creational nature of living labs allowing me to
justify the assumption that co-creation planforms engage stakeholders actively in
different ways, in different roles with different activities within the collaboration platform
and its network with different functions. Furthermore, the categorization of roles is a key
action in stakeholder analysis within living lab settings in order to establish an effective
stakeholder arena in ecosystem platforms which co-create and identify the relevant roles
and objectives each living lab plays in innovation developments.
5.3.2.2 Living lab as an Educator and Orchestrator
Data coding and the axial coding from the open coding process led me to identify two
other strong binding natures of living lab ecosystems based on the group discussions and
the group presentations. The core element of these binding natures is knowledge as "cocreation shares knowledge" (P2), furthermore "sharing and creating knowledge, which
are inter-connected in an ecosystem result co-creation" (P2) and also "offer excellent
platform for engaging activities" (GP1). Engaging activities and sharing knowledge
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within a co-creation as was found in group presentations, “made it possible from closed
innovations to open up therefore being able to share the platform with other
stakeholders"(GP1), while others commented similarly to group 1, "by not just sharing
the platform but sharing knowledge at the same time, therefore inter-connect with
knowledge" (GP3). In addition to this the subject received further reactions highlighting
"by sharing knowledge within the same platform, engaging with co-creating, as of
knowledge share, therefore educating stakeholders while co-creating" (GP4).
As a comparison of community and co-creation within group presentations, it was clearly
identified that opening up innovation platforms result in co-learning and co-creation at
the same time for a common purpose as “opening doors for developers and early adopters
of innovation is ideal to result in co-learning” (P1) while "co-designing within a
collaborative platform” (G2). Further, doing this as a platform, even if they are “physical
and/or digital spaces and platforms network” (P3), networks are "ideal for promoting,
testing, developing and exhibiting new solutions" (GP3) which are able to "support urban
co-creational life" (GP1). If compared to P3’s approach, this is very similar to the cityrole as a "rapid co-creator and experimenter" (P3). Further, "global hub, living lab
platforms are opportunities to engage and bring together actors" (GP2) from around the
world to “co-create solutions to wicked urban challenges and share its learnings openly”
(P1) for all partner and member networks.
The group presentations highlighted that living labs as ecosystems, which “enable multistakeholder collaboration in an international knowledge-intensive context” (P1).
Knowledge-intensive context was emphasized by two other groups (GP2 and GP4) and
also one other presentations (P2) as well, however, one group stayed completely neutral
in relation to international knowledge-intensive context stating “all our living lab
initiatives are local community focused ones with limited international interactions,
hence wouldn’t consider international knowledge-intensive as important" (GD3)
however, they agreed with "the knowledge-intensive nature at some point is important
depending on the purpose of the living lab platform” (GD3). Which, again as a
reoccurring element, was repeated very frequently, which I have marked again as a
repeated item.
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Investigating further the educator role of living labs, it was found during group
discussions that accelerated knowledge based co-creation by schools as well as
corporations, businesses are able to "supply standards, guidelines for co-creation” (P2),
while such knowledge based platforms by others “involved in co-creation increase the
companies' understanding of the life of schools, pupils as well as instructors” (GD1). As
per GP1, the cooperation "produces new options for fostering learning" (GP1), in addition
to this as per GP2 knowledge-based living lab with having a strong educator presence
such living labs are, as was commented, a "development that serve the demands of
institutions as well as promote learning” (GP2). This gave me an excellent example as
the role of educator of an active multi-stakeholder engagement platform suitable for
further discussions on stakeholder engagement roles, characteristics, functions and
factors to understand co-creative platforms in greater depth.
This type of co-creation as per P2 is established as an “authentic cooperation with
companies that promotes the pupils' capacity to co-create" (P2). Group 2 extended this
view with a key factor of co-creation as "apart from co-create capacity to co-innovate
and co-share” (GP2). Further it was found, that the broader stakeholder engagement from
different segments, from multi-sectors in collaborations as partnership “are capable to
result an effective and on-going successful development” (P2). Therefore, this
strengthened the assumption that multi-sector-based collaborations are able to result in
successful co-operations. Furthermore, the questions asked by participants during the
discussion part of the workshop on whether a long-term co-operation with Public-Private
sectors are capable of succeeding a living lab ecosystem or not, as per P2 it “highly
depends on the complexity and level of engagement" while on the same subject others
argued as "also but not limitedly on the clear, set objectives scheme implemented prior to
sector engagement” (G2), which proves the statement of P3's on the challenge of "lack
of strict objectives in living lab settings may result less successful project
implementations" (P3). By stating this in theory it was further proved in several practicerelated cases during the workshop.
When multi-sectors were involved in the discussions as a sub-topic in relation to sectors
being involved in LL platforms, an interesting phenomenon appeared during the
discussion, which was the orchestrator role of living labs. As per G3, focusing and
highlighting the "active interaction amongst stakeholders while keeping the control, by
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this transforming the educator role into more of an orchestrator role" (GD3). As per the
orchestrator role Group 1 also had an interesting reflection "with an orchestrator role
while educating, guiding and supporting the network activities, we do establish trust"
(GD1). At the same time with a "core role as of an educator but functioning in a role of
control as well we need to be well-prepared on being transparent in our actions within
the platform, which right then transforms the platform into a system-platform” (GP2).
Therefore, here a significant difference is identified, as the educator taking the role into a
different level, by being an educator at the same time performing a controlling guiding
role. Therefore, by doing this as an orchestrator a LL is able to guide and support the
whole network while establishing trust with this multi-role action.
In the case of P2, a “multi-stakeholder, real-life context analysis-based involvement
resulted in a successful implementation” (P2) based on the answers to participant
questions. The reason behind this success significantly depends on the starting point of
the project, which goes back to the “very early phase of the project implementation, which
was already a joint innovation with multiple sectors” (P2) as P2 argued, such as
"companies, universities as well as their student unions" (P2). Therefore, living lab
projects are able to establish the integration of companies and result in effective
implementation based on multi-stakeholder engagement at an early phase. Which
immediately strengthens the need to involve stakeholders at early phases, which means
early identification. As discovered in Chapter 4, the identification is essential at early
phases in order to result effective stakeholdering, and by that effective co-creation.
When searching for relations during the coding process in relation to participation and
engagement, most of the groups (3 out of 4) confirmed that there are “issues with keeping
stakeholders in the system active" (GD1, GD3, GD4) and also "keeping track of
stakeholder existence” (GD1), also “on-going existence" (GD3). Participant questions
were related to what conditions and factors are needed in an LL setting for the purpose of
keeping stakeholders within the LL system as most of the groups experienced difficulties
with the monitoring and existence of stakeholders in their systems, and the other issue
appeared amongst two groups is the "active engagement of stakeholders" (GD1), and
further “the issue with identification of stakeholders” (GD3), "especially on a long-term
frame" (GD1).
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A specific example was mentioned by one of the participants representing a service living
lab, where the initial problem was related to “the reputation and recognition of the
institution as well as their background” (GD1), which could be considered as an
influential factor by the overall reputation of the establishment in which they function.
Therefore, elements such as reputation and recognition are also key factors for success.
Staying at the reputation and recognition characteristics identification, another suggestion
highlighted that while “using e.g. a monetary or various other kind of rewards can on the
other hand endanger reputation, not just institution backgrounds” (GD2). Therefore, the
element of reputation in different aspects does have a strong influence and impact on
living labs if investigating the success of an ecosystem project. All of these issues raise
challenges.
The discussion subjects of both the workshop data and also the post-workshop interviews
offered me a wide range of qualitative data. Figure 16 introduced the labels of challenges
in living labs. As there was an overall consensus amongst the workshop and also the
interviewee participants that roles play a vital part and are considered as major
characteristics in living labs, and that living lab platforms consider participants instead of
observed objects but as actively involved elements with different roles in order to cocreate, which I had jotted down in my field-note during the workshop to be further
investigated, I purposefully focused on the role nature of living labs in my investigation
at this stage.
Moreover, I wished to categorize the labels introduced as challenges in Figure 16 in
relation to living lab roles while taking into consideration the binding nature of the
elements. At this phase then, I decided to progress on the binding specific coding and
within the overall data looked for strong bindings related to the core theme: roles. The
analysis was done parallel to the previous action in an interactive and iterative fashion.
Repeated reflections were highlighted based on role specific perceptions during my
coding process by reading through all my data several times and re-visiting the sources,
afterwards by creating umbrella labels for key roles occurring during the workshop
discussions, further strengthened by the post-workshop interviews. As discussed earlier,
multi-sectors were involved in the workshop discussions and post-workshop interviews
as well which offered a diverse nature of participant perspectives on the investigated
subject. While I engaged in the coding process, at this phase similarly to the previous
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ones, I paid extra attention on re-visiting my on-site and off-site workshop field notes,
which consisted of interesting reflections. This analysis enabled me to build the
categorized label board introduced in Figure 17 below. A wide range of key issues were
identified, a wide range of key issues for consideration in living lab related processes with
a special focus on living lab roles and actions in living labs.
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Figure 17. Core roles and actions of living lab ecosystems.

5.3.3 Motivations in living labs

Apart from identifying core roles, evaluating further, roles and actions led to demands
and values, which provided me with gaining a deeper understanding into the roles
contexts and actions within living lab platform settings. One interesting suggestion was
to “offer contributors, stakeholders innovative new tools “(GP1). There was mutual
agreement amongst two other groups on the same subject by accepting this added with a
further recommendation “new devices and approaches, as well as also systems, which
might produce higher and also more effective engagement” (GP2), so as to “stimulate
higher trust, reputation and also enhanced level of participation” (GP1). This identifies
the importance of new approaches, techniques, tools to be developed and provided on a
much narrower scale to be utilized by ecosystem developers.
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There were two significant challenges, or I would rather say directions, recognized during
this part of the discussions. The first was about saving planning efforts “by developing
components, modules early enough in-situ development and then provide it to platform
users” (GP4), which gives highlights on such actions that early-phase interaction and
involvement is needed. Together with stakeholders therefore it was found in the group
presentations that "product or service planning result at an earlier phase are more timeeffective and productive" (GP4), and also secondly, have the “capability to increase the
platform users by offering services, demo services or test products” (GP2) that interacts
with the participating stakeholders and institutions with being "less complicated to extend
the system for even more platforms, which then could result even higher

multi-

stakeholdering” (GP4).
Regarding the theme of this event, an expansion to the LL system was introduced by
group 1, which allowed further analysis within the systems of LLs based on values,
"where an ecosystem is capable of offering values such as reliability and transparency”
(GP1), with some participants being present complained of not having at their living lab
platforms. A couple more challenges were recognized within the same group, which were
related to “systems, focused highly on visibility and relevance” (GP1) as values. These
values are amongst the other already identified challenges and characteristics also related
to efficiency of the living lab. At the same time, they can be considered as elements for
categorization as challenges living labs are able to offer. Regarding visibility and
transparency, it was suggested that the focus of the discussion should be called “userbased stakeholder role categorization” (GP1), as this way it addressed living lab goals
by user aspect. The use of this type of customization was proposed of each living lab and
could be useful for “service-based, product-based and commercial-based purposes”
(GP1) as well. This clarified meaningful characteristics.
It was highly interesting in the presentation of Group 2, that visibility and transparency
were raised and placed onto the group’s knowledge wall similarly to group 1. A key issue
Group 2 presented was the “problem of limited user interaction and available data in the
living lab environment” (GP2) for stakeholders. From various viewpoints this gives me
a crucial finding on the need for more visibility and more transparency in ecosystems,
which was strengthened by both Group 1 and Group 2, and therefore is considered as
important elements and characteristics. Consequently, visibility and transparency in roles
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and processes are related in effective active stakeholdering. Around the subject of
developing these elements, it was discovered that they “likely result in more intense
interconnectedness in experiments” (GP2). In addition, the demonstrated challenges
listed on Group 2’s knowledge wall on their flipchart allowed me a categorization
opportunity to apply demands to their examined subject as a main theme.
Discussing further the group activities, participants examined living labs as they became
a reality in the platforms they represented. There were two primary opportunities for
understanding living laboratories that were identified amongst G1 and G2, which
identified two similar ones and also G4 discussed one key task from the two: “(i) utilizing
an existing site or service” and also (ii) structure something new together, as an area”
(GD1, GD2 and GD4). Group 4 rather focused on the strengths and weaknesses,
interaction factors, also impacts and control processes of stakeholder engagement.
Two techniques were talked about for making use of existing platforms and solutions.
The initial involved the “development of results (planned results) in advance to
developments” (GP1) that are involving stakeholders to “provide planned results”
(GP2). The second approach identified is a briefer one that makes “demands of
participants to supply outcomes on living lab platform and then also gives interaction
data” (GP1). Difficulties are laying in finding the platform itself with relevant activities
as was identified in one of the group presentations, “to find a platform where there is
sufficient amount of activity” (GP2). As Group 4 highlighted, “even sharing possibly
sensitive data raises added difficulties” (Group 4), therefore data sharing is also
considered as a challenge in the system.
There were advantages discovered in relation to developing completely new local
platforms for e.g. within academic institutions, which as an advantage could provide with
“lowering the barrier to multi-sector co-creation” (GP4). While, at the same time, as
highlighted in another group presentation, there is usually “no short-term motivation for
individuals as participants to contribute to the ecosystem” (GP2). Further, as a contrary
it was found that certainly could also mean “running production of ecosystems;
something that some academics are not necessarily either prepared or physically be
present in the system to do in many cases” (GP1). The idea discovered here is that local
platforms are necessary, although under-served by commercial public or private interests
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in many cases, but on the other hand, an issue that may be within the scale of potential
actions for researchers not able to currently operate in the LL co-creation segment
effectively for various reasons.
Moving further, a new suggestion on challenges from Group 3 provided a functioning
example for living laboratories, focusing more on “objectivity and clarity as demands are
needed in living lab ecosystem” (GP3) establishment, which was a reoccurring phrase in
the discussions. Although these are real-time tasks some Group 3 participants explained
the importance of expectations, mostly “user's expectations towards objectivity and
clarity”, which are as important as “for internal stakeholders” (GP3). As a feasible
solution, one group member suggested the idea of “focusing on key head-roles” (GP3)
within their subject. In this, an excellent opportunity lay. These actions could be generated
under each key head-role of stakeholders and afterwards to be interconnected with the
platform itself. One more idea was raised by the same group in relation to effectively
identify stakeholders, “to develop a pre-registration of stakeholders” (GP3), which
assimilates with the identification processes discussed in Chapter 4, and would certainly
allow living lab platforms to have a basic collection of stakeholders with their potential
functions in the system, moreover offers a great platform for stakeholder categorization
as presented in Figure 6, further to develop stakeholder classification based on the level
and interest or power stakeholders have in such systems.
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5.4. Beyond challenges: values, demands and actions in living labs
My intention at this section of my thesis was from the gathered data to construct and
introduce a value-demand-action focused categorization. The elements presented in this
section derived from the discussions of the workshop and the three post-workshop indepth interviews. The analysis was done in an interactive and iterative fashion, as
mentioned earlier. As discussed in 5.3.2.3, while I engaged in the coding process, I
noticed that my on-site and off-site field notes consisted of interesting reflections which
were similar to other sources, namely interview sources of data I had already analyzed,
therefore I decided to systematically code and follow the same pattern of categorization
as during the previous coding of my data to identify certain repeated reflections on the
most frequently appearing characteristics but in this case, related solely to values,
demands and actions as contexts. I continued moving to topics that mattered for the most
and selectively looked for further potential topics related to the subject. Selectively coded
these, mapped these, and afterwards I carried out a second round of coding of the excerpts
of my data. Lastly, I performed an axial coding again to determine characteristics amongst
the codes to be able to see what the connections related to the investigated contexts are.
The elements presented in Table 9 are a set of guiding principles and recommendations,
drawn from the outcomes of the workshop and post-workshop interviews. I selected the
elements during coding based on my interpretation of an overall consensus of workshop
participants, which were strengthened by the post-workshop interviewees. To this end,
attendees agreed that integrating such elements and considering the values and demands
raised by the participants into living lab developments would significantly raise the
impact on the surrounding environment.
Although risks were mentioned during the workshop, I consider risks to be included into
the future research section of this thesis. A potential challenge identified by the workshop
participants was how to establish the structure of value-demand actions.
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In particular, how to establish a core plan around which all value-demand elements could
be considered, which also remains a future research challenge of this thesis.
Table 9. Beyond challenges: values and demands in living labs.
Value

Demand

Balance

Reliability

Role

Transparency

System
evaluation
Experience
Process
Vision

Visibility
Relevance
Systematization
Visibility

Recognition

Obviosity

Function

Realization

Benefit

Clarity

Measure

Impact

Rule
Co-operation

Control
Interaction

Awareness

Result

Recognition

Visibility

Illustrative characteristics
There needs to be a balancing of individual and sociocultural values. Raised challenge: How to weigh relevant
socio-cultural value?
Results need to be communicated transparently and
accessible to all stakeholders. Demand for transparency
of stakeholder roles.
There needs to be independent system evaluation and
monitoring.
Subjective experience depends on the user’s objectives.
Demand for transparency of processes
Demand for project visibility
Making sure that stakeholders can understand what is
happening inside the living lab platform
Public transparency in functionality and processes: how
it works to each stakeholder type in a way that allows
them to get a sense of what is going on, including insight
into processes, which is collected and used from
different stakeholder types at different phases
Clarity about the benefit affecting different stakeholder
groups
Measure impact on what perspectives are aimed to
appear and how they differ by stakeholder groups and
context of LL setting
Give users partial control
Higher interaction between stakeholder groups
Designed results should aim for relevance to the users,
not only general popularity to the ULL setting
Targeted visibility on living lab setting

5.5 Concluding reflections on challenges and roles in living labs
On September 3rd 2019 the workshop titled: ‘Stakeholder Engagement in Urban Living
Labs’ took place at OLLD 2019 Conference at the Music Hall in Thessaloniki, Greece.
The workshop brought together participants from academia, education, and businesses to
discuss stakeholder participation in urban living laboratory settings as experimental
platforms. At the heart of the discussion, as a starting point to set the scene was a casestudy, Espoo Innovation Garden highlighting stakeholder engagement introduced
through Leminen’s participatory approach.
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After the collection and the structuring of the elements, factors and their characteristic
potentials were discovered and categorized. The need of such categorization is essential
as argued in the extant literature in open innovation studies focusing on stakeholder
engagement as the need of mapping the eco-systems, stakeholder roles, participant
categories like stakeholder engagement types and closely linked to a general lack of
awareness if missing (Ruijsink & Smith, 2016). Which immediately, apart from accepting
its existence, determines the importance of its existence, or even the need for the existence
if missing. As further discovered in theory, how such mappings, and categorizations are
determined and how to interpret the meaning of categorization highly depends on the
function and the objectives of the living laboratory (Paskaleva, et al., 2015). As further
was identified in addition to the categorization, but within the practice perspective of the
subject, the focus was another key element also argued in relations to categorization and
also how the focus in some cases may change from the original aspect, based sometimes
on the removal of the original content towards a vision that local authorities put the
emphasis on.
Furthermore, in addition to the above-mentioned subject, still staying within the
categorization process, one the most significant findings of this section of my study is
related to stakeholder roles in categorization processes. As was discovered, in terms of
solutions to categorization challenges, the increased user input and feedback is considered
vital, which also has the potential to raise advantages such as assisting with the identifying
of the differences between stakeholders as creators or stakeholders as user. These
identified elements and actions played essential roles as key elements and key factors to
be included in the structuring of the factors and their characteristics that might motivate
or de-motivate stakeholder participation, so as to impact ecosystems in a positive way.
While discussing living lab project phases in different perspectives and core roles
identified (role of co-creator, educator, orchestrator), in relation to different subjects
within a living lab setting, further key aspects are highlighted, which based on the thematic
analysis coding process firstly from the open coding through the axial coding in this part
of my research, I identified as three key characteristics values, demands and actions.
When discussing the elements living lab platforms share in common and challenges such
ecosystems face in relations to roles, and actions in relation to both internal and external
stakeholders, setting objectives are to be performed at earlier stages of the development
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(Pascu & Lieshout, 2009). As a contrary to this theory, practice-based examination in
currently existing living lab platforms proved that identifying stakeholders in early phases
of an innovation and objectives of ecosystems are both considered as crucial first steps in
stakeholder engagement concepts, as primarily adopting stakeholder identification prior
to any implementation takes place in an early phase of development can result in more
efficient outcomes, and as was found may determine the life-cycle of a living lab in
practice.
As an overall summary, this workshop can be defined as an excellent, engaging,
pleasurable occasion, which offered further light on the LL context in relation to the
stakeholder paradigm as well as further steps towards progression in a more
contextualized stakeholder engagement design. Particularly, all possible challenges that
are related to generating living laboratories in both project management and research
fields within LL communities have been further highlighted, as has the advantages and
further benefits to be acquired by different industry-based participations involved in the
living lab projects. As a next action, a clear categorization of living lab actors is needed,
roles and challenges to be used in stakeholder evaluation, as well as concentrating on
targeted development actions within such fields. In addition, community development
initiatives, such as stakeholder identification processes and motivation factors related to
participation in collaborative platforms, would provide a clearer vision on living lab
assessment and approaches.
The present workshop analysis fits in and expands the following briefly introduced items:
where possible the identified key themes with their sub-themes and the above
classification (Figure 16 and Figure 17) seeks similarities and draw on each other's work
while being investigated and further developed in the LLGarden on-site organized
workshop, which was held in December 2019 (Chapter 6).
Similarly to the previous sub-section concluding reflections, this sub-section of the
chapter is designed to provide a brief summary on outcomes in relations to the valuedemand-action themes triangle with the purpose of clarifying the core value-demandaction subjects and their characteristics within living lab processes. The key findings
under this sub-section is presented in Table 9 by introducing the main identified valuedemand elements derived from the collected data and also its illustrative characteristics.
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The identification of the key action, value, demand aspects derived from the thematic
analysis coding process. The open coding followed by parallel axial coding provided me
with qualitative data on the discovery of a wide range of further key challenges in living
lab processes.
Chapter 5 provides the key context for the answering of Research Question 2.
Research Question 2:
What are the main stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living lab
developments?
As discussed in the literature review section of this thesis in Chapter 2, there are several
factors discussed by various authors, that are able to influence a stakeholder (Mulder, et
al., 2008; Leminen, 2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013) to either be involved or not being
involved at all in living lab platforms. My aim with this research was not simply including
the identification of certain processes only on how stakeholders should be involved,
however I rather intended to make a further step along the path of a more specific
identification as a systemically built process to be applied to any living lab platform with
a customized perspective, purpose and people customization, through a narrowed lens on
rather a micro level than in general on a macro level. Yet, this is exactly what I found
both in theory and practice in relation to complex actor-networks that this is able to make
stakeholder engagement capable of producing robust and effective outcomes when
applying such systemic identification models in a micro level investigation. This further
research line aims to explore the collaborative natured ecosystem development, such
evaluation will aim to comprehend and provide more insights into the subject and will
provide specific contributions to identify factors and processes of establishing multi-rolebased co-creation platforms.
As towards gaining a more narrowed perspective and deeper understanding of such multirole-based co-operations with highlighting several functions and characteristics identified
in this part of my study, in the next chapter (Chapter 6 – Workshop Espoo Finland) city
governing entities, academic and business sectors were called to lead dynamic
discussions on urban innovation ecosystems to utilize further the identified themes and
their connections introduced in Figure 16 and Figure 17 as key findings of this chapter
160

with the aim of narrowing the already mentioned big picture to a more specific
perspective. As mentioned earlier, in partnership with key LLGarden members, and the
municipality of City of Espoo, as well as from the academic field, Aalto University,
Urban Mill and FabLab, this thesis section analyzed how stakeholders are being engaged
more intensively into different phases within a living lab platform and what factors
motivate them or de-motivate them if missing in such ecosystems. As an essential
contribution to both theory and practice, so as policy-making, the role of innovative
platforms in building a living lab ecosystem with the identified value-demand-action
characteristics gives a solid base to creating a framework to be used in other open
innovation related living lab settings.
5.6 Summary of Chapter 5
The previous chapter aimed to investigate main collaborating parties and stakeholder
identification processes within living lab settings through case-study analysis. The case
study presented fits into and expands by focusing on stakeholder motivations, providing
answers for my second research question representing the drive of this chapter. In order
to complete this task, the greatest challenge of the second findings chapter was to examine
core roles, and identify key elements in stakeholder participation processes. The
workshop platform forms the solution to the meaning-building, which assisted me in
investigating the context as well as the three in-depth interviews.
I further wished to deliver outcomes on investigated subjects to contribute to potential
transitions in living lab settings to contribute to stakeholder processes in living lab
developments. As discussed earlier, with searching for answers through the empirical
investigation, I am wishing to lay specific action steps to be performed in order to
contribute to such experimental platform transitions and further to reach the overarching
aim of this thesis. In addition, I strongly believe that both outcomes of this chapter clearly
show relevance of the investigated subject with its contributions.
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5.7 Next steps: Paving the path towards a narrowed scene to workshop II
Outcomes in this section of my research will significantly contribute to a gaining more
insights on a micro-level with further discussions on synergies in collaboration platforms
amongst stakeholders within open innovations, specifically living labs as ecosystems
within open innovations. A further research line related to stakeholder-based innovation
ecosystems, based on the analysis of stakeholdering approaches and motivation factors
identified in this chapter will be adopted to further discussions into the next scene of my
research journey, the Espoo workshop held in December 2019 in Espoo Finland, which
is discussed in the next chapter as the last station of my study within this research. My
aim with an evaluation such this is to comprehend specific contributions to main factors,
along with the purpose of mapping the diversity of ecosystems in addition to such
platforms interconnectedness as well as living lab educating, co-creating and
orchestrating roles. With the briefly described steps therefore Chapter 6 seeks answers
for Research Question 3.
To sum up, this section of my study analyzed how participants can be much better
incorporated into the co-creational collaborative platform procedures and what main
factors motivate stakeholders or even de-motivate them in participating with identifying
key factors and characteristics of motivation. From here my research narrows the bigger
picture into the smallest micro level possible as the aim of this research in relations to
stakeholder roles and characteristics, specifically appearing in practice to be able to
contribute to a more comprehensive understanding on theory and practice-based
contributions. As mentioned above, this chapter paved the path to this narrowed scene
held in Espoo, Finland, which will be discussed in the upcoming next section of my thesis,
in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 6 – Co-creation: processes
6.1 Introduction
This part of the research reflects on the importance of user-centric collaboration platforms
functioning in Espoo, Finland and engaging stakeholders actively with the ability to
impact urban ecosystems. However, on what processes are needed and what level of
participant involvement work best still remain challenges. Therefore, this chapter
formulates the last research question of this thesis and seeks answers for the following
question:
Research Question 3:
What are the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed in effective
stakeholdering within living lab settings?

6.1.1 Workshop objectives
One of the main aims of the workshop was investigating further along with the analyzing
of the three-pillar based role approach that was identified in Chapter 5 together with the
subjects, values and demands with their characteristics identified, explored and
investigated throughout the previous chapter summarized in Table 9. Further to develop
the three-pillar based role approach (LL as an educator, as an orchestrator, as a co-creator)
while examining the prestigious living lab ecosystem, LLGarden in Espoo, Finland.
Also, to explore based on the three-pillar role model, how LLGarden categorizes
stakeholders in its participatory method, which promotes collaborative creation together
with stakeholders. The workshop was arranged to highlight the significance of
stakeholder interaction at key roles identified in the three-pillar model, in addition to their
capability to impact living lab settings in the Espoo environments.
This workshop session focused on stakeholder engagement and categorization with their
capabilities from different role aspects such as educator, co-creator and orchestrator
angles as identified in the three-pillar approach (which will be referred as 3P-approach).
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The workshop to concentrated on the following key tasks:
analyze:

the 3P-approach and its relevance to LLGarden

highlight:

the importance of the three key roles in the 3P-approach

explore:

further sub-roles the three main role types play in living lab settings

implement:

a customized mapping specifically modelled to LLGarden

6.1.2 Chapter structure
The structure of Chapter 6 includes four key sections as listed below, some of them with
sub-sections covering key themes the comprehensive analysis of this chapter focuses on.
6.1

Introduction with objectives, the structure and the methods

6.2

Workshop structure, 3P approach discussion and reporting

6.3

Findings: mapping themes

6.4

Discussion

The analysis of the workshop was performed right after the workshop in December 2019
including the in-depth interviews that were arranged during my stay and field-work in
Espoo in Finland. The reason behind conducting interviews during the event will be
further detailed under the methods section of this chapter in the methods part 6.1.3.
This chapter divides the analysis into two main parts, in which one builds on the general
discussion of the 3P-approach presented in Figure 17. For this purpose, I held a 15-minute
presentation on Workshop I (as presented in Chapter 5) and the 3P-approach model as
one of its findings. An extracted report on the first workshop held in Thessaloniki was
circulated among the participants prior to the workshop, therefore participants had an
opportunity to find out more on the previous workshop and its findings, so as prepare
their questions in relation to the subject. This was followed by further discussions on the
topic, whereas the second part focuses on the analysis of the 3P-approach I discovered in
Chapter 5. Then as the second part of the workshop, further discussions were performed
seeking further answers and information on local living lab projects within the 3P context
for the purpose of modelling the 3P-approach customized to LLGarden with all the
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factors, subjects, values, demands and actions that were identified through the thematic
coding in Chapter 5.

6.1.3 Methods of the chapter
The workshop brought together different stakeholders represented by the municipality of
the City of Espoo, representatives from Aalto University and also Urban Mill and FabLab
representing both business and academia sectors, which all have been actively involved
in LLGarden projects. Participatory methods such as panel discussions, participant
presentations were used throughout the workshop to improve discussion, engagement and
also interaction among stakeholders who joined the workshop. The group discussions
focused on analyzing the key findings presented in Chapter 5. The workshop participants
analyzed the bank of challenges, and also the theme-based categorization on the three
pillars that was identified and introduced earlier.
The workshop discussions focused on a key case-study, LLGarden, concerning current
challenges around stakeholder engagement phases, roles and levels in urban living labs.
The case-study related to earlier introduced participatory approach: 1) mapping
stakeholders and search stakeholder roles; 2) identifying stakeholder motivation factors
in co-creation living lab developments; 3) transparency and visibility in living labs ecosystems; and 4) stakeholder engagement levels.
The workshop was held in an extremely well-equipped event hall with high-tech devices
such as interactive audio-visual devices, projectors and smart panel tools for each seat,
which was around the main conference table. I find this important to mention here as this
technology led to an immediate reaction on e.g. presentation slides projected on the smartscreen and also gave a surface to highlight or add information digitally with laser
technology tools that set a more interactive and all-way-communication environment,
which I found highly effective. Flipcharts were also placed around the table; however,
the digital platform was used instead. The panel discussions focused on analyzing
common challenges faced by different stakeholders in relations to living lab settings and
identified other stakeholders that could assist in development of specific roles.
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I considered feedbacks as one of the important inputs for the evaluation of success of the
workshop or even to identify any shortcomings that might have appeared. Similarly, to
the first workshop, feedback was important, however instead of the group feedbacks,
individual feedbacks were collected. Similarly, to workshop one, I used the workshop
ending feedback note form, which was already put at each seat and was also explained
with the introduction presentation. As the facilitator of the workshop, at the start of the
event, I informed participants about why the feedback end notes are placed at each seat
and reason of using them after the workshop. The reason for placing the feedback note to
each participants platform was with the aim of collecting participants' comments about
the conduct of the workshop, and communicating likes or dislikes, and also tips for future
workshops.
During the event, participants could express their feelings and talk informally with other
participants about the workshop, or even directly with me and could pass such comments
along to me at any time during the event. By having this option available during the
workshop, I had the ability to readjust (if needed) the workshop situation to address
individuals' major likes and dislikes or important concerns. As the facilitator, therefore I
could act immediately on raised concerns (if needed). Also, the short feedback form with
four questions was available to be completed for those who had remaining time after the
workshop to stay for a few more minutes and fill in the form. The feedback form is
presented in Appendix 15.
Similarly, to the first workshop, field note analysis also represented an essential role as a
method during the analysis for the same reason, as field notes are capable to serve several
functions. As mentioned already in previous chapters, predominately, they aided in
building thick, rich descriptions of this research context, experience, interview, meeting
as well as group discussion.

166

The workshop was an opportunity to share perspectives on the three-pillar findings shown
in Chapter 5 and seek answers for the last research question, which is the following:
Research Question 3:
What are the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed in effective stakeholdering
within living lab settings?
The establishing of the workshop focused on the analysis of the three-pillar approach and
discussed the key roles actors played within a living lab setting. Potential stakeholders
for the workshop were selected from the LLGarden during the case-study analysis
interviews, also those participants showing high interest in seeing key findings on
Workshop I. Prior to the workshop an invitation letter was sent out via email which
explained the purpose of the workshop and also offered the possibility to forward an
extracted report on Workshop I, which is presented in Appendix 12. As the previous two
chapters discussed, I had direct access to LLGarden representatives, however in addition,
targeted snowball sampling as a method also played an important part in the recruiting of
workshop participants for the second workshop held in Espoo, Finland. As snowball
sampling is undertaken when a qualified subject shares an invitation with other potential
subjects similar to them who fulfill the qualifications defined for the targeted population
(Allen, 2017), therefore a targeted snowball sampling was a valuable method as a source
of participant recruitment.
The agenda of the workshop covered 4 key parts.
Part I:

Introduction of Workshop I findings, presenting 3P-approach

Part II:

Discussion of 3P-approach

Part III:

Analysis of LLGarden based on the 3P-approach

Part IV:

Concluding thoughts, identifications, further research subjects

Part I of the workshop was dedicated to welcome stakeholders, re-welcome some of them
as those had the chance to be present on Workshop I as well and were actively engaged
in the previous discussions. Further, this part of the workshop provided a general
introduction and the purpose of the gathering and also presented the key findings from
Workshop I. Part II of the session introduced the 3P-approach, which was introduced in
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Chapter 5. The presentation was followed by Part III, highly interesting and engaging
discussions seeking further elements, roles, challenges, processes for the purpose of
modelling the 3P-approach customized to LLGarden. The workshop was aimed at giving
delegates an opportunity to participate in the process in person in an interactive
communication manner to identify further elements of the ecosystem roles and processes
related to living lab developments in general and also specifically based on LLGarden.
Part IV focused on the concluding thoughts and the identifications on the discovered
components and elements with their characteristics suitable for the customized modelling
of the 3P-approach of LLGarden. Aspects and constructive expertise were sought from
the municipality segment, also academia, and further through practice as from the
representatives of Urban Mill. Some participants after the workshop requested a meeting
in person, which were arranged while I was staying in Finland and took place at Aalto
University, the municipality of Espoo and one in the co-working platform of Urban Mill.
Both the workshop and the on-site meetings were recorded and transcripts were imported
into my NVivo LLPOOL Project platform, as were my fieldnotes. Quotations from the
on-site three interviews will be included in this chapter as well under the relevant subsections related to the context the interview discussion. The interviewees related to this
chapter are listed in Table 10 below.
Table 10. In-depth interviews in Espoo, Finland.
Organization
Participant
type
City of
Espoo

Municipality

Aalto
University

Academia

Urban Mill

Academia

Location of
the
interview
City of
Espoo
Municipality
Aalto
University
Urban Mill
(Aalto
University)

Code

Tool
Interview
(I)

Length of
the
interview

LLI 11

I

[1:43:27]

LLI 12

I

[1:39:55]

LLI 13

I

[1:58:42]

This workshop was designed to conduct a stakeholder engagement related discussion in
an interactive way bringing together experts of city developers and business leaders, and
professionals from academia managing living lab projects in Espoo. The structure
introduced above offers information on the key areas the workshop focused on and
covered during the event, which lasted for 2,5 hours.
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The workshop participants are listed in Table 11 below.
Table 11. Workshop II participants.
Participant
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo
City of
Espoo

Organization
type

Code

Municipality

P1

Municipality

P2

Municipality

P3

Municipality

P4

Municipality

P5

Municipality
Municipality

Participant
Aalto

Organization
type

Code

Academia

P8

Academia

P9

Academia

P10

Academia

P11

Urban Mill

Academia

P12

P6

Urban Mill

Business

P13

P7

FabLab

Business

P14

University
Aalto
University
Aalto
University
Aalto
University

6.1.4 Workshop reporting, procedures and programme

It is important to highlight some key information on the workshop reporting system here
related to this chapter just like previous data chapters. To be able to facilitate an
interactive discussion all stakeholder engagement actions similarly to previous chapters
were run under the authorization of each participant with confirming and signing a
participatory consent sheet (PCS) as well as a participatory information sheet (PIS). Both
PCS and PIS gained ethics approval by the Anglia Ruskin University Ethics Board prior
to the workshop. A sample of both documents are presented in Appendix 6 and Appendix
7, meaning that opinions, views, any information shared as well as reported back
elsewhere but that the names of individuals and also associations cannot, unless explicit
approval is given for this action.
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The results described in this chapter integrate the data acquired from the audio recordings
as well as the notes made during the discussions, furthermore the three in-depth meetings
scheduled on-site in Espoo and arranged at Aalto University. Prior to this workshop
(Espoo, Finland), a short extract on the previous workshop was prepared and was
circulated for approval and/or amendment by all participants, therefore before it was sent
to the Finnish participants it has already been confirmed. The focus in this workshop
discussions was on the examination of Figure 16 showing the bank of Challenges and
Figure 17 the themes identified and categorized into three major themes (educator, cocreator, orchestrator).
The workshop was broken down into two key parts, a presentation part that introduced
the key findings of Workshop I held in Thessaloniki. The second part of the workshop
focused on a highly interactive session, where participants provided information on their
living laboratory platforms located within the LLGarden project, gave insights on their
stakeholder engagement methods, furthermore key elements and the characteristics of a
living lab is representing in relations to roles. Within the closing section of the workshop,
the outcomes of the discussion were presented as a summary of the workshop and opened
for an additional conversation, which will form the base of a closer future co-operation.
The workshop was attended by representatives of the municipality of the City of Espoo,
Aalto University, Urban Mill and FabLab.
6.2 Findings

6.2.1 Introduction

As part of a co-joint stakeholder engagement focused project the second workshop was
organized and took place in Espoo, Finland to investigate and explore stakeholder
engagement processes and role factors with their characteristics related to living lab
developments. The presented and analyzed workshop in this chapter seeks to identify
relevant perspectives, concerns and aims to model the stakeholder engagement processes
from the 3P-approach aspect, each pillar representing one key role category in the living
lab arena.
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6.2.2 The binding element approach discussion
Understanding what encourages stakeholders is essential in order to co-create within
ecosystems. Based on the analyzed panel discussions, two-thirds of the participants
immediately reacted on the co-creation nature-raised context, which was a frequently
returning context during the discussion. There was widespread consensus amongst the
participants around the fact that stakeholders are involved with the aim of co-creating for
different purposes, such objectives are considered as motivation factors throughout this
chapter, which generally belong to two main classifications. Specifically, referring to the
municipality aspect on the one hand, reflected by P2 as “stakeholders seek to accessing
with ecosystem co-creators and at the same time, stakeholders desire with the aim of
gaining access based on the purpose”, while strengthening this specifically pointed out
by P4 “further gaining access to specific companies, individuals, products or services”.
Within these two major fields, there were overall uniformity regarding consensus
amongst participants. Building on the workshop discussions the following four
motivation factors were repeated in the conversations and were frequently discussed from
both the municipality representatives (P2, P5, P7), academia (P9, P11) and the business
sector (P13) as well during the workshop. I found a significant positive correlation among
participants on the four main areas. Therefore, I am considering these four key areas as
key motivation factors why stakeholders engage in co-creation as listed below:
-

market acceptance (P13, P14)

-

knowledge transfer (P8, P9, P10, P11)

-

testing purposes: product and method (P2, P3, P8, P11, P13)

-

networking (P1, P4, P6, P12, P13)

This part of the research study discovered that stakeholders engaged in co-creation for
different reasons as mentioned above within LLGarden living labs. When the subject of
different reasons was asked, the majority of the participants commented that these factors
are either associated with the direct access to the developer itself, or to its co-creators.
Further, that several reasons exist was highlighted by most participants from both
municipality and academia.
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First of all, having direct contact and access to end-users were frequently mentioned
aspects. So as, second of all, certain ecosystem platforms, particularly by one of the
academia representatives, P9 “those desiring to include a facilitator-role, with the aim of
enabling interactions without conflicting the platform” or P11 “having any type of direct
influence on the procedure of co-creating” (P11). Third of all, referring to project
development from the business sector perspectives, as highlighted “in some cases project
developers are intentional on reaching an untargeted audience” (P13) or “even other
stakeholder segments that are located outside of their views” (P14).
Moreover, the space produced, as well as support offered as per the municipality pointof-views where “spaces are able to present an excellent possibility to involve co-creation
in an atmosphere, which stimulates a real-time setting” (P4). Interestingly, referring to
research related perspectives emphasized in the workshop, e.g. per P13 “businesses many
cases formulate rather general research questions as they seek unfiltered, and also
straightforward feedback from potential consumers” (P13).
Further functions were also repeated frequently, and therefore are considered important
functions with including the three key elements facilitating co-creation. These insights
were highlighted by the majority of the participants mainly from the municipality and
academia sectors and emphasized throughout the workshop several times from the living
lab facilitators, who are at the same time not just facilitators but co-creators as well. In
particular, there were contested views across the subject related to this chapter as certain
suggestions around elements were commented on by two sectors: purpose or place;
whereas with the third sector being present, people were highlighted which play essential
roles in co-creation. Therefore, I found three broad elements that have significant
relevance – most likely the key three of the most important – in facilitating co-creation
as repeated patterns: Purpose, People and Place.
Purpose is the element, referring back to the aspects highlighted several times amongst
both the municipality and academic representatives, specifically emphasized by P6
“purpose, which guides the procedures of the living lab, by forming the place, which is
under development to result co-creating, and through the co-creation process also
affecting individuals that interact within these settings most desirably on a long-term
basis” (P6). Therefore, I found evidence on how the purpose of the living lab setting is
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capable of forming the place itself. Moreover, how it affects individuals and makes them
participate within such setting. As the desirability was highlighted by P6, I consider the
term as an essential element, since evidently long-term co-operations are desired instead
of a one-time participation.
People is the second element, which was a returning element in the discussions. An
element, which integrates the co-creation as it is connected with the actions and practices
of the participants who are engaged in the co-creating procedure. Thus, specifically as
pointed out by one of the municipality representatives P1, “the emphasis stays focused
on the people and their interactions within the ecosystem and/or on the other hand, on
the interaction of the platform’s personnel with co-creators” (P1). This led me to another
two key finding in relations to people. Firstly, it strengthened the assumption that people
interactions are key elements of a living lab, secondly that there are different types of
interactions represented in a living lab, either interactions amongst the living lab
personnel and/or the external users. This provides evidence to the nature of participants
discussed in the literature review and also throughout the data chapters.
Place is the third element that was pointed out by several participants, specifically P1 and
the same also strengthened by P4 put a high emphasis on “the location, either physical
or virtual” (P1) natureness of the platform. So as the method itself and the tools of the
ecosystem, which proves the previous chapter finding’s relevant subject, arguing that
place plays a significant role no matter if physical or virtual.
The above three elements are related strongly, to compare such bindings to other
disciplines, hereby I refer back to the chemistry-discipline comparison presented in
Chapter 4. I consider therefore such binding just as strong as in the SiO4 formation
mentioned in Chapter 4 in Figure 11. Basically, turning these three elements into a strong
binding within the subject, my assumption was stated during the workshop, as an
immediate finding identified on-site. According to my statement, 'People' produce as well
as connect with the 'Place', so as implement 'Purposes' that specify then the ecosystem
concept. These three key elements play a critical function in sustaining living labs to
achieve positive co-creation outcomes.
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6.2.3 Characteristics of role binding elements

Following the same scheme in structuring the chapters, in order to provide meaningbuilding also to this section of the thesis, the current sub-section is designed to offer a
description of the outcomes in relations to the characteristics of the role binding elements.
The key findings under this sub-section are presented in Table 12 through introducing the
main binding elements, their characteristics and illustrative examples.
Reflecting onto the data coding process from which the identification of the binding
elements derived from was performed with lateral thinking in an iterative manner during
the open coding phase of my data analysis, which was followed by axial coding
investigating simultaneously the workshop data and the after-workshop interview
materials and fieldnotes in order to establish tentative labels, which are interpreted as
elements in Table 12. During the workshop, I jotted down elements, which then were reappearing in the in-depth interviews I conducted after the second workshop which
strengthened their importance.
Such similarities across the data sources have led me to the discovery – similarly to when
investigating the roles during data analysis – that on a more narrowed scale, the binding
elements, either their presence or absence, is an essential and challenging subject to be
examined further. Although, key themes in my semi-structured interviews were planned
ahead of time, specific lines of enquiry were pursued within the interview sessions only
after the workshop was completed, such as unpacking the binding elements into subbinding elements as presented in Table 12, Therefore, again reflecting back to the
unexpected avenues metaphoric nature as mentioned in Chapter 4, I investigated further
on interesting and unexpected avenues that emerged during the interview session in order
to unpack and reveal further insights into the binding elements.
The reason for digging deeper into the sub-elements subject was to understand the
specific natures of the key binding elements identified during the workshop discussion.
My priority focus was on identifying themes, referred as elements in Table 12, to
investigate the binding natures further with the aim of building new knowledge rather
than only particular pre-designed questions to raise in the workshop or ask in the
interviews. Using a significant amount of information, which I considered as knowledge,
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based on the expertise of my interviewees and workshop participants, my task was to dig
out on a more micro-level in order to create new knowledge related to my third research
question. The thematic based, lateral thinking pin-pointing approach led me to categorize
the elements.
The information presented in Table 14 therefore derived from multiple times re-reading
through all my data, furthermore re-visiting data sources (workshop and post-workshop
interviews) repeatedly, afterwards creating themes, categorizing data referring to binding.
Each of the binding element patterns were identified through the themes during coding,
from which lastly, the most frequently repeated ones were selected and implemented into
Table 12 below.
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Table 12. Characteristics of role-binding-motivation elements and their outcomes.
Living Lab Roles

Binding Elements
Adaptation

Connection

Educator
Co-Creator
Orchestrator

Transparency

Interaction

Iteration

Sub-binding Elements
Practice-based nature
Transition
Diverse methods
Physical/Virtual Place
Internal/External People
Collaboration Purpose
Knowledge share
Networking
Clarify principles
Develop coherent structures
Clear communication
Reliability
Inspire participation
Influence feedback
Create interactive environment
Develop interactiveness
Motivate participation
Utilize processes
Monitor feedback
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Illustrative examples
“…innovations related to practice…practice related
adoption…strongly depending on methods…” (P8)
“…challenging themes to co-create…developing based on
feedback…contributing to knowledge…system level” (LLI 11)
“…participant relations are seen as the most required element in
living lab connections…networking to share knowledge…” (P13)
“…experiences are accessible to stakeholder collaboration
within the platform…knowledge shared…” (P11)
“…faster development…utilizing obvious concepts...clear
foundations…” (P14)
“…structured feedback system…active feedbacking…” (P8)
“…timely interaction… orientation squarely…” (P1)
“…influencing active engagement…distribution of sufficient
information” (P2)
“…interactive user engagement…creation of pleasant
atmosphere…” (P2)
“…emerging tools…environments as virtual or
physical…creating interactive surroundings…” (P2)
“…comfort zone…surroundings to influence participation…”
(P8)
“…allowing of customization according to needs…” (LLI 13)
“…real-time testing…improve development…” (LLI 11)
“…timed prototyping…product development…structured
design…avoid product failure…” (P14)

Table 12 shows the existence of inter-connectedness among participant stakeholders with
the co-creation factors and their importance. Based on this, the five characteristics of
adaptivity, connectivity, explicity, interactivity, and iterativity were identified during the
workshop analysis. Although there was widespread consensus amongst participants on
the above five characteristics, I found other interpretations as well on the subject across
the interviews conducted after the workshop with same sector representatives.
Specifically, by LLI 11 on iterativeness:
[LLI 11] “…co-creators don’t determine iterativeness, which mainly has a focus
of opportunities for participants like business sectors to adjust own
approaches…such principles might not be to the leading edge of a codesigner's perceptions concerning what allows the co-creating; moreover,
the majority of co-creators just involve with a prototype once; and
therefore, this element is of less importance to them.”
Based on LL11, iterativeness is considered as an important characteristic, however it does
provide a dual nature, which reflects on its importance while being less key from the cocreator perspective, which highlights iterativeness as a challenge to be further
investigated.
At this stage of the analysis, I continued moving to topics, which were also repeatedly
appearing in the interview materials, however less frequent than the above five
characteristics introduced in Table 12. However, I found it important to discuss these
elements as additional characteristics in order to understand the specific natures of
characteristics a living lab may incorporate as characteristic features, although might
include the below discussed characteristics on a different level of importance. For
instance, notions as realism, openness or talent, as notions with living lab characteristics
nature were raised during the interviews after the workshop, on which I am providing a
general presentation through the following section prior to mapping themes on the overall
workshop with the key roles and their characteristics of a living lab.
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The existence of realism was highlighted and I found contradicting information related to
this context:
[LLI 13] “…. realism…not…vital role of co-creator participants…overall usage
is positive…great significance of realism…mainly for businesses aiming
to evaluate models, prototyping within specific circumstances…cocreator participants don’t consider this essential.”
I found evidence on the limitations of realism in the interview material with LL13, that
reflected on the overall usage of the living lab. Realism has a vital role only if the overall
usage is less positive. If the overall usage is positive there’s no vital role of realism in cocreations. The notion realism was discussed within the living lab setting in relation to
product and services development and the nature of their success or failure during the
living lab life-cycle. This as a challenge opens doors to further investigations on the
subject.
There were other contradictions found across the interview data. Regarding the existence
of people, there were living lab cases where mainly internal personnel were seen as
having the co-creator nature while the interactions among businesses are less necessary
for the co-creation process. Although businesses were identified as relevant elements of
the platform, however their importance in the co-creation itself was less, interactions with
them were less active. Specifically highlighted by LLI 12:
[LLI 12] “…co-makers determine the relevance of business’s personnel in the cocreative procedure… not reviewing certain features…for businesses
though…vital as they connect with the co-creators…LL personnel not
focusing on the connectedness…LL platform provides to its
stakeholders…provide occasions, events…individuals are able to
connect…however, the values are not recognized.”
Possible reasons behind this might additionally be the limitedness of resources, which are
placed in the direction of other principles. To establish and also operate a system, which
provides the transfer of expertise, or organizes certain occasions which assist in
networking among stakeholders, may need more human and funding sources as well. As
participants highlighted in many cases the lack of funding is the factor that limits the
development. On the one hand, it seems that in the case of businesses, organizations
concentrate primarily on the communication between the company and their stakeholders.
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While on the other hand, there is communication between co-creators and businesses also,
since that is where values are being developed. Values, which lie within a broader
ecosystem community, neither proactively nor strategically affect co-creation objectives.
The three elements (Purpose, People, Place), as an aspect which was highlighted several
times in a repeated manner during the workshop, are considered as key themes coded
from the context of the discussions. With the usage of thematic coding, therefore building
on the main five characteristics presented in Table 12 and in addition to those introduced
extending them with further factor-based characteristics, which have the nature of being
relevant, however with some limitations. Although having such limitations as discussed
above, they still contribute to essential characteristics of a specific factor either the
Purpose, the Place or the People aspect of a living lab setting.
For categorization, therefore a similar method as in Chapter 4 was applied here in this
section. All elements mentioned repeatedly either more frequently or less frequently
during the workshop and the interview materials conducted on-site after the workshop
are considered as challenges living lab ecosystems consider as important element
characteristics in stakeholder engagement processes. Although all elements are
considered important, in certain cases in LLGarden they are not considered equally
important.
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This section of the analysis is designed to give a summary on key findings this chapter
identified in relation to living lab roles and their characteristics in ecosystem settings
analyzed through the 3P-approach during the interactive workshop. Firstly, in this
section, the key findings focus on three main factors discovered: (i) Purpose, as the
objective of value production and innovation, (ii) People, as the co-creators of ecosystems
and their motivation factors and (iii) Place, as the socio-spatial context that surrounds the
ecosystem itself. Secondly, based on the identified factors and characteristics, the 3Papproach based (Educator, Co-creator, Orchestrator) theme mapping is presented in
section 6.3.1 of this chapter.
Purpose: Co-creation
Regarding the objective of value creation living labs reveal clear differences. In living
lab settings, more focus is on creation and learning, performing these together. In such
platforms, the creation of values are focused on innovation within the platform generating
different values in the system. Not just during the workshop but across the interviews as
well learning was a key returning subject emphasized, specifically by LLI12 and was
defined as:
[LLI 12] “…learning… obtaining integrity and also showing the lasting nature of
other alternative models as well as feasible; a way to broaden research
study and education and their networks included; or the objective for
which the stakeholders are collaborating.”
Ultimately, this reflects on a novel way of involving new actors in such collaborations,
so as reaching individuals or institutions that can help boost the ecosystems as well as
minimize civic or other matters. In some LL settings, the creation of values is more
concentrated on the product creation as well as innovation systems, here the objective of
co-creation is largely based on co-creating together.
People: Motivations, Inspirations and Incentives for Co-Creation
The motivations in addition to benefits for co-creation are very closely related to the
features of the co-creation as highlighted several times during the workshop in an
extremely interesting interpretation. This thesis found that regarding ULLs, which are
interested in shaping societal systems, benefit is regularly considered as a collective one,
with less direct benefits for individuals, or if focusing on usefulness, less useful without
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the network of the co-creating group within the system. There were contested views
around downsides also, one interpretation by an academia representative is that “benefits
and also learnings of these lab settings are harder to be moved to various other living
laboratory systems, or its extending to larger scales of cultures” (P2). Therefore, I
identified moving of activities as learnings to people beyond a co-creating platform is
much harder although in most cases LL outcomes are usually targeted at changing societal
systems.
However, there were another widespread consensus of private motivations amongst all
three segments found, specifically with cases where there may be a lot more direct private
motivations for participants where the living lab focus is on product or service
development technologies and systems. In such cases, participants usually are working
with their own developments and ideas, however particularly described by P8 “creating
it under a shared inspirational umbrella as the context of the living lab such as e.g.
sustainability”. By this I found that there is a wider panorama in which the co-creation is
performed in a shared inspirational manner, and further such panoramas can be thematicbased as mentioned by P8, e.g. sustainability. Therefore, the outcomes created are all
advantageous for the people who are performing the co-creation. Furthermore, usually
such outcomes in innovations typically have less context-dependency. Laboratories
supplying the panorama, as the umbrella, are capable of making individual benefits more
powerful.
The benefits are similarly very dependent on their intrinsic and likewise external
inspiration for a lot of the examined labs, especially in regards of the dedication to a
certain social or organizational purpose together with the feeling of fulfilment in
contributing to this objective. I found during this analysis, that their commitment to LL
objectives is high and the intrinsic inspiration may be greater than when their motivation
for the goal is rather lowered. As an inspiration, the feeling of completion was commonly
heard as a reason for joining or being involved in a specific urban living lab. Such
satisfaction incentives of completion are in addition an extremely subjective outcome,
and varies between each individual, despite the fact that the efforts in the co-creating
process are similar.
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Place: Spaces in Co-Creation
There are several opportunities living labs are capable of offering, which I found in
relation to location, such as referring to P4 from city development and also the same view
was added by P13, specifically stating that “taking advantage of already existing
buildings, proactively form the definition of a location, so as the context of socio-spatial
together with different actions operating within the platform”. This way another key
characteristic is identified, a living lab is capable of transforming to a place where
development manifests within an urban community, by starting to implement new
narratives about that specific place and the neighborhood. While on the other hand, it is
also capable of actively promoting the collective advantage of LL activities within a
neighborhood. Apart from new narratives, visibility of the platform and further the
opportunity to encourage more actors who might be able to discover co-creating natures
of an LL is important. Those cases when a living lab ecosystem does not have e.g. a
building or an appropriate space are struggling a lot more in producing such locationnarratives.
However, they may create narratives, but those are purely not recognizable easily. In such
cases, even more difficulties are caused within the external circle of the co-creating
process, so more time and energy is needed in engaging tasks. In relation to roles key
roles living labs are fulfilling in the perspective of shaping the platform, as identified
earlier, are educator, co-creator or orchestrator. Understanding the key differences are
also essential and furthermore, so is gaining insights into the characteristics of each role.
This part of my research focused on a more narrowed, fine-grinded assessing of
characteristics of the above mentioned three roles, defined as competences.
The next sub-section as the closing part of the findings section is introducing the three
main roles, categorized as key competences. Further sub-competences are collected in the
tables below in Table 13, Table 14 and Table 15 in section 6.3 of this chapter. All tables
below illustrate the key competences and sub-competences with a brief description
providing evidences from the quotes representing the highest relevance of each
competence and sub-competence.
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6.3. Mapping themes: key roles as elements and their characteristics
6.3.1 Living lab as an Educator
Table 13. Living lab as an Educator.
Role as
an
Umbrella

Key elements

Sub-elements

creation
knowledge
transformation

share
experience
shape
LL as an
Educator

individual
learning
systematic

cultural
impact
social

Definition of sub-elements
Living labs are complex learning platforms with a
function of creating and exchanging actionable
knowledge with a central emphasis of potentially
transforming existing, practice-based experience.

Living labs from the experience aspect are open
innovation ecosystems where different experience
co-exists and innovative solutions are shared on a
broad scale with the aim of (re)shaping, (re)sharing,
(re)forming knowledge.

Exploiting educational role related living labs as
adaptable learning platforms where collaborations
are aimed to carry out knowledge transfer on both
individual and on a more developed systemic level
with a characteristic of guiding knowledge.
Living lab knowledge creation from the educator
role aspect as a social process has the potential on
scaling up knowledge transformation from both
local and cross-border cultural innovative natures
with the function of impacting the ecosystem.
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Illustrative examples
“…practice-related adoption of innovations…convoluted…heavily rely on
processes of creating knowledge…capable of transforming the knowledge
to wider communities…” (P8)
“…exchange of knowledge and innovative co-creation with knowledge
transfer is what living labs have in central focus…” (P11)
“…the idea of experience is accessible to individuals so as group of
people in the system where experience becomes shared” (P12)
“…the idea of an innovative solution is transformed with the purpose of
being formed and more broadly shared…” (LLI 12)
“…individuals can develop expertise across experiences with
professionals, who help them to be able to internalize knowledge, which
was developed” (P13)
“…contributing to knowledge by individual learners… through
participation impacting afterwards various group levels…”
(LLI 11)
“…knowledge, which leads to a more mature knowledge transformation
at system levels…starting from the individual experiences into more
mature knowledge…able to guide learning…” (P1)
“…knowledge creation…to be understood as a social process…
transforms individual and more wider audience levels…” (P13)
“…location and culture specified characteristics…across borders or
within borders in a multi-cultural innovative nature…with diverse
contexts…” (P5)

The above table (Table 13) introduces one of the three key roles identified within the
examined living lab settings. Co-creating innovations in relation to the educator key role
as a key element of the ecosystem platform is identified as a way to bridge the knowledge
and practice gap in education and experience sharing. The analysis of these competences
as key elements and sub-elements being fulfilled in living lab settings has provided a
fruitful direction to defining what exactly the educator role means within such innovation
platforms, where I found that the educator role consists of four key competences as listed
in the above table, knowledge, experience, learning and impact. Further sub-elements
were identified to narrow the picture down and to be able to define what each element
covers. I presented an unpacking of each element with an extracted definition of each
competence, defining how such competences are related to the key competence.
Within the knowledge-based assessment the sub-elements above connect the key
competences on knowledge creation by defining each element and further how each factor
impacts the co-creation in the educator role evaluation within living lab processes. All
elements listed above were identified around the co-creation of knowledge and around
characteristics determining and impacting on and within living lab settings. The above
list of competence elements provides additional assistance in stakeholder identification
processes in open innovation science within the living lab context under stakeholdering
procedures.
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6.3.2 Living lab as a Co-creator
Table 14. Living lab as a Co-creator.
Role as
an
Umbrella

Key
elements

Sub-elements

model
innovation
collaboration

integration
progress
distribution

LL as a
Co-creator

development
provision
implementation

experiment
trials
testing

Definition of sub-elements

Illustrative examples

In a successful open innovation development
living labs as of co-creator role aspect are
utilizing active co-creation and innovation of
services, products, applications, technologies
with interactive user interface in a
collaborative innovation format.
Emerging distributions of values and a more
interactive user integration throughout the
project life-cycle results a higher degree of
effective progress in living lab co-creations.
Living labs as co-creator platforms have the
potential
to
offer
insights,
deeper
understanding and faster development of
innovation solutions by adopting interactive
user involvement with the aim of provisioning
strengths and weaknesses of product or service
development.
A crucial co-creative role related component
of living labs is testing and innovating in a
real-life context with the potential end-users,
which then facilitate the validation of
assumptions by combining insights towards
innovating by experimenting and testing
within the ecosystem trial performances with
the aim of iterative tailoring of the innovation.

185

“...participation not only of the potential customers but also of all other stakeholders
along the value-chain can be seen as the foremost required element for the successful
co-operation of a living lab...” (P13)
“...in the LL concept the user can actively be involved as a source of new products or
services...ideas testing and validating new product concepts by such cooperations...” (P7)
“...value distribution and changes of existing value chains are analyzed with the aim
of new developments...” (LLI 13)
“...users involved during the whole project more interactively…to reach a much
bigger community than it is possible with traditional market research tools..." (P2)
“...living labs will allow the better and faster development of new services and
products by utilizing the user-creation... ...companies will gain a better insight into
the possibilities and restrictions of their product...” (P14)
“...well known and emerging tools for customer integration facilitate this
process...natural, effective and timely interaction with the users throughout the sites
of a network of living labs...” (P8)
“...living labs are platforms for real-time testing with the users...actions can help in
co-creating new or testing assumptions in the innovation process...” (LLI 11)
"...allows for customization in the innovation to the needs and wants of the potential
end-users..." (LLI 13)
“...trials even to stop or rescope the innovation project before big investments are
made...” (P1)
“...improves the innovation process...users are actively involved in the field test...cocreating the solution, which impacts the operational side...” (P14)

As discussed earlier, the co-creation nature of living labs is a rather wide notion, not
defined clearly on specific levels. This thesis applies a micro level analysis of stakeholder
processes and focuses on key roles fulfilled in living labs. The second key competence
presented in Table 14 above was identified as the co-creator role of living lab platforms.
The core advantage of the co-creator role-based competence analysis relies in the multicontextual sphere in which product or service development, testing and monitoring, and
evaluating take place. Specifically, the capability for interacting with the users as either
co-creators or drivers of the platform within their real-life setting environment is what
distinguishes such living lab approaches from other partnership type collaborations in
open innovations. The idea in collaborations like these is to have the users involved in all
phases of the research and development process, including design, implementation,
testing and evaluation, therefore throughout the whole life-cycle of the living lab
development by utilizing the creation and innovation.
Therefore, it is essential to consider integrating the above key and sub-competence
analysis within innovation developments, specifically related to living lab types of
innovations. Within the co-creator role analysis priority themes as key elements were
identified as innovation, progress, provision and trials. Through the lens of these four
focus competences I defined each element with their sub-element characteristics.
Furthermore, each element in the above table have been defined in an extracted definition
to provide better understanding of the sub-components of each role element with the aim
of providing rich comprehending of the nature of the co-creator role.
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6.3.3 Living lab as an Orchestrator
Table 15. Living lab as an Orchestrator.
Role as
an Umbrella

Key elements

Sub-elements

Definition of sub-elements

network

In order to fulfill the controlling facilitator role as the engine
of the innovation in living lab ecosystems, representing the
role as the orchestrator, living labs have to open up in a
shared-networked system design with the aim of effectively
controlling the public-private-people networks with
adopting new network processes.

control
design

collaboration

multistakeholder
multi-level

LL as an
Orchestrator

guidelines
obviosity
demonstration

awareness
visibility
marketplace

co-creation
influence
understanding

A very distinguished boundary exists in between
conventional open innovation stakeholder involvement and
assimilating to an experiment-based multi-sector
stakeholder living lab ecosystem.
In an orchestrator role function, a living lab performs
standard guidelines with the aim of encouraging a wider
adoption of a development project, which is then able to
demonstrate a more obvious bridging function between
decision-making and knowledge-share in a controlled
environment towards common interests of a living lab.
A well-demonstrated new solution or new knowledge
distribution in a living lab ecosystem applies living lab type
shared innovations with creating awareness in the context of
innovation within the platforms, which are at the same time
representing marketplaces of the ecosystem setting for
innovation purposes.
Living lab orchestrating roles are capable of building shared
understanding in the co-creation by negotiation and
grounding between stakeholders during the process of
generating and maintaining shared understanding, which
has direct or indirect influence potentials to lift knowledge
to the next level towards a wider audience.
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Illustrative examples
“…new milieus of innovation…opening corporate
boundaries…networked system design…” (P14)
“…creating a shared network arena… controlled public-private-people
networking…” (P9)
“…new ways, new processes are created in networks under controlled
facilitation and management…” (P2)
“…the involvement of all key stakeholder sectors…, determines
differences in between traditional and living lab innovations initiatives…”
(P5)
“…engaging multi-level stakeholder settings…co-creation within
experimental focused platforms…” (LLI 11)
“…standard guidelines…wider application across firms in a sector...”
(P3)
“living labs are capable of supporting decisions-making…knowledge with
a well-guided controlling management…reaching living lab platform
goals…” (P13)
“…capable of demonstrating innovation playground…comprehensive
markets…providing demonstrative and test-based solutions…” (P7)
“…new knowledge, new solutions or experiences clearly demonstrated
amongst stakeholders…shared knowledge…” (P12)
“…the playground of innovative solutions…for innovations with cocreating potential latest developments…” (P2)
“…build shared understanding…negotiation…shared understanding…an
attempt to transfer knowledge broader community…” (P5)
“…direct, indirect impacts…measured from economic perspectives,
therefore understanding of the impacts of living lab platforms…” (LLI 12)

The third role identified and presented in Table 15, as a key competence is the orchestrator
role of living labs, which can be defined as a multi-functional controlling hand over the
living lab ecosystem. This notion is a relatively new notion in living lab studies.
Therefore, defining the scope of the orchestrator role needs a clearer description.
Therefore, my aim with the third competence element analysis is to provide a deeper
understanding of the orchestrator role in living lab ecosystems.
The orchestrator role is found to be the backbone of a living lab setting as the controlling
hand with essential elements to provide control, transparency, visibility, obviosity and
also influence within such systems. In addition to the previous two key competences, the
third role and its featuring elements with their specific characteristics as sub-elements
adds and offers a comprehensive analysis base to be adopted in practice in relation to
stakeholdering within living lab ecosystems in open innovation developments.
6.4 Concluding reflections
The two key approaches adopted in this chapter were utilized on gathering a greater
understanding of stakeholder roles and characteristics on a more narrowed scene
highlighting the emphasis of a micro-level investigation of the subject. This workshop
session was based on an interactive discussion on the key findings of the first workshop,
with a special focus on the identified three-pillar role model, which highlights the three
key roles living labs are fulfilling, namely as the co-creator, educator and orchestrator
roles. Amongst several other aims, the general aim of this thesis was to generate scientific
evidence for developments of collaborative living lab platforms, which are ecosystems
related to innovation within the context of regional and urban platforms. The three-pillar
model on actor roles identified and built was one of the key findings of the first workshop
held in Thessaloniki, however it provided a very strong base and starting point for the
discussions of the second workshop in Finland discussed in this chapter. The three-pillar
approach was presented as the first part of the workshop.
Living lab developments are of high complexity, with strong specific system properties
(Leminen, 2015). Each system represents a specific type of innovation ecosystem. There
are different levels of implementation of the quadruple helix model, from a rudimentary
application to a transforming stage from triple helix to quadruple helix (Carayannis &
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Campbell, 2012). There are different levels of implementation and also transitions were
seen amongst LLGarden ecosystem members from the traditional triangular-shaped
collaboration model to the quadruple helix model approach.
Processes in living lab developments have different levels of interrelations within the
living lab platform itself, with various degrees of connections with the platform that is
basically the backbone of their identity (Westerlund, et al., 2018). The different roles
identified (co-creator, educator, orchestrator) all equally play an essential duty in the
development of ecosystems, affecting either indirectly or directly their progression. They
are present in the system and allow interaction throughout the quadruple helix actors as
well as being able to implement structures that support the circulation of understanding
and knowledge transfer dynamically on various territorial scales.
As literature argues, innovation platforms are considerably dependent on talent attraction
and retention, on a business as well as risk-taking culture, although nonetheless dependent
on research and development facilities, and on suitable as well as complementary system
of stakeholders (Burbridge, 2017). There is no single and also conclusive model or
scheme for the successful implementation of a living lab, however there are certain
elements, factors and processes to be included into a living lab project establishment
(Kommonen & Botero, 2013). The ecosystems questioned have proved and revealed a
high complexity and also stand-alone factors; however, replicable conditions and also
system aspects are confirmed in all the explored and examined platforms, being an
essential and useful tool for other project developers.
I conducted this research with the aim of reflecting on the characteristics of collaborative
platforms by examining the elements, which establish such living lab platforms. Three
primary contributions are acquired, which on one hand, reflect on understanding the
nature of co-creation platforms within urban settings as a multi-role procedure of
ecosystems, which aimed to establish novel approaches in a direction of a specific context
being investigated; on the other hand, reflect on the examining and understanding of how
urban living labs as platforms for collaboration are able to be effective tools, in order to
become devices for systemic and institutional changes and challenges.
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Firstly, within urban living labs the usage of co-creating apart from being beneficial to
assist in discussing objectives, further gives a great opportunity to define actions in the
processes of decision-making, as it is mainly argued in urban planning related literature.
Furthermore, the use of co-creating is capable of widening cooperation, involvement, and
the empowerment of people (Leminen, et al., 2017). Some of the examples in literature
showed that the process of co-creating may be critical in reaching strategic aims, along
with the fact that citizen involvement becomes a critical objective in itself (Leminen,
2015; Staszowski & Manzini, 2013; Smith & Raven, 2012). On top of that, the co-creating
functions of living labs mentioned above are not equally exclusive, however are capable
to interlink strongly, supporting each other (Leminen, 2015). Opportunities are increased
in a living lab platform when creating services or having certain products established
through knowledge-processes, while enhancing the sense of ownership.
Secondly, in such ecosystems having people with the inspiration to add to the co-creating
process is purely linked to the sense of ownership of either the services or products. Why
and how participants join such platforms in the co-creation are in fact attached to
advantages and benefits participants may acquire by performing such actions (Leminen,
et al., 2012). The findings in this aspect show an inequality within participant motivation
cores, which can be compared to the inner circle and the external circle shown in Figure
18 of this thesis in the orchestrator model. It is difficult to transfer and prolong the feeling
of ownership of ULLs among the core-groups, due to the fact that the wider range of
practices of co-creations in living labs frequently are non-binding, and based largely on
efforts performed voluntarily. Likewise, the inspiration to establish an urban living lab is
frequently connected to a feeling of individual satisfaction, which is hard to transfer.
Third of all, the spaces or locations as the place of the co-creating process has an essential
part to stimulate the increasing of co-creating procedures (Geels & Kemp, 2007). For
instance, transforming iconic structures or buildings to symbolic innovative platforms are
attractive and can assist the co-creating processes. It is actually capable of attracting a
more comprehensive target market when a space is identifiable directly as a place in
which innovation procedures take place. Furthermore, this can trigger further tasks
beyond the aims of the ULL. Therefore, this means such actions may produce visibility
for the ULL, so as to inspire more participants to gain knowledge of co-creating in living
lab contexts, therefore produces transparency, which were both elements that lacked in
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several living lab settings when having discussions in Workshop I in Thessaloniki,
Greece. Such platforms are considered as drivers of a broader adoption of concepts
established by local community groups.
These three contributions highlight clearly that urban living labs are proven to be
potentially reliable tools in bringing various participants into the experiment processes of
novel services or products within a specific context. As a system, new capacities and
abilities can be created and supplied by urban living labs to communities by co-creating
with local participants within an exploratory setting, which all are capable of assisting
empowerment and are playing a vital role in such platforms and in decision-making
processes. In such platforms, naturally the generated products or services are shared
within the community in the experimentation process in order to effectively be able to
understand the specific context the urban living lab focuses on as a challenge to be
improved. The co-creating dynamics are usually not happening in a single-lab format, yet
additionally among ULLs.
To conclude, ULLs need to function as systems with the aim of creating both theory and
practice, as well as policy guidance. ULLs therefore may form potential tools for such
transforming which are capable of building on the understanding and the related learning
procedures developed throughout the experimentation processes. As an example, the
presence of physical spaces for innovation and technology examined in the previous
chapters raise exposure and ULL visibility. Certainly, the interactions in an urban living
lab and its socio-spatial nature could further be supported by the presence of such areas
for the co-creating process. In addition, a crucial part is the motivation of participants,
who are taking part in the co-creation processes. Urban planners are considering living
labs strategically as systemic and also institutional mechanisms.
So far, urban living labs are primarily viewed as initiatives that are isolated locally, while
aiming to embed urban living labs in a more systemic change approach, which may allow
co-creation scaling (Kommonen & Botero, 2013). As a next step, living labs should be
considered as efficient shapers, instruments of creating support, as well as practical proofs
of city transitions. Within this aspect, urban living labs can match a wider series of tools
and also techniques that support an even more opened society and future city innovations.
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6.5 Summary of Chapter 6
The previous chapter was designed to analyze how participants can be much better
incorporated into the co-creational collaboration platform procedures and what main
factors motivated stakeholders or even de-motivated them in participating with
identifying key factors and characteristics of motivation. From reaching this point in my
research, I was able to narrow the bigger picture into the smallest micro level possible in
the context of the aim of this research in relation to stakeholder roles. Therefore, arriving
to the last data chapter, the drive for this section reflected on investigating further on a
narrowed scale by examining interactions and participant bindings within living lab
developments, which represents the challenge of this section of the thesis. As discussed
earlier, certainly the interactions in a living lab and its socio-spatial nature could further
be supported by the presence of such areas for the co-creating process. In addition, a
crucial part is the motivation of participants, who are taking part in the co-creation
processes. In order to complete this task, the greatest challenge of the third findings
chapter was to examine key bindings, investigate the elements further and construct subelements, which then as constructed and presented in this chapter could contribute
meaning-building of the binding nature within living labs, which in this section forms the
solution potential for living lab developments.
I further wished to deliver outcomes on investigated subjects to contribute to potential
transitions in living lab settings to contribute to stakeholder processes in living lab
developments. As discussed earlier in the previous chapters, with searching for answers
through the empirical investigation, I am wishing to lay specific action steps to be
performed in order to contribute to such experimental platform transitions and further by
doing this to reach the overarching aim of this thesis. In addition, I strongly believe that
outcomes of this chapter show relevance of the investigated subject with its contributions.
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Chapter 7 – Discussion
7.1 Living lab: a still forming notion?
In our current era, where one third of the global population lives in metropolises
worldwide and it is constantly growing (UN-Habitat, 2020), there is an emerging need
for co-creative city transitions in order to address urban challenges in line with the
dynamic population growth. As cities provide the opportunity for interactive and at the
same time influential neighborhood actions to deal with these challenges (Leminen,
2013), they are essential arenas for addressing such challenges (Fisk, 2011).
One of the most common and increasingly spreading manifestations of open innovation
is the living lab collaboration, which stands for on open innovation ecosystem, where
experimentation and co-creation take place in a real environment, with real users, and
where end users work with researchers, together with companies and public institutions,
research, design and implement new and innovative ideas, products, services, solutions
and business models. Living lab is a complex concept, as the living lab formation also
refers to an environmental system (CoreLabs, 2007), methodology setting and
organization or an approach of governance (Bulkeley, et al., 2015). As Leminen states,
living lab related research is usually not conducted in an isolated environment but such
actions involve various synergies within the environment that surrounds society, in which
a wider range of transformations happen such as socio-economic transitions (Leminen,
2013). Although defining the appearance of the usage of the term living lab remains a
challenge, so is the notion which relies in its complexity. This research focused on this
complexity aspect and investigated through a more narrowed lens at a micro-level to
emphasize the roles and characteristics of stakeholders in a living lab with investigating
the research subject at the narrowest micro-level as possible.
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7.2 Discussion on stakeholder identification and co-creation processes
The previous chapters, which discussed the main case-study in Chapter 4, the workshops
in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 and their analysis, as well as main findings of the exploration
demonstrated the need of the proposed five-level stakeholder evaluation structure in
Figure 18 that is considered as the quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model. This
structure should be transformed into a framework when testing the model result outcomes
in practice. Such a novel analysis model was discovered during the stakeholder evaluation
processes in existing living lab settings, aiming to develop a novel way of categorization
and assessment of participants on a multi-level through a micro-lens. The current chapter
incorporates findings within the research question contexts, furthermore examines how
this thesis offers substantial contributions to stakeholder theory, policy and contributes to
practice-related contributions in innovation technology.
The evaluation in the literature review section introduced living labs in general while
covering sub-fields such as the origin of the term and how defining the living labs origin
still remains a challenge. A significant amount of research roots the origin of the term
back to Mitchell, who defined the term living lab as a multiple tasked innovation design
in order to result in a higher receptiveness of citizens to the innovation and having a more
effective usage of sources, comparing cities to a “very large-scale robots, with nervous
systems that allow them to sense modifications or any changes in the needs of their
inhabitants in the needs of their inhabitants and their surrounding external conditions,
and attempt to respond to these needs effectively” (Mitchell, 2003, p. 205). Others claim
that Knight in 1749 practiced the expression of living laboratory for the first time in
literature (Ballon & Schuurman, 2015; Westerlund, et al., 2018).
Apart from understanding the origin of living labs and having such ecosystems placed in
open innovation science, another key aspect was thoroughly investigated in the literature
review section of my thesis. I dedicated a major amount of the discussion on participant
interactions, as an aspect being widely discussed in literature, which made the assumption
that in living labs participant interactions play a crucial role. The biggest challenge within
this context is how participant interactions play a significant role while being a device to
manage experiment platforms (Westerlund, et al., 2018). Based on the discussed notion
around the subject of living labs, I found that there is still no consensus existing
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scientifically on the specific natures of user-focused living lab ecosystems. While on the
other hand, as Latour (2005) for instance argues and approaches the term that living labs
are right in the stage of pre-commercial gap, which they refer to as within the applied
research phase prior to market entrance highlighting different levels of approach through
micro and macro levels.
Exploring and understanding the processes of living labs are essential in order to
investigate how exactly living lab settings are able to explore and form the dynamics of
these processes within such settings, furthermore defining clearly what makes these open
innovation experiments distinct from various other developments, how they involve
numerous actors as stakeholders and on what level they perform this action with the aim
of implementing and developing new modes and approaches to address contemporary
challenges, innovating with novel techniques and specifically how such new modes of
societal-technical interventions are capable of fitting into a specific context and even to
be shape beyond such specific contexts (Bulkeley, et al., 2015).
Prior to framing the research questions of this thesis, a critical review of the literature was
conducted. Stakeholder literature, researches, theories as well as interactive planning both
emphasize the relevance of recognizing the stakeholders, the stakeholder arenas, along
with considering that stakeholder evaluation is a crucial action in stakeholder engagement
(Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003). Nonetheless, as several scientists such as Bolderston (2012),
Schot (2018) or Bulkeley and colleagues (2015) have all argued, principles as well as
procedures for the usage of incorporated techniques to involve different participant types
among various matters are rare, if at all are existing.
Furthermore, as per Pascu and Lieshout (2009), several links were identified among
external and internal participant groups, which effect and impact organizations, which
should further be investigated and examined in literature. The subject of co-creative
stakeholder engagement has received higher focus over the last years (Leminen, 2015).
Although co-creative participation may appear reasonably simple, it’s the application
which makes it comprehensive, and its complexity requires further investigation with the
aim to understand stakeholdering (Kommonen & Botero, 2013). In addition to the
necessity of a robust, and also a legitimate participant analysis, a variety of gaps were
determined to the stakeholder theory in this thesis as presented in Chapter 2.
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I argued, that, there is a constant growing tendency towards integrating stakeholders in
urban innovation developments. Living lab as an approach provides new ways of thinking
in urban innovation with characteristics of collaborative and cross-disciplinary nature.
Providing economic prosperity and social cohesion throughout the processes relate to
achieving living lab goals and overcoming challenges urban communities face (Ritzén &
Beskow, 2000). By integrating stakeholders into such living lab settings classified as
either users, enablers, utilizers or as the fourth characteristics of a city setting, the
providers act as driving elements of city settings. Furthermore, not just the driving
elements, but also the outcomes of innovation actions are connected closely to the driving
elements of a living lab platform, as well as the adopted strategic concept, collectively as
an open innovation network (Leminen, et al., 2017). Therefore, living lab settings are
apart from being challenges in urban environments, proved to be complex natured settings
within a city environment. Specifically, highlighting Leminen’s four-aspect approach
raises the inevitable challenging nature of city settings in open innovation science within
the living lab context putting the focus on user-centric innovations.
Therefore, the subject of living labs is still representing a challenge in open innovation
science. Challenges discovered in this thesis show that the lack of a multiple-level
stakeholder analysis model is essential and needed to be developed with the aim of
exploring the complexity of urban living lab platform stakeholdering on a micro-level.
This offered assistance in creating the gaps found in knowledge related to the subject
introduced in section 2.4 highlighting that 1) although this subject is moving on and tends
to be more focused, it is clear that there is no universally accepted definition existing on
urban living laboratories, however, there are various definitions existing approaching the
meaning of living labs from different perspectives, 2) many of the existing stakeholder
engagement concepts lack defining specific stakeholder roles on a micro level, 3) there
are a distinct lack of urban living lab focused guidelines and framework existing on
micro-level stakeholder analysis.
Therefore, this qualitative research was conducted with a special focus on investigating
the above-mentioned gaps in knowledge and sought answers in relation to these key gaps.
Starting with a case-study approach, the aim was to unpack the context of stakeholder
roles and main identification processes within currently existing living lab settings. Each
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research phase as presented in the LLPOOL research pyramid in Figure 4 led to a deeper
understanding of this context and managed to narrow the big picture down into a more
focused micro-level. By narrowing the big picture through this micro-lens, I directly
paved the path to the next scene of the investigation, towards the workshops. The two
workshops were conducted to dive deeper into the identified and discovered main roles
and the identification processes in relations to stakeholdering within urban living lab
ecosystems.
One key concern, which assisted my research throughout the whole research process, was
focusing on how stakeholders are identified, involved exactly and at the same time how
living labs are establishing such identifications, as well as the factors and characteristics
of motivations in such platforms. The complex set of questions I raised in relation to the
above areas have been guiding me all the way through the projects I was involved in the
past couple of decades, and with regards to this specific journey and this specific research,
as my research subject in this thesis in the past six years. The living labs I involved
focused on comprehending the stakeholders as educators, as co-creators and as
orchestrators of the ecosystem platform. At the same time, the question that concerned
me the most, highlighted further challenges such as the key roles, the key elements of the
identified roles and the sub-elements of the stakeholder roles.
In this research, such open innovations are investigated with a special focus on usercenteredness and user-drivenness, where the feedback of the key informants together with
the literature supported the legitimacy of the results for each analyzed living labs in the
LLPOOL project. The multi-level participant evaluation structure achieves success in
unpacking the stakeholder sectors on five different levels as proposed and introduced in
Figure 18 in the quintuple-level stakeholder model. Additionally, the empirical data
generated by this approach enable in-depth understanding into the subject of this thesis.
As a concluding section of my research journey, this current section summarizes key
findings derived from this research, which are presented and discussed throughout this
chapter.
Firstly, the complexity of stakeholder settings is not allowing conventional participant
categorization where one participant is, necessarily, more crucial in contrast to other
participants (Paskaleva, et al., 2015). A single-level participant positioning within such
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comprehensive settings shows an over-simplification of reality as well as neglects vital
roles and challenges discovered within the living lab context (Pascu & Lieshout, 2009).
As several authors such as Paskaleva and colleauges (2015), Partridge and colleagues
(2005) or Pascu and Lieshout (2009) have all exposed, nevertheless, this intricacy, in
addition to the nature of participant inter-connectedness, is considered as a theoretical
conjunction so was not thoroughly examined empirically. Stakeholder theory does not
have a clear knowledge and understanding to be able to define the complexity, such as
the multi-dimensional social connections in a living lab setting (Paskaleva, et al., 2015).
Yet, result outcomes in this thesis highlighted part of the issue of complexity of these
urban ecosystem environments.
Secondly, participants are not the same, they differ from each other on each level and for
that reason a systematic approach is needed for participant involvement due to the fact
that a one-level type strategy is more than likely to be destructive of the overall participant
arena. Therefore, the multi-level stakeholder model proposed in this thesis in Figure 18
is essential as a one-level approach might most certainly over involve some stakeholders,
as well as under-engage others, or involve them on the incorrect subjects. Underinvolvement and over-involvement can result in dissatisfaction among the participants,
and further may result disinvolvement, which then could lead to unsatisfied stakeholders
(Paskaleva, et al., 2015).
My case-study analysis found that, among such complex platforms, there is no single or
unified dimension existing in relation to stakeholdering (Oudshoorn & Pinch, 2003).
Since the concerns, point of views, organizational history, degree of impact, and so on,
are not only of a diverse nature, yet are further capable of changing over time (Thomas,
2011). In a single-level involvement strategy therefore, inequality may result within the
involvement, along with the degree of involvement supplied by the primary projectowner in living lab settings (Frooman, 1999). A more complex and systematically built
up stakeholder analysis approach as a result proves more reliable and also efficient
(Manzini, 2015). Therefore, having a systematically built stakeholder frame is crucial in
implementing stakeholder involvement techniques as the underlying reasons and
concerns on participant views are highlighted and lead to various techniques of resolving
the concerns (Pascu & Lieshout, 2009).
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The above short summary and the concluding of the gaps in literature acknowledges the
need of a multi-level participant analysis approach with specific assessment tools. A
qualitative understanding is called for prior to data collection, and additionally contexts
were extracted. The outcome of this research certainly for these reasons provide a
completely nuanced overview of the stakeholder arena. Neither have previous structures
placed such a thematic-based, micro-lens focused emphasis on being dynamically
relevant for stakeholder assessment, specifically considered that a lot of controversial
issues are not resolved overnight, however frequently tend to take years to manage. The
question however still remains: How are stakeholders identified and what are the
motivation factors of participants within such settings?
It became clear during the investigation of the extant literature on the subject that, by
simply concentrating on giving a description of ULLs as well as describing various actors
and organizing concepts, the research study subject lacked an understanding of exactly
how precisely the identification set-up procedures of ULLs appeared in practice and
within the process of setting up how stakeholders are identified and at what phases they
are involved and engaged. I argued in Chapter 2 that ULLs could be more efficiently
recognized as actor-networks (Hillgren, 2013). The association and interaction occur
between featuring elements such as governing institutes, participants, funding, and
innovation technologies (Aliyu, et al., 2014). The interaction of different participants in
living lab settings are needed as revealed in previous literature (Steen, 2013), however on
exactly how these associations occur in practice is not defined clearly on a micro-level
nor are the duties and roles of active participants and how they contribute to the living
lab system.
Based on the actor-network-theory concept, wherein a phenomenon cannot be recognized
in an isolation, yet instead is in a consistent relationship with various other aspects as
human or non-human (Latour, 2005), I argued on items of connections at different levels
within such living lab systems. Moreover, as opposed to considering ULLs simply as
entities, which as an example, assist in partnership amongst numerous stakeholders,
where technologies are established and freely shared (Hillgren, 2013) , I approached
ULLs as the platform of organizations and links among the elements identified at each
level within the 5-level approach. The links developed between the social, political as
well as economic elements. Therefore, ULLs are not developments for purely existing for
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themselves, but rather platforms created to exist across the various connections
established among the featuring elements. As it was found during this research, the status
of them is never certain, the actors are never the same, so their founding nature is
considered potentially different for new experiments. However less literature has so far
examined stakeholder interactions, although the involvement of participants is
progressively used within several sectors such as public or private segments as a vital
technique of enhancing participant relationships (Steen, 2013).
I also discussed the comprehensiveness and dynamic nature of living lab environments
throughout the extant review of the literature on the diverse nature of stakeholders being
involved in living lab ecosystems. Such diverse range of stakeholders representing
various interests and expectations need to be provided with adaptable and flexible
engagement tools (Hillgren, 2013). However, I also argued that the development of such
devices is still remaining a challenge of the living lab context and requires further
investigation. On the other hand, I highlighted in the literature review section that a
possibility exists on for instance integrating existing approaches with the aim of obtaining
more comprehensive results in relations to stakeholder analysis, which then may lead to
better understanding of the stakeholders, so resulting in a more refined distinction
amongst participants and their roles within the system (Manzini, 2015).
This strengthened my intention on showing with empirical validation that such
comprehensive and integrated concepts are both suitable and practically applicable within
living lab ecosystems in innovation developments. As I emphasized in previous chapters
on several occasions, this subject, specifically at the micro-level analysis is still not
defined clearly in literature, therefore my intention was to contribute to literature and
practice too that an integrated, multi-level stakeholder analysis model through a microlens is capable of resulting in a more effective and better understanding of this research
subject.
Furthermore, I viewed living labs as platforms, which need to not be solely taken as areas
to design or implement innovation but in addition as platforms with the aim of co-creation
and collaboration. To be influenced based on my theoretical contributions, the findings
of this research revealed the understanding of how precisely ULLs are identifying and
categorizing stakeholders, and in relation to the motivating or de-motivating
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characteristics of stakeholders. In relation to these context three main findings were
identified as vital outcome aspects: expectations, opportunity and purposes towards living
labs.

7.2.1 Expectations
In the previous three chapters, I discovered that in previous literature, within the context
of living labs considering such platforms as open and real-life settings where cooperation
exists amongst users (Hillgren, 2013), there were some cases where such cooperations
are not connected appropriately in relation to practice aspects. Therefore, my argument
focuses on conventional definitions of expectations as per Bulkeley and colleagues (2015)
are not just created but shared also by different actors such as research community,
corporations, citizens, local governing institutions as emphasized by Leminen (2015)
with the aim of encouraging and persuading other actors as was seen in the case of
LLGarden. Furthermore, it likewise became obvious that the expectations are relevant
and are essential tools, where the key objective is understanding the examined subject
(Flyvbjerg, 2001) aiming to solve several challenges and doing this by co-creating
solutions. For instance, my findings discovered that there might be specific cases when
LLs could be more effectively comprehended as locally closed, rather than unrealistic
globally opened settings.
To unpack the meaning of this, it is because they are applying different techniques and as
a result dependent on their local social and material contexts only, which limits the
collaborative co-creation if viewed on a wider scale. As I discovered, ULLs are not simply
platforms, which bring together various participants, rather comprehensive settings.
Based on the actor-network-theory approach, heterogenous elements as mentioned earlier
either human or non-human, are linked within such setting and also belong to a broader
network, where the new links established within these settings supply all participants
(Latour, 2005). Furthermore, the importance of emphasizing that the different actornetworks are by their nature in many cases unstructured settings in urban environments
based on how they are formed and how they are performing tasks on a daily-basis is also
crucial. In some cases, they are not happening in a way which was expected at the time
of planning as was discovered in some cases of LLGarden.
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7.2.2 Opportunities
In Chapter 4, my argumentation was that prior to any LL establishment to put the setting
in context is also essential, so as equally important to understand the conditions of
opportunities the living lab setting may offer in order to make such settings feasible
(Baldwin & Hippen, 2011). In contrast to this some previous literature introduced living
labs as conditions of possibilities for certain outcomes such as promoting new
technologies with multi-stakeholder involvement (Hillgren, 2013).
Chapter 4 focused on a comprehensive evaluation of a single living laboratory case
LLGarden with multiple participant living labs within LLGarden with the aim of
understanding how the context and the conditions of opportunities that made LLGarden
possible. Building on the idea in which traditional descriptions of LLs are sometimes
considered as rather simple settings, which are sometimes not able to get achieved in
practice (Kommonen & Botero, 2013), I recommended based on the evaluation of
LLGarden it is important to look beyond straightforward descriptions on living labs
including roles and various factors, and focus on understanding how the opportunities
that make the LL feasible in practice within the context of stakeholder roles. My
evaluations discovered the value of opportunities without which LLs would not be able
to exist and sustain functions on a long-term.
As identified in Chapter 5, such opportunities of LL settings seem to materialize
themselves through the participants and participant interests. Moreover, as of their nature,
Chapter 5 additionally showed how within the procedures of constructing an actornetwork participant scheme are identified on a micro-level and moreover, categorized in
the systematic structuring of a living lab.

7.2.3 Purposes

Chapter 6 is the section in this thesis, where I introduced the three-pillar approach
concept-based analysis, with a focus on identifying further elements, factors and
processes to be able to model a three-pillar approach customized to LLGarden. The aim
of this was to demonstrate how actors need to gain support from the other elements of the
networks. Within this structure, to establish and to maintain an actor-network mode
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among stakeholders on a long-term basis needs its enrolling participants to involve other
participants as actors to understand and investigate a specific issue as the challenge of the
living lab (Manzini, 2015).
Considering that several components were linked in LLGarden network, I was eager to
further understand the interest as challenges (Flyvbjerg, 2001) and how these interests
were managed in practice, what drivers, what factors with their characteristics influenced
them in participating in collaborative co-creation ecosystems. Once more, the findings
demonstrated within the LL establishing context that an LL needs more than simply just
to bring different participants together. In practice therefore it is vital to be able to
recognize the different nature of each participant and their participant roles, which may
also vary. These are considered challenging factors, which were being discussed in the
actor-network settings during this thesis. As mentioned earlier, discussions are needed in
early phases whether establishing a new LL setting or rather progressing on formerly
developed LL platforms.
Following this section, the next sub-section highlights the theoretical and practice-related
contributions. Findings of this research enhance theoretical foundations, furthering the
validity of the research.
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7.3 Contributions
This research provides essential empirical, theoretical, practice-related and policy-related
contributions to the knowledge of stakeholder engagement and actor-network
management in the field of science and technology, actor-network innovation and
business management, within project management in social open innovation sciences.
These contributions are discussed in detail starting with the theoretical contributions,
which then will be followed by the practice-related contributions of this research.

7.3.1 Empirical contributions

In my thesis, co-operation and collaboration in urban living laboratories are analysed as
a multi-level engagement mechanism on stakeholder’s integration in living lab platforms.
The results of my thesis contribute to previous literature that interprets innovation strategy
as the result of the process of adapting to stakeholders’ knowledge, in addition, my thesis
contributes to expectations, opportunities and purposes in open innovation systems. My
thesis thus provides empirical evidence in this respect and suggests that open innovation
platforms, which are considering themselves as living laboratories integrate stakeholders’
interests and knowledge through multi-level, interactive co-creation mechanisms into
their innovation activities. Some authors for instance, Salem and colleagues (2016),
Paskaleva and colleagues (2015) or Hillgren (2013) have presented how stakeholder
engagement has a positive effect on competitiveness. However, I found that none have
shown empirical evidence specifically on a micro-level of the differentiated effects of
stakeholder analysis mechanisms in living lab settings in relations to identification
processes and stakeholder roles in living lab platforms.
The information obtained from stakeholders therefore offers direct assistance for
advancing in innovation strategy design. Furthermore, the obtained information would
appear to be advisable for open innovation living lab platforms to be innovative to enable
information channels for not only informing stakeholders but on the other hand learning
about them, sharing their knowledge by co-creating with participants, learning about their
demands, expectations and purposes of participations within the living lab ecosystem. As
Agudo-Valiente et al. (2015) recommend, the more information an institution has, the
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better equipped it is going to be to make decisions and to be able to apply the appropriate
tools, actions and procedures that best satisfy its stakeholders. An institution then can
accumulate knowledge, which can be utilized to gaining a deeper understanding on
stakeholder demands and integrate them more effectively.
Lastly, my thesis has also justified that the identification of stakeholders is a step, which
comes prior to active co-operation with stakeholders. This thesis also showed that when
a living lab is implemented the identified multi-levels in the stakeholder analysis matter
and when identified such systematically-built levels, the engagement result is of a higher
level.

7.3.2 Theoretical contributions

From a theoretical perspective, my thesis offers significant contributions to the literature
on stakeholders in general, stakeholder engagement within the living lab context
specifically. Actor network theory was an essential and inspirational theory, which
provided me a concept of analyzing LLs, however not only as a platform that exists itself
but rather a platform located in practice forming and also performing in a different way
based on the place, the purpose and the people involved in such platforms as proposed in
this thesis.
Living labs as actor-network platforms offer a surface to shape and transform research
focusing towards a deeper understanding on how the platform elements, which contribute
to the establishment of a living lab in practice are brought together (Hillgren, 2013). As
an approach, actor network theory is not considered as worse or better from other network
focused concepts, however it proved to be better served to highlight the un-active nature
of certain types of LL practices (Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013). LLs are platforms, which
highly depend on specific elements and factors as characteristics of such platforms
between both social and infrastructural elements in vibrant atmospheres (Manzini, 2015).
This led me to a new vision of considering the LL phenomenon that was thoroughly
investigated with a special attention on concerns such as who actually does exactly what
and, in relations to timing, when within a vibrant LL platform atmosphere.
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Drawing on insights into the roles both the human roles and non-human elements of open
innovation networks, the actor network theory provided me with an inspiring theory to
gain a deeper knowledge and assist with the investigation process. The message of the
actor-network theory highlighted that the non-human elements such as technological
concepts were considered as elements in the center of the innovation developments,
representing the actant part of the network, while the human element as the actors in the
network, which also strengthens the fact that such living lab platforms with having both
human and non-human elements are complex platforms (Latour, 2005), therefore to
understand such multiple actant-actor specific platforms a thorough micro-level
exploration is needed.
This also led me to dive deeper into the subject. As I investigated the strongest bindings
within several disciplines during this thesis, the actor-network theory also proved that
there is a strong binding amongst the elements, both human and non-human. One of the
strongest binding is social processes (Latour, 2005), which this thesis also considers in
relations to stakeholdering. As a social science approach, actor-network theory
contribution is related to its distinctive aspects in the analysis of human and non-human
relations, connections and correlations. As having its origins in science and technology,
similarly to open innovations within the field of science and technology (Latour, 2005),
also is being increasingly adopted in cross-disciplinary fields such as organizational
studies or more recently frequently applied to strategic and marketing fields as argued by
Le Dantec and DiSalvo within the literature on the subject (Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013).
As per Latour, actor network theory breaks the pure duality-based focus such as societynature or human-non-human, macro-micro of scientific developments and rather
describes the connecting of actors and networks as a single entity (Latour, 2005). On the
contrary, for Latour, equal attention needs to be dedicated to human and non-human
elements. Latour instead of focusing on implementations of answers, rather applies
uncertainties within the context of different natures such as natures of groups, actions,
objects or facts (Latour, 2005). Agreeing with this approach, my intention with this
research is not purely provide with singular answers on raised questions however to create
a more comprehensive approach when discussing this thesis’s main research question and
its sub-questions by doing this similarly to Latour to be able to move away from the
comfort zone and focus on singular definitions rather investigating through mapping of
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specific themes related to the main research question in which invisible social
associations become visible and addressed after social meaning is received and built
through the analysis.
If comparing this research’s primary research question within the context of actors as
stakeholders and their engagement with agreeing the fact that actor network theory
assumption as argued by several authors is that human and non-human associate (Latour,
2005; Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013), further agree and exchange information or items within
an intertwined way forming a heterogenous network to address social challenges (Dantec
& DiSalvo, 2013), in relations between individuals and objects in more than one network
simultaneously (Jenkins, et al., 2014), then the theoretical contribution lays in improving
the understanding about the nature of objects and individuals. Then there is the
assumption within this research in relation to the engagement of people as human and
non-human entities, which is the foundation on which the relation of stakeholders towards
the living lab setting is established within the LL roles and characteristics aspects.
All above mentioned social science related theories are potential tools, are lenses that cut
through reality and are able to allow certain aspects to be emphasized while narrowing
down the investigated field. The actor network theory inspired me with its renewed way
of looking at subject-object relations, terminating the conventional hierarchy between
humans and non-humans with the purpose of collective learning, sharing and forming
while contributing to city transitions through living lab settings. Therefore, I strongly
believe that the outcomes of this research have specific contributions considered as
added-values to all above-mentioned theories within the open innovation science.
As a concluding, theoretical finding of this research I aimed to contribute substantially to
the understanding of living lab platforms as networks engaging with their stakeholders
(Westerlund, et al., 2018). This research contributes to the stakeholder theory in two
ways. Firstly, contributing by offering a new vision on the nature of stakeholders,
specifically who actually are considered as stakeholders and how they are identified and
most significantly in what roles they are identified in. Secondly, this thesis’s findings
offer a novel understanding on the fundamental importance of role processes within living
lab settings and how processes are utilized in stakeholder identification and also
engagement actions. As discussed in literature review section of this thesis, social science
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related theories are at the same time potential tools, are lenses that cut through reality and
are capable of allowing certain perspectives to be emphasized while narrowing down the
investigated subject. Therefore, the outcomes of my research would be offered as a tool
that allows a renewed way of looking at the stakeholder interactions within living lab
literature by offering a new vision on the nature of stakeholders, specifically focusing on
their interaction, level of interactions and their motives in participating within living lab
developments. Furthermore, this research identifies stakeholder participation as a
structure and also highlights the importance of collaboration in living labs on a multilevel scale. The theoretical contributions of my research lays in improving the
understanding of the nature of stakeholders. Despite its importance, stakeholder
engagement often remains a practical challenge, therefore this research contributes with
the new knowledge identified in this thesis to stakeholder context on a micro level. This
research further improves understanding on how stakeholder concepts on engagement are
connected and contributes to related literature. This thesis shows how the practical actions
utilized in such networks might be connected to stakeholder priority thinking.
Apart from identifying processes, this thesis also shows, and by showing contributing at
the same time, how such networks actually prioritize stakeholder roles and their key
characteristic elements within their living lab platforms. The key in the outcomes of this
thesis is the experience built on in-depth understanding of the studied context, which
prevailed my theoretical findings allowing me to conduct the experiment. As this research
is an empirical study, presenting the novel knowledge through conducting this research
led to building the presented model, furthermore to open a way to placing it in a broader
theoretical context for testing. Taking into consideration the theoretical nature of the
proposed model to test its empirical value opens the possibility to further future research
opportunities.

7.3.3 Practice-related contributions

The last contribution this research is offering relies in the practical nature of contributions.
The practice-related contributions have a three-pillar aspect, firstly contributing to
governing networks, secondly contributing to stakeholder identification processes both
internal and external, and thirdly the organizations of stakeholder roles and their key
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characteristics. Given the fact that many living lab platforms are not identifying,
categorizing and more to that prioritizing stakeholders appropriately (Manzini, 2015),
which may lead to the unsuccessfulness of living lab functions even endangering its
existence and maintenance (Concilio & Molinari, 2020). Therefore, this thesis
significantly contributes to practical aspects of the living lab context by offering a multilevel, systematically built model as a potential approach to be adopted in actor-network
platforms desiring to engage with stakeholders actively and co-create with such actors
within stakeholder arenas on a long-term basis. Therefore, one of the essential strengths
of this research’s findings is that the results arising from this thesis significantly assist
multi-sectors with offering a multi-level stakeholder model, which is designed to be able
to further be customized for specific project purposes with keeping the key functioning
elements as determining elements.
As an assisting tool, the multi-level stakeholder analysis model would be able extend the
stakeholder analysis beyond network boundaries with the aim to equip multiple sectors
to provide assistance in identify challenges within the stakeholder arena and to offer help
on adjusting stakeholder strategies precisely on a micro-level. By offering this model my
intention is to provide opportunities for taking a more strategic approach in assessing
stakeholders within living lab settings, in which emphasizing the importance of
prioritizing stakeholder identification and engagement takes place on a micro-level.
Therefore, the outcomes of this thesis contribute to assisting multiple sectors planning to
implement stakeholder network-based developments or for those intending to (re)think
currently existing living lab stakeholder networks to reach deeper understanding on how
to structure the stakeholder processes within urban living ecosystems on a micro-level,
which then could potentially have the power of encouraging more networked ways of cooperations with the aim of promoting living lab developments.
In addition, the outcomes in relations to stakeholder key roles, as umbrella leading roles
and their identified key elements together with sub-element competences identified at a
micro-level within living lab settings significantly contribute to assisting multiple sectors
in the planning, design and implementation phases of a living lab establishment when
considering interactive stakeholder engagement. The below three tables Table 16, Table
17 and Table 18 provide the identified elements and sub-elements, and offer a definition
on the sub-elements to provide insights into the essential elements of each living lab role.
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Table 16. Educator role elements and definitions.
Role
as an
Umbrella

Key elements

Sub-elements

creation
knowledge
transformation

share
experience
shape

LL as an
Educator

individual
learning
systematic
cultural
impact
social

Definition of sub-elements
Living labs are complex learning platforms with a
function of creating and exchanging actionable
knowledge with a central emphasis of potentially
transforming existing, practice-based experience.
Living labs from the experience aspect are open
innovation ecosystems where different experience
co-exists and innovative solutions are shared on a
broad scale with the aim of (re)shaping, (re)sharing,
(re)forming knowledge.
Exploiting educational role related living labs as
adaptable learning platforms where collaborations
are aimed to carry out knowledge transfer on both
individual and on a more developed systemic level
with a characteristic of guiding knowledge.
Living lab knowledge creation from the educator
role aspect as a social process has the potential on
scaling up knowledge transformation from both
local and cross-border cultural innovative natures
with the function of impacting the ecosystem.
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Table 17. Co-creator role elements and definitions.
Role
as an
Umbrella

Key
elements

Sub-elements
model

innovation
collaboration
integration
progress
distribution
LL as a
Co-creator

development
provision
implementation

experiment
trials
testing

Definition of sub-elements
In a successful open innovation development living labs
as of co-creator role aspect are utilizing active co-creation
and innovation of services, products, applications,
technologies with interactive user interface in a
collaborative innovation format.
Emerging distributions of values and a more interactive
user integration throughout the project life-cycle results a
higher degree of effective progress in living lab cocreations.
Living labs as co-creator platforms have the potential to
offer insights, deeper understanding and faster
development of innovation solutions by adopting
interactive user involvement with the aim of provisioning
strengths and weaknesses of product or service
development.
A crucial co-creative role related component of living
labs are testing and innovating in a real-life context with
the potential end-users, which then facilitate the
validation of assumptions by combining insights towards
innovating by experimenting and testing within the
ecosystem trial performances with the aim of iterative
tailoring of the innovation.

Table 18. Orchestrator role elements and definitions.
Role
as an
Umbrella

Key elements

Sub-elements

Definition of sub-elements

network

In order to fulfill the controlling facilitator role as the engine
of the innovation in living lab ecosystems, representing the
role as the orchestrator, living labs have to open up in a sharednetworked system design with the aim of effectively
controlling the public-private-people networks with adopting
new network processes.
A very distinguished boundary exists in between conventional
open innovation stakeholder involvement and assimilating to
an experiment-based multi-sector stakeholder living lab
ecosystem.
In an orchestrator roled function, a living lab performs
standard guidelines with the aim of encouraging a wider
adoption of a development project, which is then able to
demonstrate a more obvious bridging function between
decision-making and knowledge-share in a controlled
environment towards common interests of a living lab.
A well-demonstrated new solution or new knowledge
distribution in a living lab ecosystem applies living lab type
shared innovations with creating awareness in the context of
innovation within the platforms, which are at the same time
representing marketplaces of the ecosystem setting for
innovation purposes.
Living lab orchestrating roles are capable of building shared
understanding in the co-creation by negotiation and grounding
between stakeholders during the process of generating and
maintaining shared understanding, which has direct or indirect
influence potentials to lift knowledge to the next level towards
a wider audience.

control
design

collaboration

multistakeholder
multi-level
guidelines

LL as an
Orchestrator

obviosity
demonstration

awareness
visibility
marketplace

co-creation
influence
understanding
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7.3.4 Policy contributions
In relation to promoting open innovations such as living lab platforms, the importance of
interconnectedness amongst stakeholders on system level within living lab ecosystems
for the aim of economic growth and the increase of competitiveness have been emerging
and frequently appearing, therefore were translated into the public policies (Chesbrough,
2003). Such policies involve various actors such as public, private sectors seeking
interactiveness among multiple sectors, such as universities, companies, governing
entities. Innovation policies can play a critical role in influencing and impacting living
lab ecosystems by shaping the platform system (Latour, 2005; Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013).
Therefore, my aim within the context of policy-related contributions is to offer bridging,
a significantly narrowed path towards the open innovation user-centric policies.
As per Chesbrough and colleagues or Cano-Kollman and colleagues, in spite of the fact
that there is a significant amount of literature existing on the relationships amongst private
innovation and public policies, the connections amongst public support and open
innovation are scant. Many innovation policy actions still have their roots within the
closed-innovation paradigm where access to external knowledge and experience were
limited (Chesbrough, et al., 2006; Cano-Kollmann, et al., 2017). Therefore, to be able to
promote living lab ecosystem open innovations, public policies need to involve external
knowledge and experience and develop tools that are able to facilitate living lab platform
processes. In this context to address such challenges, the proposed model represents a
potential tool for policy-makers to assist in living lab ecosystem establishment, to foster
knowledge transfer between public, private and people sectors, to re-think and re-address
challenges urban environments are facing. Because of these reasons, I am offering the
proposed multi-level stakeholder model as a concept for policy-makers with the aim to
develop progression on promoting living lab practices.
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7.4 Multi-level stakeholder analysis framework
The proposed multi-level stakeholder analysis model is presented in Figure 18 below by
introducing the five levels on how the stakeholder identification as a process evolves and
narrows towards a micro-level approach within a living lab system. Each level in the
model represents different actions and tasks to be performed within the identification
process prior to any stakeholder engagement takes place in a living lab setting. This multilevel model is proposed to offer assistance in future living lab project implementations
within open innovations.
Level 1
Stakeholder Register
LLGarden

• Empirical research
• Project analysis

Level 2

• List of people
• Expert judgement

Stakeholder Identification
Level 3
Stakholder Analysis
Level 4
Stakeholder Assessment
Level 5
Stakeholder engagement

• Classification
• Structuring themes
• Evaluation
• Estimation
• Targeted
engagement

Figure 18. Quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model.
My goal with the creation of the quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model was to
identify barriers and set elements to the implementation of a micro-level stakeholder
mapping from the perspectives of multiple stakeholder engagement in living lab
ecosystems. The outer contexts (Level 1-4) and the inner context (Level 5), and the
intervention of the characteristics of each context, is systematically built-up towards
stakeholder engagement. This research elucidated the shared prospective of stakeholder
engagement within living lab platforms (Westerlund, et al., 2018) with a focus of
understanding the perspectives of multiple stakeholdering (Paskaleva, et al., 2015) and
further stakeholder related activities (Hillgren, 2013) within LL settings, which led to the
proposed five levels presented in Figure 18 above.
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Within this thesis, I found the barriers and facilitators around both the inner context
(Level 5) and outer contexts (Level 1-4). The identified barriers in each level were
consistent across the analyzes, lending me confidence to the results introduced in the
quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model above. Perhaps the most interesting omission,
rather than point of divergence, was in most cases the lack of discussion of system-level
analysis, agreed by the majority of system leaders involved in the analysis, but less
identified from the perspectives of certain private or public levels. These have
strengthened the need of a systematically planned stakeholder analysis framework to be
utilized by either existing living labs to be able to re-shape or re-form their current living
lab processes or for those, planning to implement novel living labs.
7.5 Summary of Chapter 7
The findings of my PhD thesis confirms and agrees with several previous literature stating
that stakeholder synergies are essential in collaborative open innovations (Eriksson, et
al., 2005; Paskaleva, et al., 2015; Manzini, 2015) but this thesis extends beyond the
synergies by including key stakeholders roles, elements and sub-elements so as to create
the inner and outer levels in stakeholder identification. By identifying the main elements
and sub-elements of each role (Educator, Co-creator and Orchestrator), I provided
definitions of each sub-element to provide greater understanding and precise
clarifications of the identified sub-elements presented in Table 13, Table 14 and Table
15.
My results, within a system level approach, recommend that synergy, while having an
importance, is a complex process that involves identification, analysis, assessment prior
to engaging with stakeholders at a multi-level as presented above in Figure 18 in the
quintuple-level stakeholder analysis model.
My thesis suggests that the utilization of the recommended quintuple-level stakeholder
analysis (prior to direct implementation) of living lab initiatives are highly recommended.
I suggest more focus on the multi-level stakeholder analysis design with the reason of
gaining a deeper understanding on how to effectively plan and implement the stakeholder
engagement concept with the integration of the above multi-level analysis model.
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Chapter 8 Conclusions
The purpose of this chapter is to reflect my concluding thoughts on ULL stakeholdering
highlighting further information on the relevance of the findings, and gives a general
introduction to future research potential within my research subject. It is structured as
follows: I begin by, in the first sub-section (section 8.1), directly answering each of my
research questions, which are key outcomes from my core findings and discussions
chapters. Afterwards, I discuss what, overall, my thesis has yielded in terms of my
overarching thesis aim (section 8.2) and present some ideas for future research avenues
(section 8.3). I close with some final thoughts that reiterate key messages threading
through my thesis (section 8.4).

8.1 Summary of research questions
This section directly responds to each of the thesis’ three main research questions.

8.1.1 Research Question 1

How are stakeholders identified and involved during the design, implementation and
evaluation phases of the analyzed living labs? (Chapter 4)
A significant amount of literature discusses the importance of stakeholdering, which
means involving and engaging stakeholders in living lab platforms within urban settings.
Apart from its importance, such platforms’ complexity is frequently highlighted in
literature (Hillgren, 2013). Apart from theorizing, this complexity and interconnectedness
across living lab actors has not been tested empirically (Amatullo, 2013), therefore there
is a significant need of testing such platforms. Several models have been created with the
aim of modelling this complexity, for instance using actor network theory analysis
(Latour, 2005).
However, such analysis and their outcomes mainly emphasized certain parts of such
platforms complex nature and their concerns within the system in which engagement took
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place. In addition, all stakeholder analysis techniques, which were discovered in the
literature review section of this thesis, focused on only certain purposes and identified a
few aspects. Apart from the above-mentioned complexity and interconnectedness, the
platforms dynamicness was identified, which also raised some challenges. Although
several literatures discussed that stakeholder identification and analysis is not a one-step
procedure, no literature provides a systemic, multi-level stakeholder identification and
therefore analysis concept (Freeman, et al., 2010).
Empirical support was introduced through the use of a case-study for the abovementioned theoretical aspects of interconnectedness and complexity. In relation to
interconnectedness, participants as stakeholders are connected to and inter-connecting
with other stakeholders as well and not just with the raised concern the living lab platform
intends to address (Joss, 2015). The case in this thesis highlighted that multiple actors are
needed in a living lab platform, using multi-level co-operation and communication in an
interactive manner. Equal attention should be dedicated to stakeholders participating in
such developments as co-creator members of such complex social networking systems.
Furthermore, my findings also present the essential differences between stakeholders and
the different ways in which they are identified including the multi-level process they are
identified by. In this thesis the case-study analysis identified i) a three-pillar stakeholder
identification process prior to engagement, modelled in Figure 6, ii) an additional element
to be adopted into the quadruple helix model innovation model as presented in Figure 13.
To conclude, as argued, a vast amount of literature discusses the importance of engaging
stakeholders with the intention of knowledge sharing, which reflects that stakeholdering,
as knowledge flow, has an outstanding role in innovation management. Although
literature is broad in relation to living lab platforms and stakeholders, literature on
stakeholder identification is scant on specific identification models and concepts.
Therefore, my thesis raised its first research question highlighting the subject of
stakeholder identification in the engagement processes.
Although various literature discusses that stakeholder identification and analysis is not a
one-step procedure (Hillgren, 2013), no literature proves stakeholder identification with
a systemic, guided identification model and therefore such a model is needed, which
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represents a key result outcome of this thesis. The three-step identification process I
introduced in Figure 6 in Chapter 4 provides key answers to the first research question
and shows key steps that need to be taken prior to any stakeholder engagement activities.
In sum, the three pillars of this process on a more narrowed, micro level were discovered
such as: (i) identifying stakeholders, (ii) analyzing stakeholders with specific
categorization and (iii) assessing based on the first two items in the process. As I advised
in Chapter 4, such three-pillar stakeholder identification as a model is most suitable when
the quadruple actors of the innovation are all considered as active participants of the living
lab ecosystem.
My findings furthermore presented an additional element to be integrated into the
quadruple actor-based model, namely the Core with the purpose of implementing more
effective stakeholdering within the living lab open innovation developments. Adopting
the core of a living lab as the fifth element (presented in Figure 13) offers significant
assistance in a more narrowed micro-level stakeholder analysis as opposed to the more
common macro level investigations.

8.1.2 Research Question 2

What are the main stakeholder motivations for participating in urban living lab
developments? (Chapter 5)
As discussed in the literature review of this thesis in Chapter 2, there are several factors
that can influence a stakeholder to either be involved or not be involved at all in living
lab platforms (Pascu & Lieshout, 2009; Wikhamn, 2013). My intention with this research
was not to only identify certain processes on how stakeholders should be involved in open
innovation living lab developments, but rather to take a further step towards a more
systemically built process to be utilized in living lab developments. In Chapter 5, I
investigated stakeholder engagement through a more narrowed lens at a micro-level
rather than in general on a macro level. Thus, I found both theory and practice with
relation to complex actor-networks, which has the potential to make stakeholder
engagement capable of producing robust and effective outcomes.
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I identified core roles and actions in living lab ecosystems that were investigated in the
workshop event. The core roles and actions were introduced in Figure 17 in Chapter 5,
which with further analysis led to discover demands, values and actions which provided
me with a deeper understanding into the role contexts within living labs. In order to gain
a more narrowed perspective and deeper understanding of multi-role-based cooperations, I investigated motivation factors within living lab settings during the
workshop event examined in Chapter 5. This chapter of my thesis analyzed how
participants can be much better incorporated into the co-creational collaborative platform
procedures while identifying the main motivation factors encouraging stakeholders to
participate and furthermore, characteristics of such factors, which I presented in Table
12. When I discussed the motivation elements living lab share in common in relations to
roles and actions, I found that actions I presented need to be performed at early stages of
the living lab development.
The workshop examined in Chapter 5 offered further light on the LL context in relation
to stakeholdering, as well as further steps towards progression in a more contextualized
stakeholder design. As was discovered, the identified elements presented in Table 9 as
values, demands and actions together with their characteristics clearly define the
motivation factors, which influence stakeholders to take part in living lab platforms.
In sum, the investigated living labs in this section of my thesis proved that apart from
identifying stakeholders in early phases of an innovation, clarifying subjects, values,
demands and actions are, in addition to identification processes, considered as crucial first
steps in stakeholder engagement concepts prior to any implementation. Furthermore, as
was found in this section of my thesis, this determines the life-cycle of a living lab in
practice as well.
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8.1.3 Research Question 3

What are the key roles, and associated characteristics, needed in effective
stakeholdering within living lab settings? (Chapter 6)
The two key approaches I focused on in Chapter 6 were utilized to gather a greater
understanding of stakeholder roles and their characteristic elements on a more microlevel. The last Chapter introduced as its main outcome the three key roles living labs are
fulfilling, namely the Educator, Co-creator and Orchestrator roles. Understanding the key
differences were my intention in this section of my thesis and further, introducing
outcomes on the differences each role represents, so as to gain insights into the
characteristics of each role on a more narrowed, fine-grinded assessment.
As the main outcome of this section, I introduced three different tables (Table 13, Table
14 and Table 15) in Chapter 6 and provided an unpacking of each key element and subelements. The idea behind building the above-mentioned three tables was to demonstrate
how actors in each role need to gain support from the other elements of the living lab
network. These tables highlight that an LL needs more than simply just to bring different
participants together in the open innovative environment.
There are a great number of authors suggesting multi-level stakeholdering concepts in
general, however, this research proved that on a micro-level a well-established, systemic,
categorization of stakeholders is an appropriate approach if the aim of an innovation
project is creating effective stakeholder engagement, in particular on a long-term basis.
The three data analysis chapters (Chapter 4, Chapter 5 and Chapter 6) of this thesis,
namely case-study (Chapter 4) and the two workshops (Chapter 5 and Chapter 6), have
proved that if applying an in-depth analysis, stakeholders have to be identified as unique
elements of a living lab initiative. Re-appearance of stakeholdering occurred in all
examined living labs, as well as the different ways of how the investigated living labs
process stakeholders, from identification to engagement.
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The tables proposed in Section 6.3 (Table 13, Table 14 and Table 15), introduced each
key role together with their characteristic elements and sub-elements with precise
definitions suitable for adoption by living lab related open innovation projects. To utilize
a metaphoric statement as no two eggs being the same, this could be applied to the living
lab context as well, forming a notion that there are no two living labs the same. Therefore,
the proposed tables need to be shaped and customized to the specific purpose and
objectives that a living las is desiring to reach.
In sum, I have given a comprehensive description of the living lab key roles with their
characteristic’s elements and sub-elements. Furthermore, I provided precise definitions
of each sub-element, which have not been framed before. By moving away from rather
un-flexible concepts, to a more flexible based approach, this section with its outcomes
significantly contributes to assisting future stakeholder engagement-based developments
while identifying the living lab role and its nature of the development. Therefore, the
above mentioned three tables are filling this gap and offer assistance that will result in
more effective stakeholder engagement.
8.2 Summary of thesis aim
In bringing together my answers from the three research questions, I now respond to my
overarching thesis aim:
To investigate how urban living labs identify and involve stakeholders in relation
to participatory methodologies that facilitate stakeholder co-creation.
Chapter 7 builds on Figure 18, with the purpose of encapsulating the overall aim of my
thesis. The main purpose of Figure 18 was to present that stakeholder identification is
performed on a multi-level base within a living lab ecosystem by including 5 different
levels in which the identification phases take place as seen in Chapter 7.
The main objective of my thesis was to explore and analyze how living lab platforms
engage with stakeholders, however the key emphasis in this research focused on the actual
stakeholder identification processes and levels needed to establish effective
stakeholdering within living lab ecosystems. Therefore, the thesis level aim was as
follows:
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Urban living labs are a relatively new form of urban innovative platforms at local city
levels. They are considered as diverse opportunities to contribute to urban transitions by
addressing key challenges on a regional level (European Commission, 2009). They serve
as sites, as platforms to design, test and learn from innovation in real time. Urban living
labs have emerged as a new approach to experimentation in real-life city settings. One
major element of urban living labs is stakeholder engagement (Leminen, 2015).
Stakeholders are considered as co-creators who do not only serve as informants but also
have the power to shape outcomes by contributing with their knowledge and expertise
(Manzini, 2015). Despite its importance, stakeholder engagement often remains a
practical challenge and only little research has been conducted on the actual stakeholder
participation on a micro level.
The objective of my research was to explore and analyze if urban living labs effectively
involve stakeholders, through engaging in participatory methodology that facilitates cocreation with stakeholders. Stakeholder participation was examined and analyzed in
currently existing and functioning urban living labs by investigating the phases of design,
implementation and evaluation processes in relations to stakeholdering. The research
reflected on the importance of stakeholder identification and implemented a model as a
multi-level stakeholder analysis concept presented in Figure 18 called quintuple-level
stakeholder model. The identified essential characteristics and motivation factors as
values of living laboratory settings, have the ability to impact ULL operations effectively
during the different phases of the stakeholdering process. Such values were identified as
actions and demands, which have influential impact on succeeding with such platform
implementation as introduced in Table 9 in the value-demand constellation.
The assumption was that greater involvement would lead to a more effective
implementation of urban labs, however it was proved that it is the level and the certain
identification processes performed during planning phases, at early stages in project
development, which matter the most and have the highest potential positive impact on an
effective project development of a living lab ecosystem. With a special focus on key roles
and their main competence elements with their sub-elements Table 13 (section 6.3), Table
14 (section 6.3.2) and Table 15 (section 6.3.3) are presented and considered as essential
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elements of stakeholder roles when planning such platforms and throughout the complete
project life-cycle.
This research has filled these gaps in knowledge and offered essential both theoretical
and practice-related, as well as policy-related, contributions to the research subject by
creating a model to be utilized in either currently existing living labs with the aim of
(re)shaping current stakeholder engagement activities or integrate it as a multi-level
process model in the planning of new living lab settings with the purpose of (re)forming
stakeholdering concepts. The model proposed during this thesis will offer essential
assistance and help for living lab project developers and policy-makers in open
innovations, and contribute to the stakeholder theory by offering a more narrowed
perspective of stakeholdering performed on a micro-level in open innovation studies.
In sum, emphasizing that the aim of this research was gaining a deeper understanding in
specific processes, and factors, which are operating in urban living lab platforms and the
how and why concerns around sub-topics within LLs, specifically viewing and exploring
stakeholders as elemental factors of LLs. Moreover, it aimed to investigate through a
more narrowed lens how such platforms identify stakeholders and what processes such
platforms utilize in different stages within project development.
Key findings of my study assist in informing LLs and relevant research fields with the
following key outcomes:
1. Findings context: purpose - place - people assist to deepen understanding in
practice (Chapter 6, section 6.2). Purpose is defined as the co-creation element,
the objective of value creation in living lab settings. A living lab is capable of
transforming to a Place where development manifests within an urban
community, by starting to implement new narratives about the specific place and
the neighborhood. The place is also capable of actively promoting the collective
advantage of LL activities within the neighborhood resulting in improving the
visibility of the platform and furthering the opportunity to encourage more actors
who might be able to discover co-creating natures of a living lab. People are the
active participants of living labs with the capability of shaping societal systems.
In living lab settings, benefits are regularly considered as a collective one, with
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less direct benefits for individuals. Therefore, I discovered that the moving of
activities as learnings to people beyond a co-creating platform is much harder
although in most cases LL outcomes are usually targeted at changing societal
systems. These potential outcomes should be utilized with the aim of being a
useful device within the proposed framework in order to better identify, design
and implement stakeholdering in open innovation living lab settings.
2. Policy making relevance: challenging opportunity for policy makers and offering
assistance how such platforms might be understood and implemented more
effectively.
3. Project developer relevance: especially relevant for project developers, prior to
setting up a living laboratory, careful consideration of essential elements
introduced in the multi-level stakeholder concept is needed.
4. Stakeholder point of view relevance: as one of the most fundamental elements of
a functioning LL, users, creator, co-creators, educators, orchestrators,
participants, collectively called actors, network together with the aim of cocreating/co-sharing. Understanding the stakeholder point of view offers a greater
understanding beyond the context of the LL and also offers assistance in
understanding why it is important to engage with stakeholders.
8.3 Limitations
As in the case of any research with an exploratory nature, this research as well has a
number of limitations which are now discussed in this section of the thesis.
Firstly, although data collected from the first-wave living labs, as pioneers in the field of
experimental platforms called living labs, do provide a solid ground of the investigated
subject of this thesis, conducting in-depth interviews among a wider selection of
representatives of second-wave living lab facilitators would have provided a deeper
understanding of the research subject. This would also have allowed a more detailed
comparison between first and second-wave living lab facilitators and their perceptions on
the research subject. At the same time, the limitation offers a strong base for a future
opportunity to further investigate my research subject on a different perspective.
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Secondly, the use of questionnaires to cover a wider territory in the data collection phase
also would have entailed a possibility of bias on the researched subject. For instance,
options such as occasionally/frequently/never/hardly ever in a questionnaire about the
frequency of engagement might have been interpreted differently by the respondents
optimizing with a more time-effective data collection process. However, with regards to
the interviews, in order to minimize the bias semi-structured interviews were conducted
which allowed me to clarify the subjects being covered. As with all empirical studies, if
a larger data set was used, resulting patterns discovered might have become more refined.
Moreover, additional cases are capable of providing more qualitative data with the ability
to construct a more comprehensive explanation for the obtained results. As such, this
limitation at the same time hides an opportunity for future research potentials. Lastly, a
main limitation is to collect more sister projects, that might identify similar issues or even
as discussed in the future research section of the thesis, potentially use the framework for
testing.

8.4 Future research possibilities
There are several insights into future research this thesis is providing through the
outcomes and findings. Future research on urban living labs would benefit from
integrating this thesis’ findings, in particular through testing and developing further my
multi-level stakeholder model. When testing the model in a specific living lab setting,
other factors might also play an essential role and therefore should be considered, such
as e.g. the purpose of the LL; people as users/end-users or internal/external participants
of the platform; and the purpose of the innovation being developed or under
implementation.
With a careful consideration of such factors, the testing of the multi-level model could
assist in investigating significant impacts on the outcomes of either new living lab
platform establishment and implementation or those being transformed from currently
existing ones. In any case, such features and characteristics identified in this research
related to living labs, specifically in cases when a multiple-innovation nature is carried
out, gives an opportunity to test newly established concerns as potential fields of research
on a multi-dimensional level. As such, this then allows current mechanisms to be shaped
224

and transformed into a more complex platform analysis and project development on a
micro-level within a living lab ecosystem. Furthermore, as highlighted, such future action
may be utilized with the aim of allowing exploration of the iterative nature of projects,
which is taking place on a multi-dimensional level, when exploring multiple natured open
innovation developments.
Furthermore, future research would benefit from gaining a deeper insight by analyzing
several concerns. For instance, as this thesis focused on urban environment, I strongly
believe that there is a potential field of rural environments to be tested with the framework
model this thesis offers to open innovations. Secondly, as the case-study (Chapter 4) and
one of the workshops (Chapter 6) representatives were from Finland, further studies
should be investigated in relations to non-European contexts. Furthermore, future studies
could possibly broaden the range of stakeholder engagement potentials in the Global
South or other less democratic countries where the role of citizens and stakeholder
engagement is under-developed or different to the first wave living lab leader countries
such as Finland.
Stakeholder engagement is an emerging trend for managing stakeholders to gain
advantages, to share knowledge, to (re)shape living lab environments discussed
throughout this thesis. Therefore, it is vital to understand stakeholder roles in living lab
ecosystems in order to effectively and actively involve stakeholders throughout a project
life-cycle on a long-term basis. An investigation into the approaches this thesis offers for
identifying and engaging stakeholders should be considered for open innovation living
lab developers. The multi-level stakeholder identification with the specific roles
presented in this thesis is essential in order to be able to investigate the interrelationship
between the different levels and the relevant engagement approaches and concepts.
Future research could also analyze the different effects of internal and external
stakeholders, and in particular how stakeholder engagement mechanisms regarding open
innovation strategies vary according to different stakeholder groups in open innovations
within different cultures. Moreover, future research could further investigate risks,
related to, as mentioned in Section 5.3, the value-demand angle context of living lab
processes. The purpose of the respective workshop was to identify elements which would
most likely positively affect a living lab setting as discussed earlier throughout the thesis
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rather than identifying risks. Living lab project plans therefore would benefit from
integrating this for further analysis. As stated earlier, a potential challenge identified by
the workshop participants was how to establish the structure of value-demand related
actions. In particular, how to establish a core plan around which all elements could be
considered, which also remains a future research challenge of this thesis.
The current patterns of production and consumption emphasizes the need for change as
industrialized countries are not sustainable (Bulkeley & Broto, 2013). As Brauch et al.,
(2016) argue, an ever-increasing energy and resource consumption will further disturb
the Earth’s eco-system. The high-level of consumption in such industrialized economies
is responsible for a continuously increasing resource consumption leading to
environmental issues. I strongly believe that an LL design as a pre-condition, as an ecointelligent design for sustainable development with utilizing the proposed framework has
a strong potential to innovate, re-form and re-shape towards more sustainable
developments with potentially resulting a more optimized consumption, which is a
promising future research opportunity of this research.
The living lab research approach does not focus only on one area such as a single product
development, or a prototype implementation or energy usages as discussed throughout
this thesis. Rather, it takes a broader, more holistic perspective. Moreover, it takes a
systemic approach focused on user practice. It therefore can be a strategic research
instrument. I strongly believe that the model proposed in this thesis has the potential to
provide the possibility of helping to generate competitive advantages matching
sustainable requirements and contributions customized to living labs wishing to re-shape
and re-form their infrastructures, their activities and developments to lead to new
consumption patterns, to address climate change and environment threats, to lead to a
more efficient resource efficiency, and further to improve knowledge-based economy,
demographic change, health thrives.
The focus with my framework in sustainable developments is on progressing with
interactive designs and systems that can encourage and support communities. At the same
time, with knowledge transfer within living lab settings, could be further empirical and
physical design toward a resource-efficient lifestyle as a strong potential of future
research of this thesis. Moreover, the impact of training and educating in living lab
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settings to lead to reduced consumption, consumption awareness is also a central point to
be further investigated with the utilization of the proposed framework. This opportunity
raises further questions to be researched focusing on for instance, whether users are
changing their behavior because of teaching, educating or because of awareness
instruments. These are all part of a wider management cycle. Thus, the proposed
framework is not a set-in-stone model but rather opens up an iterative process. As
highlighted earlier, the framework was created as a tool building upon deliverables to be
elaborated in the living lab settings, a potential research field to be tested.
Sustainability research has shown that the development and implementation of ecological
design is essential for a sustainable society (Bulkeley et al., 2017). Design is a
determining factor. Therefore, a sustainable design is a key for improving resource-and
energy efficiency as well as environmental impacts of products and services. Integrating
users and stakeholders in a living lab utilizing the proposed framework as a systemic
approach can lead to new co-developments transforming into an eco-innovation mode,
which I consider another strong potential as a future research possibility as the living lab
approach is vital for fostering eco-innovation spaces. Moreover, as living lab is an
integrated technological socio-economic approach, it is capable of enabling optimized
interactions of both production and consumption. Such innovations can only be
developed interactively if explaining and integrating emerging trends and consumer
actions.
In sum, therefore a potential future research opportunity lays in the value of sustainability
in living labs as apart from co-creating in living lab settings it is of equal importance that
living labs also take responsibilities of its environmental, social, and economic effects in
line with the general sustainability trends in society. As living labs are combined, diverse,
multi-function platforms of product-service-system angles as well as technical and socioeconomic influences focusing on the needs of people, integrating technical and social
innovations, they have a strong potential to promote the conditions of sustainable
developments. Therefore, the framework I proposed in this thesis can be utilized in
sustainable developments, while putting the user on center focus in a living lab setting.
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8.5 Final thoughts
During this thesis, I have explained the background, histories and evolutions of living
labs, in particular relating to where such ecosystems are placed in innovation studies.
With a special focus on understanding the rationale behind one of the biggest paradigms
changes that innovation studies have witnessed in history, I provided insights on how
closed innovations started to open up to provide new knowledge sharing opportunities of
innovative solutions. Furthermore, these new (more open, collaborative and cooperative)
processes are able to shape the surrounding environment in which co-creation takes place.
Living labs represent the ideal platform for such collaborations, especially when open
innovation is considered in project development. However, as was argued in literature,
how exactly participants are identified and/or involved in such platforms matters; indeed,
the levels and forms of participant integration remains a great challenge to (1) living lab
theory development and application, and to (2) social scientific investigation of open
innovations.
From these foundations, this thesis focused on investigating open innovations, with a
special attention on user-centric and user-driven innovations. Specifically, I explored
such issues through the lens of stakeholdering within living lab network systems. By
investigating through existing living lab platforms, I was able to re-think stakeholder
engagement as an essential process of living lab activities, which then led me to develop
a multi-level stakeholder concept. This conceptual framework – which was supported by
my empirics – can be utilized as a stakeholder identification tool, to assist in establishing
living lab platforms that engage all private-public-people sectors.
I avoided only defining stakeholders (in living lab settings) as vital participants for
collaboration. Instead, I took a closer look into the contexts and characteristics of
stakeholder roles, with specific elements and sub-elements identified as key determining
features. By investigating these aspects, I discovered that all elements and sub-elements
are organic parts of each role in living lab innovations. Therefore, harmonizing roles and
balancing actions with a well-structured strategic model in both micro and macro levels
can significantly narrow down the path towards a successful living lab stakeholdering
establishment and effective implementation.

228

A key outcome of this thesis is my argument for a more systematically built-up, multilevel stakeholder identification model, which can aid more successful stakeholder
engagement in living lab settings. Therefore, in filling this gap, I provide an original
contribution to both theory and practice, by addressing such challenges around
stakeholder identification processes and by improving understandings on how such living
lab ecosystems could more efficiently engage with stakeholders. More fine-grained
insights, such as this, of how such ecosystem processes impact the life-cycle of living
labs are required to aid societies’ sustainability transitions – especially in urban areas,
where many stakeholders live and work together.
This new knowledge was therefore utilized to frame the multi-level stakeholder
identification model, contributing to open innovation science, and within such, to user
innovation, as a more micro segment of the open innovation field. Throughout this
research, starting from the literature review section of my thesis, I argued that there was
a significant change in paradigms in relation to innovation technology. I discussed in
greater depth the distinguishing characteristics between closed and open innovations, how
they transformed through the past decades in innovation science and furthermore, how
living labs started to become established within the open innovation science as a subsegment of open innovations. However, in practice, there remains the challenge of
determining whether an organization or an institution should open up innovation
development projects and integrate external knowledge and experience.
This research offers assistance and provides essential empirical, theoretical, practice and
policy-related contributions to help reach effective stakeholder engagement. Essential
contributions to knowledge include stakeholder engagement and actor-network
management in the field of science and technology, actor-network innovation and
business management within project management in social open innovation sciences.
This thesis contributes to expectations, opportunities and purposes in open innovation
systems, thus provides empirical evidence in this respect and suggests that open
innovation platforms, which consider themselves as living labs, integrate stakeholders’
interests and knowledge through multi-level co-creation mechanisms into their
innovation activities. From a theoretical perspective, this thesis offers significant
contributions to the literature on stakeholders in general, and stakeholder engagement and
network management within the living lab context.
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The practice and policy-related contributions are offered by the multi-level stakeholder
analysis model built in this thesis, which is able to extend the stakeholder analysis beyond
network boundaries with the aim of equipping multiple sectors to provide assistance in
identifying challenges within the stakeholder arena and to offer help to adjust stakeholder
strategies precisely on a micro-level. By offering this model, my intention was to provide
opportunities for taking a more strategic approach in assessing stakeholders within living
lab settings, in which emphasizing the importance of prioritizing stakeholder
identification and engagement takes place on a micro-level. In addition, the outcomes
related to the key living lab roles, as umbrella leading roles and their elements
significantly contribute to assisting multiple sectors in the planning, designing and
implementation phases of a living lab establishment. Lastly, I am offering the proposed
multi-level stakeholder model as a concept for policy-makers with the aim to develop
progress on promoting living lab practices.
To conclude, as a researcher I see much future potential and many directions for
investigating living labs further, in particular aided by the multi-level concept that I have
developed in this thesis. I argue it should be adopted within the planning, implementation,
monitoring and study of open innovation projects, with the aim of aiding the development
of future urban living labs and/or re-shaping existing urban living labs, with the intention
of (1) reaching common goals and (2) enhancing the interactive nature of stakeholdering
actions within living lab ecosystems. I argue that this thesis only further solidifies the
argument that living labs have the power to (re)shape, (re)share and (re)form urban
environments and are also able to actively involve public-private-people sectors through
harmonized collaboration and co-creation.
To close: I offer these living lab insights to private-public-people segments, to be utilized
in order to achieve the strongest and most fruitful forms of (local) stakeholder
interactions, as part of co-creating agreeable solutions that the aim of productively
address urban challenges in (future) city environments.
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Appendix 1 - Glossary of interpretation on the variegations of key living lab terminology
Term
Open
Innovation

Illustrative characteristics of the term
-

LL as a
concept

-

multidisciplinary definition
multi-stage processes
value-added novelty
to transform ideas into new products, services with the aim to advance, compete and
differentiate themselves within the market
to create something new and different
to put promising concepts into test
to rely on not just internal knowledge, source and resource
to use multiple external sources to drive innovation
inbound open innovation (sourcing and acquiring expertise from outside with scanning the
external environment for new information)
outbound open innovation (purposive commercialisation and capture of internally developed
ideas in the external environment)
to support the processes of user-driven systems
based on systematic user co-creation approaches
integrated through the co-creation, exploration and evaluation of innovation ideas
to address complex problems by collective actions and interactions of communities
co-creation and appropriation of innovations by users in community settings

LL as a realworld
concept

-

situated in real-world contexts, not constructed laboratory settings
collection of situated, multi-stakeholder approaches
settings for experiment
take the form of bounded spaces
user changed roles from passive roles to active roles
shorten time on market-entry for innovators

-
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Sample references

Illustrative
chapter sections

(Baregheh, et al., 2009;
Bhasin, 2012; Amabile &
Pratt, 2016; Leminen, 2015;
Christensen, 1997; Ruijsink
& Smith, 2016, Naqshbandi
& Kamel, 2017; Chesbrough
& Bogers, 2014; Carlile,
2004; Cassiman &
Gamabardella, 2009;
Lapointe & Guimont, 2015;
Wikhamn, 2013

2.2, 2.4, 3.4, 3.5,
3.7, 4.2, 4.4, 4.6,
5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 6.3,
6.4, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4,
8.2

(Concilio & Molinari, 2020;
Leminen et al., 2017;
Burbridge, 2017; Burbridge,
2017; Ballon et al., 2005;
Fulgencio, 2012; Leminen et
al., 2012; Mitchell, 2003;
Mulder et al., 2008; Pallot et
al., 2010; Paskaleva et al.,
2015)
(Mitchell, 1999; Mulder &
Stappers, 2012; Leminen et
al., 2017; Leminen, 2015;
Leminen et al., 2018;
Bulkeley et al., 2017;
Burbridge, 2017; Concilio &

2.1, 2.2., 4.2, 4.4,
5.2, 5.3, 6.3, 7.2

2.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5,
3.7, 5.2, 5.3, 6.3,
7.1, 8.2

-

bring an array of conceptualizations and empirical cases
a globalized market into everyday activities
appear in different discourses
include perspectives of all stakeholder engagement in a real-world setting
fostering innovation in real-life

LL as a
network

-

support the innovation process for all involved stakeholders
composed of heterogeneous actors, resources, and activities to support innovation
open innovation networks and its operation build on collaboration
network of infrastructures, services, real people with rich experiences

LL as a
methodology

-

to utilize multiple methods
to exploit mixed-methods
to suit and develop living lab activities
to enable a focus on possibilities under investigation
to address the social dynamics of everyday life

LL as an
approach

- to integrate theory and practice
- to integrate human-centric research and development
- to integrate human-driven research and development

LL as an
environment

-

research living labs (performing research on different contexts)
corporate living labs (physical place to co-create)
organizational living labs (members of an organization co-create)
intermediary living labs (in a neutral place different partners are invited to co-create)
time limited living labs (support for the innovation, LL closes when the project ends)
refer to utilizing an organization’s perspective
environment of experiment
user-centered, open-innovation ecosystem
integrating concurrent research and innovation processes within public-private-people
partnership
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Molinari, 2020; Almirall &
Wareham, 2011; Ballon &
Schuurman, 2015; European
Commission, 2009; EnoLL,
2018; Mulder, 2012;
Westerlund & Leminen,
2011)
(Westerlund & Leminen,
2011; Paskaleva et al., 2015;
Salter & White, 2013;
Mulder, 2012; Mitchell,
2003)
(Mulder, 2012; Claude et al.,
2017; Dekker et al., 2019;
Yasuoka et al., 2018; Baran,
2019)
(Sampsa & Hakkarainen,
2014; Kanstrup, 2016;
Leminen et al., 2018;
Eriksson et al., 2016;
Concilio & Molinari, 2020)
(Claude et al., 2017; Liedtke
et al., 2012; Leminen et al.,
2017; Bulkeley et al., 2017;
Burbridge, 2017; Concilio &
Molinari, 2020)

2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4,
3.1, 3.4, 3.5, 3.7,
4.2, 4.3, 5.5, 6.3,
7.2
2.2, 3.1, 3.4, 4.3,
4.5, 7.1, 8.2

2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5,
3.4, 3.5, 3.7, 4.4,
5.2, 5.3, 6.2, 7.3,
8.2
2.1, 3.1, 3.4, 4.3,
4.5, 6.2, 6.3, 7.2,
8.4

Urban living
lab

Stakeholders

- systemic user-co-creation approach
- experimenting with city futures
- integrating city-regional priorities
- provide economic prosperity and social cohesion
- sites devised to design, test and learn from social and technical innovation in real-time
- public and private actors are testing innovations in buildings, transport and energy systems
- practice scaled up to achieve transformative change
-

users
citizens
corporations
academia
public authorities
developers
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(Mitchell, 1999; Mulder,
2012; Mulder & Stappers,
2009; Bulkeley et al., 2017;
Joss, 2015; Pascu &
Lieshout, 2009; Nevens et
al., 2013; Walt et al., 2009;
Bulkeley et al., 2015)
(Freeman & Perez, 1988;
Freeman & McVea, 2001;
Leminen, 2015; Leminen et
al., 2017; Frooman, 1999;
Freeman et al., 2010;
Patridge et al., 2005)
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4.2, 4.4, 5.2, 5.3,
5.4, 7.2, 8.2
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5.3, 6.2, 6.3, 7.2,
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Appendix 3 - Interview Participant Information Sheet (PIS)

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Interview
Nov 2018

Participant Information Sheet
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
The research explores stakeholder engagement and the processes by which stakeholders are
involved in the development of urban living laboratory (ULL) projects at city level. The research
examines currently existing urban living laboratories in European countries such as Spain, Sweden,
Finland and overseas as Canada.
Veronika Torma - as the lead researcher - is running the research at the Global Sustainability Institute
(GSI) at the Faculty of Science and Technology at Anglia Ruskin University.
The research uses expert interviews, stakeholder questionnaires and stakeholder workshops in order
to understand how urban living laboratory development planners think about stakeholder
engagement, how they undertake it, and what barriers exist in this process during planning and
implementation phases.
You are being asked to take part in this research based on your expertise in the field of urban living
laboratory development.
The research has received ethical approval from Anglia Ruskin’s Faculty of Science and Technology
Departmental Research Ethics Panel. Your participation in this study does not affect any of your legal
rights.
To enable me to record your views accurately, I may wish to use a voice recorder. I will seek your
permission before recording. It is your right to refuse permission to record, in which case I will take
written notes. My data will only be accessible to me, as the Researcher and the Research Supervisors
on the research, and will be stored on secure, password-protected devices for the duration of the
research and for a period of 3 years after. Personal identifiable information (e.g. consent forms) will
be kept separately from the data. Thereafter, raw data (recordings) will be deleted and only
transcripts (anonymised) will be retained by the researcher. All data storage and processing for the
project will comply with the requirements of the UK Data Protection Act.
There is no monetary or other compensation for taking part in the research, and you are free to
withdraw at any time and without giving any reason. You are also free to decline to answer any
individual interview questions posed to you. To withdraw, please send an email to the Researcher at
the address below. It will only be possible to withdraw within the withdrawal time, which is 2 weeks
after the interview has been conducted.
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The results of the research will be used to produce a written report as part of the PhD research as
well as academic papers. Any data I report (including quotes) will be anonymised, so no quotes you
give will be traceable to you. All study participants will receive a copy of the final research report.
For further information please contact the Researcher:
veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk and/or the Research Supervisor:
aled.jones@anglia.ac.uk.
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Veronika Torma
Prof. Aled Jones

at
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Appendix 4 - Interview Participant Consent Sheet (PCS)

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Interview
Nov 2018

Participant Consent Sheet
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
Please read the below sheet and sign in order to formally give your consent to participate in my
Research.
I agree to take part in the above research. I have read the Participant Information Sheet for the
Research.
1.

I understand what my role will be in this research, and any questions I have, have been
answered to my satisfaction.

2.

I understand that I am free to withdraw from without giving a reason within the withdrawal
time. I understand that it will only be possible to withdraw within 2 weeks after the interview
has been conducted.

3.

I understand that I am free to ask any questions at any time before and during the study.

4

I understand what will happen to the data collected.

5.

I have been provided with a copy of this form and the Participant Information Sheet.

6.

I understand that quotes from me will be used in anonymised format in research outputs
including reports and peer reviewed academic articles.

7.

I understand that the interview will be recorded, and that I am free to withhold consent for
recording. In this case, the interviewer will take written notes instead.

8.

I confirm that I am over 18 years of age.

Data Protection: I agree to the Researcher processing personal data, which I have supplied. I agree to
the processing of such data for any purpose connected with the Research Project as outlined to me in
the Participation Information Sheet.
Name of participant (Print):
Signature:
(To sign digitally, please copy-paste your signature as an image, or initial your name)
Date:
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Appendix 5 - Interview Protocol

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Interview
Nov 2018

Interview Schedule
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
The below is a draft schedule for stakeholder interviews with experts in the development of urban
living laboratory (ULL) stakeholder engagement. It details the key areas and topics I will focus on and
cover, but exact wording of questions, and follow-up questions, will differ by interviewee, as per
normal practice in conducting in-depth interviews. The interviewee will not be addressed by name at
any point after recording has commenced.
General Frame of the Interview and Areas to be covered:
• Introduction of the research
• Introductory questions
• General Focus: Interviwees’ perspectives on ULL
• Subject Related Focus: Interviewees’ perspectives on stakeholders
• Stakedholder Engagement Related Focus: Interviewees engagement with stakeholders
• Future Related Focus: Future plans
• Interviewer closing
Introduction of the research
[Greeting]
Review of the aims of the research and thanks to the interviewee for consenting to participate.
Confirm interviewee has copies of the relevant documents such as the participant information sheet
and has signed and returned the consent form. Confirm the freedom to decline to answer any
individual questions. Confirm that the interview will take approximately 40 minutes. Seek permission
to record.
Introductory question
Tell me a bit about your background and experience in urban living laboratory development.
Follow up points:
- Duration of engagement
- Types of ULL involved in
- Plans for the future in ULL development
General Focus: Interviewees’ perspectives on ULL
What is the purpose of ULL city setting platforms? What types of opportunities and innovations do
they offer and for who?
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Follow up points:
• What city-related matters?
• What innovation-related matters?
• What sustainability-related matters?
• What are the main processes that were needed to establish the ULL in your city?
General Subject Related Focus: Interviewees’ perspectives on stakeholders
How would you define stakeholders?
What group or groups of stakeholders do you consider yourself / your company to or do you engage
with?
• Differences between these groups, if multiple groups named.
• Relative importance of different groups
At what stage of the development process is it important to engage with stakeholders, and why?
• Particular groups at different times?
Stakeholder Engagement Related Focus: Interviewees’ engagement with stakeholders
How do you usually engage with stakeholders at different stages of the development process?
Can you give an example of when stakeholder engagement worked successfully and an example of
when it was less successful?
• Defining success of the interviewee
• Can you give an example of when stakeholder engagement was less successful?
• What are the particular challenges in your city?
• What are the motivation factors of stakeholders for participating in ULL development
in your city?
• How are stakeholders involved during the planning, the implementation and the
functioning phases of the ULL in your city?
Future Related Focus: Future plans
• What do you think needs to happen in order to facilitate better stakeholder
engagement in your city?
Closing comments:
Are there any other points you’d like to share?
Interviewer closing
Thank you again for your time and for your contribution. Re-confirm that interviewee is free to
withdraw from the research without giving a reason. Re-confirm that the withdrawal date is set for 2
weeks after the interview has been conducted. Re-confirm that it will not be possible to withdraw
after the completion of this PhD. Confirm that interviewees will receive a copy of the research report
and any scientific material published. If any further questions about the research, or if the
interviewee is seeking to learn more:
• About
the
research
refer
to
Researcher:
Veronika
Torma
at
veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk and/or Research Supervisor: Prof Aled Jones at
aled.jones@anglia.ac.uk
• About Anglia Ruskin University and the GSI: refer to respective websites
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Appendix 6 - Workshop Participant Information Sheet (PIS)

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Workshop
Nov 2018

Participant Information Sheet
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
The research explores stakeholder engagement and the processes by which stakeholders are
involved in the development of urban living laboratory (ULL) projects at city level. The research
examines currently existing urban living laboratories in European countries such as Spain,
Switzerland, Sweden and Germany.
Veronika Torma - as the lead researcher - is running the research at the Global Sustainability Institute
(GSI) at the Faculty of Science and Technology at Anglia Ruskin University.
The research uses expert intervies, stakeholder questionnaires and stakeholder workshops in order
to understand how urban living laboratory development planners think about stakeholder
engagement, how they undertake it, and what barriers exist in this process during planning and
implementation phases.
You are being asked to take part in this research based on your expertise in the field of urban living
laboratory development.
The research has received ethical approval from Anglia Ruskin’s Faculty of Science and Technology
Departmental Research Ethics Panel. Your participation in this research does not affect any of your
legal rights.
Data collected for this research are confidential and anonymous: no personally identifiable details
are collected.
To enable me to record participant views accurately, I may wish to use a video recorder from the
start to the end of the workshop. The recording is purely for the purpose of gathering participant
views for this research and will not be made public. Participant permission for this is sought through
the Participation Consent Form before recording. Participants have the right to refuse permission to
record without giving a reason. I will seek your permission before recording. It is your right to refuse
permission to record. If any participant refuses permission, it will be possible to seat participant out
of view of the camera.
My data will only be accessible to me, as the Researcher and the Research Supervisors on the
research, and will be stored on secure, password-protected devices for the duration of the research
and for a period of 3 years after. Personal identifiable information (e.g. consent forms) will be kept
separately from the data. Thereafter, raw data (recordings) will be deleted and only transcripts
(anonymised) will be retained by the researcher. All data storage and processing for the project will
comply with the requirements of the UK Data Protection Act.
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There is no monetary or other compensation for taking part in the research, and you are free to
withdraw at any time within the withdrawal time without giving any reason. The withdrawal time is 2
months from the date of the workshop. You are also free to decline to answer any individual
questions posed to you. To withdraw, please send an email to the Researcher at the address below.
The results of the research will be used to produce a written report as part of the PhD research as
well as academic papers. Participants will receive a copy of the summary written report. Any data I
report (including quotes) will be anonymised, so no quotes you give will be traceable to you. All study
participants will receive a copy of the final research report.
For further information please contact the Researcher:
veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk and/or the Research Supervisor:
aled.jones@anglia.ac.uk.
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Appendix 7 - Workshop Participant Consent Sheet (PCS)

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Workshop
Nov 2018

Participant Consent Sheet
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
Please read the below sheet and sign in order to formally give your consent to participate in my
research.
I agree to take part in the above research. I have read the Participant Information Sheet for the
research.
1.

I understand what my role will be in this research, and any questions I have, have been
answered to my satisfaction.

2.

I understand that I am free to withdraw from the research at any time within the withdrawal
period without giving a reason. I understand that it will only be possible to withdraw within 2
months after the date of the workshop.

3.

I understand that I am free to ask any questions at any time before and during the study.

4

I understand what will happen to the data collected.

5.

I have been provided with a copy of this form and the Participant Information Sheet.

6.

I understand that quotes from me will be used in anonymised format in research outputs
including reports and peer reviewed academic articles.

7.

I understand that the workshop will be recorded, and that I am free to withhold consent for
recording.

8.

I confirm that I am over 18 years of age.

Data Protection: I agree to the Researcher processing personal data, which I have supplied. I agree to
the processing of such data for any purpose connected with the Research Project as outlined to me in
the Participation Information Sheet.
Name of participant (Print):
Signature:
(To sign digitally, please copy-paste your signature as an image, or initial your name)
Date:
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Appendix 8 - Workshop Protocol

Veronika Torma PhD Thesis Stakeholder Workshop
Nov 2018

Stakeholder Workshop Agenda
Stakeholder engagement in urban living laboratories
The below is a schedule for conducting a stakeholder workshop bringing together experts of city
developers and business leaders . It details the key areas I will focus on and cover during the
workshop . The below is a draft agenda for approximately a 2-and-a-half-hour workshop . To enable
me, as the lead researcher to record participant views accurately, a video recorder will be used from
the start to the end of the workshop. The recording is purely for the purpose of gathering participant
views for this research and will not be made public. Participant permission for this is sought through
the Participation Consent Form before recording. Participants have the right to refuse permission to
record without giving a reason . If any participant refuses permission , it will be possible to seat
participant out of view of the camera. The workshop will be arranged in order to validate interview
and questionnaire data. The key objective is to achieve early and effective stakeholder participation
in the development of an urban living laboratory.
General Frame of the Workshop and Areas to be covered:
• Establishing the Stakeholder Workshop
• Agenda of the Workshop
- Part I – Welcome and Introduction
- Part II – Presentations
- Part III – Dialogue
- Part IV – Conclusions – Discussion of next steps
- Part V – Closing
• Outcomes of the Stakeholder Workshop
Establishing the Stakeholder Workshop
Potential stakeholders for the workshop will be selected from currently existing database of
participants in previous city development consultations together with experts and businesses who
expressed interest during the interviewing and questionnaire data collection processes.
Invitation letters explaining the purpose of the workshop will be sent to stakeholders via email and
the workshop will be also publicised through City Hall’s website other designated platforms.
Prior to the stakeholder workshop, delegates will receive copies of the topic papers covering specific
issues for urban living lab planning as well as details on the agenda.
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Agenda of the Workshop
Part I – Welcome and Introduction
Welcome speech and Researcher covering:
• Purpose of the dialogue
• Brief background on the research subject
• Ensure data issues, re-confirm video recording
Part II – Presentations
• Expert – Local expert in urban development
• Expert – Guest speaker from currently functioning ULLs
Part III - Dialogue
Dialogue in groups based on stakeholder group types (user, investor, policy maker)
• Ground rules and introductions
• Discussion of Urban Living Laboratories
• Bridging from Dialogue into Action
Part IV – Conclusions - Discussion of Next Steps
• How should we follow up on today’s session?
Part V – Closing
Many thanks to all participants again for making time and for the contribution. Re-confirm
confidentiality. Re-confirm that participant withdrawal is possible without giving a reason. Reconfirm that the withdrawal date is set for 2 months after the workshop date. Confirm that
participants will receive a copy of the research report. If any further questions about the research, or
if participants are seeking to learn more:
• About the research refer to Researcher: Veronika Torma at veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk
and/or Research Supervisor: Prof Aled Jones at aled.jones@anglia.ac.uk
• About Anglia Ruskin University and the GSI: refer to respective websites
Presentations
In Part II, the workshop includes presentations from local experts in city development and also guest
speakers from currently existing ULLs providing background and context for the dialogue tasks. The
presentations will be followed by discussions in groups, each reflecting the range of interest groups
present on the day. The workshop is aimed to give delegates an opportunity to participate in the
identification of the topic, and to develop the vision, objectives of an urban living laboratory.
Outcomes of the Stakeholder Workshop
As the moderator for the stakeholder engagement workshop the primary goal is to facilitate Part II
and Part III discussions listed above to achieve early and effective stakeholder participation in the
development of an urban living laboratory.
The Report will present the outcomes of the Stakeholder Workshop and will be aimed to set out
factual information relating to the establishment of an urban living laboratory, will reflect on urban
development achievements and will conclude with recommendations arising from the work of the
participants.
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Appendix 9 - Interview Participants of Case-study and Workshop

LLPOOL - I
In-Depth Interviews - Case Study
Participant
LLGARDEN - FINLAND
City of Espoo / Urban DesignTech
Living Lab for Design and Services
Startup Sauna
Urban Mill / Aalto University
Creative Ring
Design Factory Aalto University
Aalto Sustainability Hub

City / Country

Code

Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland
Espoo, Finland

LLI
LLI
LLI
LLI
LLI
LLI
LLI

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Tool

Length

CS
CS
CS
CS
CS
CS
CS

1:42:27
1:52:49
1:39:17
1:44:25
1:38:42
1:46:35
1:52:27

LLPOOL - I
In-Depth Interviews - Workshop I
Participant
FINLAND
Laurea Living Labs Network
HumanTech LivingLab
The NETHERLANDS
Future Centres Alliance
SWEDEN
The Swedish Living Lab on Vehicle and Transport
ICT
Living Labs Øresund
RISE Viktoria (Viktoria Swedish ICT)
SPAIN
Catalonia Living Lab
22@Barcelona
POLAND
Międzynarodowe Centrum Kultury

City / Country

Code

Tool

Length

Kerava Finland
Jyväskylä Finland

LLI 8
LLI 9

WS I
WS I

1:34:22
1:38:43

Weesp, The
Netherlands

LLI 12

WS I

1:50:22

Göteborg, Sweden

LLI 13

WS I

1:54:21

Malmoe, Sweden
Göteborg, Sweden

LLI 14
LLI 15

WS I
WS I

1:45:32
1:29:52

Catalonia, Spain
Barcelona, Spain

LLI 17
LLI 18

WS I
WS I

1:33:51
1:42:32

Krakow, Poland

LLI 20

WS I

1:32:47

City / Country

Code

Tool

Length

Helsinki, Finland
Espoo, Finland

LLI 10
LLI 11

WS II
WS II

1:49:34
1:56:19

Stockholm, Sweden
Barcelona, Spain

LLI 16
LLI 19

WS II
WS II

1:47:42
1:50:28

LLPOOL - I
In-Depth Interviews - Workshop II
Participant
FINLAND
PTT Research Institute
City of Espoo
SWEDEN
Users Award Living Lab
BIT HABITAT
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Appendix 10 - Workshop I Participants

Background information: The workshop titled: Stakeholder Engagement in Urban Living
Labs took place on September 3rd 2019 at the annual OLLD19 conference in Thessaloniki,
Greece. The workshop brought together participants from academia, education, and
businesses to discuss stakeholder participation in living lab platforms, which offered
further light on the LL context in relations to a more contextualized stakeholder
engagement design. The outcomes of the analysis fit in and expanded further
investigation on a more narrowed perspective to gain deeper understanding of the context
in the LLGarden on-site organized second workshop.

Workshop 1
Participants
HAN University of Applied Sciences
INAGRO Research Center
Japanese Government
ZonMw (The Netherlands Organisation for Health Research and
Development
Innovation Skåne
Cities Northern Netherlands
ECOPOL Living Lab / University of Applied Sciences Switzerland
Municipality of Torino
Aalto Sustainability Hub
Future Centres Alliance
VaasaETT
Belsimpel
Eindhoven University
University of Padova
Global Center for Modern Ageing
Penrose CDB
Korea Electronics Technology Institute
JICA (Japan International Cooperation Agency)
URBMédia Lancaster University
Balkan Institute for Labour and Social Policy Universiteit Maastricht
TechSalad
HHS - The Hague University
Johanneberg Science Park
HSB Living Lab
Forum Virium Helsinki
LABe Digital Culinary Lab
Urban Mill Aalto University
Creative Ring
Design Factory Aalto University
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City

Country

Arnhem
Rumbeke-Beitem
Tokyo

The Netherlands
Belgium
Japan

The Hague

The Netherlands

Lund
Assen
Luzern
Torino
Espoo
Weesp
Thessaloniki
Groningen
Eindhoven
Padova
Queensland
Bucuresti
Seongnam
Tokyo
Lancaster
Maastricht
Telangana
The Hague
Göteborg
Göteborg
Helsinki
Gipuzkoa
Espoo
Barcelona
Espoo

Sweden
The Netherlands
Switzerland
Italy
Finland
The Netherlands
Greece
The Netherlands
The Netherlands
Italy
Australia
Romania
South Korea
Japan
UK
The Netherlands
India
The Netherlands
Sweden
Sweden
Finland
Spain
Finland
Spain
Finland

Appendix 11 - ENoLL OLLD Workshop Project Website Screenshot
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Appendix 12 - Workshop I Report

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
In Urban Living Labs
Co-Creating Innovation: Scaling Up From Local To Global
Workshop Report - OLLD 2019 - Thessaloniki, Greece

Workshop
Date:
3-5 September 2019
Venue:
Music Hall
Thessaloniki, Greece

Report author:
Veronika Torma
PhD Researcher
Anglia Ruskin University
Global Sustainability Institute
Cambridge, UK
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Event Introduction
OpenLivingLab Days “Co-creating innovation: scaling up from Local to Global”
OpenLivingLab Days 2019 was a unique 3-day long event bringing together
researchers, public authorities, companies and Living Lab practitioners to exchange
knowledge, best practices, methodologies and tools related to Living Labs and User
Engagement. OpenLivingLab Days (OLLD) each year is the annual gathering of the global
Living Lab community. A space for public officials, companies, entrepreneurs, academics,
living lab representatives, and innovators to connect and work together: to create new
products and services, to set the basis for debate and exploration of theories, and
to discuss and process policy recommendations within the practical elements of open and
user-driven innovation. Through interactive panel discussions, hands-on workshops with
leading experts and site visits to our local partners, OLLD offers an exclusive networking
and knowledge sharing experience.
Participants - companies, public officials, policy makers, researchers, non-profits and
entrepreneurs - this year in Thessaloniki, Greece joined to:
•
•
•
•

Explore co-creation methodologies, tools and best practices
Meet new partners for consortium building and set-up transnational
experimentation grounds
Transform markets by engaging citizens in co-creating products and services
Find potential experimentation & test environments

The European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL) organises the event each year
together with a different host. ENoLL is the international federation of benchmarked
Living Labs in Europe and worldwide. Founded in November 2006 under the auspices of
the Finnish European Presidency, the network has grown in ‘waves’ up to this day.
The European approach to Living Labs was created in the Unit “Collaborative
working environments” of the DG INFSO (now DG CONNECT) in close collaboration
with an industrial advisory group on Open Innovation (Open Innovation Strategy and
Policy group – OISPG), which was founded by Bror Salmelin. The original concept was
updated to open innovation environments attracting inwards investment, both intellectual
and financial one.
ENoLL currently counts over 140 active Living Lab members worldwide (440+
historically recognised over 12 years), including active members in 20 of the 28 EU
Member States, 2 of the candidates and it is present in 5 continents in addition to Europe.
Directly, as well as through its active members, ENoLL provides co-creation, user
engagement, test and experimentation facilities targeting innovation in many different
domains such as energy, media, mobility, healthcare, agrifood, etc. As such, ENoLL is
well placed to act as a platform for best practice exchange, learning and support, and
Living Lab international project development.
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Executive summary
On September 3 2019 the workshop titled: “Stakeholder Engagement in Urban Living
Labs” took place at ENOLL 2019 Conference at the Music Hall in Thessaloniki, Greece. The
workshop brought together participants from academia, education, and enterprises to
discuss stakeholder participation in urban living laboratory settings as experimental
platforms. At the heart of the discussion was a case study – Espoo Innovation Garden highlighting stakeholder engagement.
On the issue of defining stakeholder engagement, most stakeholders rated as a
‘good’ or ‘reasonable starting point’: a context-dependent evaluation of the motivation
factors and processes needed to design, implement and monitor existing living
laboratories. Typical examples included evaluating as: motivating and de-motivating
factors; worst-case scenarios leading to a less successful living lab implementation, based
on participant expertise views. To this, additional suggestions were made focusing on
criteria relating, process-based to social values needed at discussed cities where
participating living labs are located, also living labs as eco-systems with reliability, further
the interference with living lab user participation and co-creation. When thinking of issues
related to stakeholder roles, stakeholder engagement designs, participant recommendations
focused on transparency, visibility and duty of care to society as well as target
users/customers.
Case study: regarding visibility and transparency, it was suggested that the focus of
the discussion should be called as the ‘User-Based Stakeholder Role Categorization’ as
this way it addressed living lab goals by User point of view. It was proposed that the use
of this type of customization by each living lab could be useful for service-based, productbased and commercial-based purposes as well. This led to a discussion about levels of
control amongst stakeholders and their functioning roles that both stakeholders and users
also as stakeholders should have.
Mapping the system based on the case study of Espoo Innovation Garden: the
impact of mapping the eco-systems, stakeholder roles, participant categories like
stakeholder engagement types was closely linked to a general lack of awareness about how
rd
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such categorizations are determined and how to interpret the meaning of a categorization
based approach on the function of the living laboratory (service-based, product-based,
commercial-based). It was highlighted that regulations regarding living lab settings focus
on sometimes the removal of original content towards a vision that local authorities put
the emphasis on. In terms of solutions, one idea that came up was the use of greater user input,
through that categorizing feedback to help identify the difference between stakeholders as
creators and stakeholders as users, at the same time co-creators and also living lab content
validity as part of a co-creation role amongst stakeholders was highlighted.
Identifying transparency on the case study of Espoo Innovation Garden: discussion
on this topic started – after the general introduction ot the case study - from observations
about the participating living lab representatives’ presentations and introductions, which
clarified meaningful transparency (identifying stakeholders vs understanding the
processes). This in turn required clarity about the purpose of transparency, as was raised: Is
it about clarity or trust? The importance of the information presented during the workshop
as a significant part in determining stakeholder roles and their visibility was raised as well as
the need to understand the users aspect. Avoiding “mis-visibility” while still providing cocreation as key activity was discussed with solutions focusing on Espoo Innovation
Garden.
Research questions, discussion through Leminen’s Participatory Approach
Quadrant Helix Model and conclusions: discussion of the key case study located in Finland
– Espoo Innovation Garden – raised a number of recurrent key points that were returned
to and were justified from the High Level Speaker Plenary Discussions. The discussion
around the raised Research Questions in the session opened the workshop. Debate
amongst the participants was very productive and highlighted that: 1) the “challenge” of
potential stakeholders as co-creators and their visibility with project transparency within
the system practice is broad in scope, has the potential to disproportionately affect the
implementation phase in the development of the living lab setting, and also trust on both
living lab users and innovators (such as identified key stakeholders, as creators-PPP+P);
2) the challenge of engaging with stakeholders at an early phase of the living lab
development can also be of great benefit to engage users co-create with their goals; so it is
important to avoid any implication that their role is always needed only after the
implementation has been conducted, which proves it that moving from the closedinnovation co-creation to opening up at planning stage has a strong influence on
effectiveness; and 3) that finding solutions to the challenges is highly complex. The effective
planning of the stakeholder engagement would need to appear at the earliest phase of the
innovation development to result effective and productive co-created eco-systems.
Further, apart from the trust and visibility aspect of stakeholders’ views, responsibilities
on the living lab platform combined with other participating actors as stakeholders with
the meaningful co-creation design is as important.
The next steps for the Stakeholder Engagement in Urban Living Labs’ initiative
opened the path to a further discussion at the Scaling Up Workshop focusing on Espoo
Innovation Garden, where further objectives were determined and set. As a stakeholder
engagement ‘workshop-package’ there is a strong need to run further workshops
physically within the heart of Espoo Innovation Garden, where local Stakeholders would
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participate and co-create based on the findings within the workshops ran at OLLD 2019 in
Thessaloniki, Greece. These workshops to be organized in Espoo Innovation Garden will
increasingly focus on issues, sub-topics on 1) mapping stakeholders and their relevant cocreation roles on-site with and for Espoo Innovation Garden; 2) identifying stakeholder
motivation factors with in-depth analysis; 3) and how it might be possible to identify
practices to support local efforts on living lab implementation/co-creation/development
or design that are both technically feasible and socially beneficial. We will also run a
parallel online questionnaire to seek the informed opinion of stakeholders who will be
unable to attend in person but show interest in participating in this emerging research
topic and also those who already expressed their interest on participating in the workshop
series organized in the Fall of 2019 in Espoo Innovation Garden in Finland.

Workshop Introduction
Background of Context: Urban Living Labs are a new form of urban innovative
platforms at local city levels. They are considered as promising opportunities to contribute
to urban transitions by addressing key challenges on a regional level. They serve as sites,
as unique platforms to design, test and actually learn from innovation in a real time.
Although Urban Living Labs have emerged as a new approach to experimentation in reallife city settings, only limited information exists about the perspective on what level of
stakeholders engagement work best in these innovations. Stakeholders are considered as
co-creators who do not only serve as informants but also have the power to shape
outcomes by contributing with their knowledge and expertise. Despite its importance,
stakeholder engagement often remains a practical challenge of this potential workshop as
well, as only little research has been conducted on the actual stakeholder participation
stages.
Expected Outcome: As the moderator for the stakeholder engagement workshop the
primary goal is to facilitate discussions on participating living labs to achieve early and
effective stakeholder participation in the development of an urban living laboratory
process. The Report prepared after the workshop will present the outcomes of the
Stakeholder Workshop and will be aimed to set out factual information relating to the
stakeholder roles and motivation factors of an analysed urban living laboratory, will
reflect on urban development achievements and will conclude with recommendations
arising from the work of the participants.
This report summarises the outcomes of the OLLD 2019 Stakeholder Engagement
Workshop that was held at the Music Hall in Thessaloniki, Greece on the 3 of September,
2019. The aim of this workshop was to bring together individuals, representatives from a
range of professional backgrounds from different living lab settings who are likely to have
differing perspectives on issues, challenges that are related to stakeholder engagement
roles in co-creation innovation developments.
rd
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The workshop was an opportunity to share perspectives and seek answers to key
project questions suchas:
•
•
•

How are stakeholders involved during the design, implementation and
evaluation phase of the analyzed urban living labs?
What are the main motivation factors of stakeholders for participating in
urban living lab development?
What are the main processes that are needed to establish a living laboratory
in a particular city?

Aims and Objectives of the Workshop:
The aim of this workshop was to explore and analyse if Urban Living Labs
effectively involve stakeholders, through engaging in participatory methodology that
facilitates co-creation with stakeholders. Stakeholder participation was examined and
analysed in participating living labs by the living lab delegates during the workshop by
investigating the phases of design, implementation and evaluation processes. The
workshop was designed to emphasize the importance of stakeholder engagement and
their ability to impact Urban Living Lab operations. The assumption was that greater
involvement will lead to more effective implementation of urban labs. However, on what
level of stakeholder engagement work best still remains a challenge of the planned
workshop series as well. This gathering session focused on stakeholder engagement from
different aspects as citizen, business and policy- maker angles in order to:

•
•
•
•
•

investigate: the background of Living Labs
analyze: currently participating Urban Living Labs
highlight: the importance of collaboration in living labs
explore: stakeholder engagement in ULL settings
examine: the roles of stakeholders

•

implement: a customized concept on LL Roles and Engagement Phases
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Structure of the Workshop:
Part 1
Part 2
Part 3
Part 4
Part 5
Part 6
Part 7
Part 8

focused on the general introduction and aims
presented Espoo Innovation Garden
analysed Participatory Approach Quadrant Helix Model by Leminen
investigated currently participating LLs
discussed stakeholder engagement
set theory base on implementing SHE concept
built on the findings
reflected on the concluding thoughts

Potential Values of the Workshop
This workshop’s and also the further workshop series’ findings will offer:
• Theoretical contributions and defined concepts for the living lab literature
• Contribution to the discipline of innovation and technology studies

Research Methods:
Research Methods – Primary and Secondary Data Collection
Mixed methods both qualitative and quantitative
• Case studies (eg.Espoo Innovation Garden, Urban Mill, Creative Ring, KYKY)
• Expert reflections
• Questionnaires on-site
• Sample Theory Model Analysis
• Documents and archives on-site

Background of Research Subject
What is the Stakeholder Engagement in Urban Living Labs research about?
Despite the vast research on urban experimental platforms called urban living
laboratories, little is known about the perspective on what level stakeholder engagement
work best in these innovations, which remains a challenge of this research. It is aimed to
explore this knowledge gap particularly exploring and analysing if Urban Living Labs
effectively involve stakeholders, through engaging in participatory methodology that
facilitates co-creation with stakeholders in these eco-systems, called Living Labs.
This study aims to understand living labs from the perspective of stakeholder roles and
their participatory phases.
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This research will contribute to filling this gap in knowledge by reviewing currently
existing and functioning urban living labs in Finland. This research will focus on
stakeholder engagement from different aspects as citizen, business and policy-maker
angles and will draw on insights from urban innovation and science and technology
studies.
As a potential value, the research will offer theoretical contributions and defined
concepts for the living labs literature. Among theoretical contributions, the research
identifies stakeholder involvement as a structure in living labs and will also highlight the
importance of collaboration in living labs. Furthermore, this research will offer a
customized framework for local experts in the designated cities.
This presentation will introduce initial research results with a particular focus on the
impact of local efforts conducted in designated cities. Insights into the following
questions, drawing on academic and non-academic evidence will be presented: (i) How
are stakeholders involved during the design, implementation and evaluation phase of the
analysed urban living labs; (ii.) What are the main motivation factors of stakeholders for
participating in urban living lab development; (iii) What are the main processes that are
needed to establish a living laboratory in designated urban environments.
This research project seeks answers for stakeholder roles, motivation factors and
processes, it also seeks through these workshop series to promote interactive co-creation.
We live in an age of innovation boom era, data collection, analysis and continues
processing at different angles and fields. Different service or product-based co-creations
appear and come to existance, which increasingly use stakeholder involvement and
engagement but in different phases and levels. Whilst this can create an un-identified
motivation-based co-creation either helping us as users or stakeholders with other roles
than users and might find those bits that are most relevant to us, as users. But how can we be
sure that they are planned, implemented and operating in our best interests? Are
stakeholder roles defined relevantly? How can we judge – no matter which stakeholder
role we represent – the feasibility and relevance of the living lab that should heavily rely
on effective stakeholder engagement planning and involvement to be able to effectively
operate at its best mission?
This research project investigates the co-creator experience of different stakeholders,
their motivation factors and the processes needed to effectively design and establish a
living lab setting. This workshop focused in particular on the perspectives on stakeholder
engagement of participating living labs and aimed to identify activities that 1) support
stakeholder role understanding about urban living labs, 2) raise awareness on the
importance of mapping stakeholder roles, and 3) generates feedback on motivation factors
stakeholders have in co-creation eco-systems.
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Living Lab Case Selection
Living Lab Case Selection
This workshop chose the LL cases based on 3 main criteria identified as key
functions:
• Identified as open innovation projects
• Include multiple actors
• Innovating take place in real-life situations

Case study discussions
Participatory Approach Quadrant Helix Model by Leminen discussion – key
points
Data Collection: Over 120 interviews were conducted from 6 cities. The idea was to
understand what Living Labs are, what other collaborative modes exist, and what the
roles in an experimental platform are. Following an in-depth analysis, a conceptual
framework was created with the idea to understand how diverse collaborative innovation
networks look like in a city environment. The two by two matrix model is the platform
itself. This platform could represent an entire city or a part of the city (eg. a neighborhood)
with two concepts to be analysed: An Exhalatation dominated and and Inhalitation
dominated concept within a city environment.
In the case of Espoo Innovation Garden, it was justified through this Participatory
Approach Model that there is a huge difference in the Exhalatation and Inhalitation
dominated approaches. As per the workshop discussion, the Inhalitation dominated
innovation approach basically means that the focus is on innovation activities by the
needs of the driving party, while the Exhalatation dominated innovation approach refers
that such innovation activities are conducted for the requirements of other stakeholders.
Originally 47 different cases were discovered as presented by Leminen, which looked
extremely complicated at that phase, however after the analysis, 4 different ways were
found where cities were participating in such a collaborative innovation network. The 4
key angles focus on different roles of a city:
City as a Provider (i) : Exposing service provisioning of a city to improve its services
and processes for citizens with a broad variety of providers conveying expertise for a city.
City as a Neighborhood Participator (ii): Improving neighborhood or living
conditions of citizens by local, grass root activities inhalated by a citizen, a group of
citizens or a citizen community.
City as a Catalyst (iii): Boosting development of companies and increase value of
operations by combining other aims and connecting other actors to service provisioning in
a city region.
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City as a Rapid Experimenter (iv): Accomplishing trials of new products, services
and systems by companies to gather experience and knowledge and learn fast, and to
accelarate companies’ development processes and growth.
These are the 4 types of innovation collaboration networks through which city’s and
Living Labs should be investigated as diverse networks. It is a way to look at city’s roles
in a diverse collaborative innovation platform in a city context.

Workshop reporting, procedure & programme
To facilitate an open discussion all stakeholder engagement activities are run under
the approval of each participant with signing a consent form and an information sheet
approved and gained ethics approval by the Anglia Ruskin University Ethics Board prior
to the workshop – meaning that views, opinions, information expressed can be shared and
reported back elsewhere but that individual names and affiliations cannot, unless explicit
consent is given for this action. The outcomes described in this report combine the data
obtained from the audio recordings and the notes made during the discussions. Prior to any
publication, the report was circulated for approval and/or amendment by all participants.
The workshop discussions focused on a key case study – Espoo Innovation Garden
concerning current challenges around stakeholder engagement phases, roles and levels in
urban living labs. The case study relates to: 1) mapping stakeholders and search
stakeholder roles; 2) identifying stakeholder motivation factors in co-creation living lab
developments; 3) transparency and visibility in Living Labs eco-systems; and 4)
stakeholder engagement levels. The workshop was broke down into two key parts, a
presentation part, as the first part of the workshop was designed where participants
received general information on the backgroung of this research study, the frame of the
workshop, the criteria frame of the selected case study and the research questions raised
to be discussed during the workshop. Followed by the key case study introduction and an
in-depth analysis on Espoo Innovation Garden. The second part of the workshop focused
on a highly interactive session part, where participants introduced their living lab setting,
gave insight on their stakeholder engagement concept and also investigated similarities
on presented living labs, further gave a detailed insight and provided reflect on the raised
questions. In the closing etap of the workshop, the results of the case study discussions were
presented and opened for a further discussion possibility at the following day workshop on
Espoo Innovation Garden’s Scaling Up from Local To Global workshop session.
The workshop was attended by 30 participants, representing Finland, Austria,
Australia, Japan, Switzerland, the Netherlands, the USA and Hungary. A list of the
participants who consented are kept in a password-protected file.
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Post-Workshop Activities:
Stakeholder engagement activities
As part of a potential co-joint project we are planning to run a series of stakeholder
engagement activities, combining co-present workshops with Espooo Innovation Garden
and Urban Mill in Espoo, Finland. As a joint-cooperation, we invite stakeholders from
academia, education, government/regulatory oversight organisations, civil society
organisations, media, industry and entrepreneurs to join us in exploring objectives and
seek for answers on raised questions at an on-site in-situ platrofm. The activities will take
place in Espoo Innovation Garden, in Espoo Finland in the Fall of 2019 and will seek to
identify relevant perspectives and concerns as well as provide feedback on our project
activities.
They will also produce:
•
•
•

a set of design recommendations for more effective stakeholder involvement;
a ‘motivation factor toolkit’ consisting of co-designed tools for stakeholders to
understand Living Lab enviroments and their processes
a ‘process toolkit’

Responses to workshop
Most of the participants commented and rated this workshop subject as either “a very
good” or a “reasonable starting point” as mentioned earlier. When asked how to change
and improve living lab planning phases, they highlighted the following interesting points:
•
•
•
•

There needs to be a balancing of individual values and socio-cultural values.
Problem: How to weigh relevant social-cultural value? - Reliability
Results must be communicated - Transparency
There needs to be independent system evaluation and monitoring- Visibility
Subjective experience depends on the user’s objectives – Relevance
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Demands identified during the workshop

Transparency related recommendations in ULL platform design are the following :
•

Demand for transparency of stakeholder roles - Transparency

•
•
•

Demand for transparency of processes – Systematization
Demand for visibility - Visibility
Making sure that stakeholders can understand what is happaneing inside the
“living lab” - Obviousity
Public transparency in functionality and processes: how it works to each
stakeholder type in a way that allows them to get a sense of what is going on,
including insight into data and processes which is collected and used from
different stakeholder types at different phases – Realization
Clarity about the benefit affecting different stakeholder groups - Clarity

•

•

In-Design-Phase related recommendations in ULL platform settings

•
•
•
•
•

Impacts: measure impact on what perspectives are aimed to appear and how
they differ by stakeholder groups and context of the LL setting
Control: Give users partial control
Interaction: Higher interaction between stakeholder groups
Results: Designed results should aim for relevance to the users, not only
general populatiry to the ULL setting
Visibility: Targeted visuality on living lab setting
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Potential Joint Co-operation: Call for participation in Espoo
Innovation Garden

SHE THEORY: StakeholderEngagementinULLs
AStakeholderRoleCentricApproachtoEffective
Co-Creation
Invitation for stakeholder engagement
We would like to invite you to contribute to our ongoing research study by taking part
in a small number of stakeholder engagement workshops. These workshops will involve
professionals from various groups and will explore the stakeholder interactions in the
experimental platforms of Espoo Innovation Garden. They provide an opportunity for
relevant stakeholders to put forward their perspectives and discuss the ways in which a more
effective co-creation evolves in Espoo Innovation Garden Living Lab projects. The
workshops will lead to the production of reports and policy recommendations as well as the
designofa‘motivation and processtoolkit’forusers, and other stakeholders.
The workshops will be audio recorded and transcribed. We might quote extracts from
them in our project publications but we will take great care to anonymise all our data. This
means that, unless you explicitly request otherwise, your taking part will be kept
confidential.
The rest of this invitation provides further information about the project and the
stakeholder workshops. You can also contact veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk if you have
anyqueries.

What is the SHE Theory project about?
The SHE Theory seeks to promote interactive stakeholder engagement in a real-life
in-situ setting. We live in an age of innovation boom era, data collection, analysis and
continued processing at different angles and fields. Different service or product-based cocreations appear and come to existance, which increasingly use stakeholder involvement
and engagement but in different phases and levels. As stated earlier, whilst this can create
an un-identified motivation-based co-creation either helping us as users or stakeholders
with other roles than users and might find those bits that are most relevant to us, as users. As
this report already highlighted it: How can we be sure that they are planned, implemented
and operating in our best interests? Are stakeholder roles defined relevantly? How can we
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judge – no matter which stakeholder role we represent – the feasibility and relevance of
the living lab that should heavily rely on effective stakeholder engagement planning and
involvement to be able to effectively operate at its best mission?
As part of a potential co-joint project we are running a series of stakeholder engagement
activities, combining workshops with Espooo Innovation Garden and Urban Mill in Espoo,
Finland. As a joint-cooperation, we invite stakeholders from academia, education,
government/regulatory oversight organisations, civil society organisations, media,
industry and entrepreneurs to join us in exploring objectives and seek for answers on
raised questions at an on-site in-situ platrofm. The activities will take place in Espoo
Innovation Garden, in Espoo Finland in the Fall of 2019 and will seek to identify relevant
perspectives and concerns as well as provide feedback on our project activities. They will also
produce:
1.
a set of design recommendations for more effective stakeholder;
2.
a ‘motivation factor toolkit’ consisting of co-designed tools for stakeholders
to understand Living Lab enviroments and their processes
3.
a ‘process toolkit’

What does participation as a stakeholder involve?
We invite each participant to take part in a series of workshops– likely to be between 2 – 4
session in 2 days. We understand that it might be difficult for the same individual to attend
each time, so alternatively we hope that each participating organisation will send a
representative to each workshop session. This will help us to ensure continuity across
sessions. Participantswillbeaskedto:
- participate fully in the workshop discussions. These will be audio recorded but we will
take care to anonymise potentially identifying details (such as individual names and names
of organisations) in all project outputs and publications.
- complete brief questionnaires to provide feedback on summary reports after each
workshop sub-session (reports will be no more than 4 pages long). This will help us to
ensure we represent all views accurately.
- contribute to the production of policy and design recommendations and the codesign of the ‘motivation and process toolkit’ through input provided both within the
workshop sessions and after sessions, as necessary.
The workshops form a central part of our project. We hope that our participants will
find them interesting and enjoy having an opportunity to put forward their professional
perspectives and to shape our policy recommendations and other outputs. The workshops
also provide an opportunity for participants to network with others in relevant fields.
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Where, when and how will the workshop discussions take place?
Where: The workshops will generally take place in Espoo, Finland. We will select
locations that best suit the majority of participants. It may be possible for stakeholders to
participate through tele-conferencing (eg. Joint-Zoom, Skype).
When: The workshops will take place in the Fall 2019, with the set date to be
determined in coordination with participants and with Espoo Innovation Garden and
Urban Mill, Finland.
How: We are seeking participants from a range of stakeholder groups - academia,
education, government/regulatory oversight organisations, civil society organisations,
media, industry and entrepreneurs.
No formal preparation will be necessary but in case participants would like to think
through the issues involved beforehand, we will email round the main topics to be discussed
at least a week before each event takes place.

Privacy/confidentiality and data protection
The research explores stakeholder engagement and the processes by which
stakeholders are involved in the development of urban living laboratory (ULL) projects at
city level.
The research uses expert interviews, stakeholder questionnaires and
stakeholder workshops in order to understand how urban living laboratory development
planners and co-creators think about stakeholder engagement, how they undertake it, and
what barriers exist in this process during planning and implementation phases.
Participants are asked to take part in this research based on their expertise in the
field and their involvement as stakeholders of Espoo Innovation Garden.
Data collected for this research are confidential and anonymous: no personally
identifiable details are collected.
To enable the record participant views accurately, there will be a video recorder
used from the start to the end of the workshop. The recording is purely for the purpose of
gathering participant views for this research and will not be made public. Participant
permission for this is sought through the Participation Consent Form before recording.
Participants have the right to refuse permission to record without giving a reason.
The results of the research will be used to produce a written report as part of the
PhD research as well as academic papers, publications jointly produced with Espoo
Innovation Garden, Espoo, Finland and Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK.
Participants will receive a copy of the summary written report. Any data to be reported
(including quotes) will be anonymised, so no quotes participants give will be traceable to
the participant. All workshop participants will receive a copy of the final research report.
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Post-workshop questionnaire
Stakeholder Engagement in ULLs
This questionnaire forms the final part of the first multi-stakeholder engagement
workshop series project.
The purpose of this short questionnaire is to allow individuals to reflect on issues
and their perspectives surrounding stakeholder engagement in urban experimental
platforms, given their participation and discussion in the workshop.
Question 1: What did you find most useful about the workshop? Did you learn anything
new about current concerns around stakeholder engagement in urban platforms?

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 2: Has your perspective on stakeholder engagement been altered by the
workshop? Please elaborate on your answer.

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 3: Which case study were you involved in discussing?

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 4: If you were given the opportunity to resolve the problematic issue that
were discussed in relation to your case study, how would you go about this? (you can
imagine a hypothetical situation where there are no limitations to the solutions you are
able to offer)

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
If youwouldlikemoreinformationabout the SHE Theory Project, please visit our
website: www.shetheoryinulls.com
You can alsocontact Veronika Torma at veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk if you have
any further questions about the project or the stakeholder workshop series.

CO-CREATING INNOVATION: SCALING UP FROM LOCAL TO GLOBAL
17

282

Appendix 13 - Screenshot of OLLD 2019 Day 1 Workshop Programme
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Appendix 14 - OLLD19 One-to-one meeting website
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Appendix 15 - Post-workshop feedback form

Post-workshop feedback form
Stakeholder Engagement in ULLs
This forms the final part of the first multi-stakeholder engagement
workshop series project.
The purpose of this short questionnaire is to allow individuals to reflect on issues
and their perspectives surrounding stakeholder engagement in urban experimental
platforms, given their participation and discussion in the workshop.
Question 1: What did you find most useful about the workshop? Did you learn anything
new about current concerns around stakeholder engagement in urban platforms?

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 2: Has your perspective on stakeholder engagement been altered by the
workshop? Please elaborate on your answer.

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 3: Which case study were you involved in discussing?

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………
Question 4: If you were given the opportunity to resolve the problematic issue that
were discussed in relation to your case study, how would you go about this? (you can
imagine a hypothetical situation where there are no limitations to the solutions you are
able to offer)

……………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.
If youwouldlikemoreinformationabout the SHE Theory Project, please visit our
website: www.shetheoryinulls.com
You can alsocontact Veronika Torma at veronika.torma@pgr.anglia.ac.uk if you have
any further questions about the project or the stakeholder workshop series.
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