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Abstract: Citizens and urban policy makers are experimenting with collaborative ways to tackle
wicked urban issues, such as today’s sustainability challenges. In this article, we consider one
particular way of collaboration in an experimental setting: Urban Living Labs (ULLs). ULLs are
understood as spatially embedded sites for the co-creation of knowledge and solutions by
conducting local experiments. As such, ULLs are supposed to offer an arena for reflexive, adaptive,
and multi-actor learning environments, where new practices of self-organization and novel (infra-)
structures can be tested within their real-world context. Yet, it remains understudied how the
co-creation of knowledge and practices actually takes place within ULLs, and how co-creation
unfolds their impacts. Hence, this paper focuses on co-creation dynamics in urban living labs,
its associated learning and knowledge generation, and how these possibly contribute to urban
sustainability transitions. We analyzed empirical data from a series of in-depth interviews and were
actively involved with ULLs in the Rotterdam-The Hague region in the Netherlands. Our findings
show five distinct types of co-creation elements that relate to specific dynamics of participation,
facilitation, and organization. We conclude with a discussion on the ambivalent role of contextualized
knowledge and the implications for sustainability transitions.

Keywords: sustainability transitions; urban innovation; participatory design and planning practices;
co-creation; experimentation; Rotterdam

1. Introduction

Nowadays, citizens and urban policy makers are experimenting with new collaborative
approaches to tackle persistent urban issues, such as climate change adaptation, quality of life,
and urban inequalities [1,2]. Regular policy-centric approaches fail to address the root causes of
such complex persistent problems; practices in the existing urban regimes are not able to give answers
to the new demands and needs arising from these problems. Hence, new approaches are explored
that help to ensure that the city is and remains a healthy place to live, providing a high quality of
life, without depleting natural resources. In search for more effective action plans, citizens, public
institutions, private sector, and knowledge institutions are increasingly teaming up in formal and
informal networks. Such networks address various urban development topics, aimed at weaving
different types of knowledge together while differing in their socio-spatial contexts and respective
purposes. The emergence of these new urban networks is driven by two major trends. On the one hand,
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for decades, public bodies have been opening up towards different participation practices, described
as governance through communities, ‘third way’ approaches [3], public-private-partnerships [4],
or public-private-people partnerships [5]. On the other hand, the various urban actors outside the
government have become more vocal and assertive. They do not only want to contribute to tackling
social problems, but also expect and demand to be heard and take action themselves if they are
dissatisfied with policy responses. In many cases, citizens, social entrepreneurs, and other societal
actors do not wait for help or consensus of public bodies, but they take matters into their own hands
and act. These emerging societal responses to urban challenges are characterized by the engagement of
various public, knowledge, and non-governmental organizations, and citizens and social movements
directly, and offer potentially effective and fruitful contexts for the development and implementation
of products, services, plans, or policies [6]. Several examples of urban activism are arising around the
world, as illustrated in the contexts of urban regeneration, do-it-yourself urbanism, public space and
housing [7,8], place-making [9], and civic ecology practices [10].

The strong need for collaboration across institutional boundaries is highlighted by the actors’
willingness to combine different types of knowledge to better deal with complex issues, exploring
visions, possibilities, and finding agreements between the different parties involved [11,12]. However,
urban actors from different societal domains and sectors still do not necessarily meet, understand
each other, or cooperate immediately. They often engage only with those actors from their own social
networks, professional backgrounds, institutional settings, or spatial contexts. These social and spatial
disconnections have been identified as a key barrier to new collaborative forms of developing urban
futures. Some scholars state that suitable spaces and transition arenas for collaborative forms of urban
governance are required, where the connections among actors can be established and the boundaries
between sectors, interests, and contexts are subject to further exploration [13,14]. An emerging form of
such arenas are the Living Labs in cities [15], also known as Urban Living Labs (ULLs).

ULLs currently proliferate across European cities, and they are claimed to be a particular form
of spatially embedded sites for learning, as well as for the co-creation of knowledge, products,
technologies, and service innovations in local experiments [16]. Experimenting in urban laboratories is
seen as an instrument for urban and territorial innovation, being able to offer space for adaptive and
multi-actor learning environments. Within this real-world context, new practices of self-organization
and (infra-) structures can be tested [17–19]. Moreover, ULLs are intended to promote the collaboration
between a variety of actors and, with their experimental sites, are also considered to have value for
long-term sustainability transitions [20]. Despite recent theoretical and empirical explorations of the
ULL concept, some aspects are still understudied, such as its theoretical underpinning, the mechanisms
and procedures of ULLs to facilitate effective interventions that create impact in cities and beyond,
as well as their potential to become co-creative transformative arenas. More precisely, the role and
characteristics of co-creation, as an inherent element of these three understudied issues, needs more
attention. Hence, this paper addresses the essential role of co-creation in ULLs as multi-actor processes
of developing and experimenting with new strategies, agendas, and actions towards sustainable cities.
First, the paper unravels five elements that characterize co-creation and illustrates them by examining
six different real-life cases of ULLs. The goal is to reflect upon co-creation and the related issues
within ULLs, and to better understand how they can potentially be effective instruments and become
mechanisms for systemic and institutional change.

We will continue this introduction with a literature review on ULLs and co-creation, combining
different domains and disciplines. Section 2 presents our methodological approach and the empirical
data of six different ULLs that were studied in the Rotterdam-The Hague region, in The Netherlands.
Section 3 presents the analysis of the data in relation to the co-creation dynamics presented in Section 2.
Section 4 highlight crucial points of reflection and identify directions for future research.
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1.1. The Concept of (Urban) Living Labs

Over the last years, several scholars have been active in identifying the potential and the
challenges of Urban Living Labs (ULLs) [18,21]. ULLs [22] have been understood as geographically
embedded, context-driven environments, in which user-centered research and development activities
are carried out in an open innovation ecosystem, with the aim of experimenting and learning based on
multi-stakeholder partnerships that are framed within a specific socio-spatial boundary (e.g., a city
or a neighborhood context) [14,20]. ULLs can be both collaborations settled with the purpose of
experimentation, as well as collaborations arising from new forms of urban insurgent activism
(i.e., social entrepreneurs, civic volunteers, grass roots initiatives).

The concept of ULLs is derived from the broader Living Labs concept. Living Labs were designed
to open up the innovation process, mainly within the corporate sector, to involve other actors. The focus
of these early Living Labs was on how end users experience products and services in their daily life
context. Their aim was to make their design a user-centric process, as opposed to a product-centric
process. Living Labs emerged from a need for new methods, as well as new settings, that allowed
further integration of the work of some frontrunners; those that were exploring open innovation
theory [23], the ‘prosumer’ concept as a key actor of the markets in the Web 2.0 era [24], and the
‘lead users paradigm’ [25]. The idea of Living Labs was originally developed at the end of the
1990s at the MIT Media Lab by computer science scholars. The concept complemented user-driven,
human-centered, and participatory approaches to design challenges. For example, Living Labs were
employed for exploring human-computer interactions in the implementation of technologies based
on the involvement of users (firms, organizations, and consumers) in the design process. These early
applications of the concept stimulated a variety of reviews of the different design methodologies used
within Living Labs [26–28].

Nowadays, several definitions of the concept of Living Labs exist, but commonly they are
understood as using several methodologies and tools aimed at the co-creation of innovative solutions
(i.e., products and services) in real world environments with users, who meet in real life contexts and
share experiences, while envisioning their own future [27,29]. Often the concept of Living Labs refers
to a “multi-stakeholder platform as a (voluntary or statutory) body, comprising different stakeholders,
who perceive the same problem, realize their own respective interdependencies, and come together
to agree on the best action strategies for solving it” [30] (p. 133). Living Labs consider people not
only as users or consumers in a narrow sense, but as direct contributors to or co-creators in an
innovation process. The aim is to move from Triple Helix [31] to the Quadruple Helix [32] co-creation,
where public and knowledge institutions collaborate not only with private bodies, but also with civil
society to innovate services and products. The actors within Living Labs test innovative solutions
on a daily basis, allowing for observation of innovation processes in self-organized [33] real-world
environments where people play different roles. Some authors focus on the role of different actors in
co-creation processes to identify different types of Labs, referring to the principal promoter or to the
most active participant [27].

Svensson et al. [34], in line with the European Network of Living Labs (ENOLL), consider a
Living Lab not only as a methodology, but also as an organization, an environment, a system in itself,
where innovation might take place. Recently, the concept of Living Labs is expanding, from research
contexts at knowledge institutions or in private sector research and development, towards complex
socio-spatial contexts [24]. The recent attention for Living Labs in urban environments comes from the
fact that within Living Labs, collaboration happens in a real-life setting and expected outcomes (e.g.,
products, processes, learning) are emerging within the participants’ daily life. In this sense, they are
considered potential triggers of innovation in urban environments. It has been demonstrated that
Urban Living Labs contribute significantly to the production of local knowledge in relation to the
development of relational capital [35], which is of importance for experimentation with new practices,
relationships, and governance arrangements. Hence, ULLs stimulate processes of reflection and
questioning, triggered by “experimentations [that] may induce changes in individual and collective
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mental models, transforming the feedback and results of the trials into sources of behavioral change
and learning for systemic change” [36] (p. 761). In this way, ULLs may create changes that are valuable
for a group of people and pressure existing regimes, but it is not yet demonstrated how and if they
contribute to changing the overall system. Mulder and Stappers [24] pointed out that Living Labs
could make far better use of the promised ecological validity of a community-driven innovation
approach. This is especially relevant for the understanding of ULLs. However, research that describes
actual co-creation practices in ULLs is still hard to find, even though scholars do address this issue and
mention co-creation as a typical value of ULLs.

For Bergvall-Kareborn and Stahlbrost [37], co-creating sustainable values is the aim of a Living
Lab. They regard it as a user-centric innovation milieu built on every-day practices and research that
facilitates interaction, engaging all relevant partners in real-life contexts. Here, co-creation is not only
a methodology to achieve (product, service, or process) innovation, but a way to create values that
are shared between participants. Hence, (Urban) Living Labs are not only places where people come
together that share the same values, but also a means for the co-creation of shared values [38] that
might activate innovation and broader systemic change. Due to the complexity arising from the social
infrastructure within different multi-helix consortia, different co-creation dynamics emerge, which we
will describe in this article based on observations made in ULL in Rotterdam, The Netherlands.
This introduction continues with an exploration of the term co-creation and its key elements.

1.2. The Concept of Co-Creation

A widely accepted generic and literal definition of co-creation is ‘making something together’.
However, when the term is specified in more detail, a common conceptual agreement is not
apparent [39]. The understandings range from a business and customer centric logic [40,41], focused
on mutual value creation through specific interactions, to a focus on creating partnerships in public
service delivery with citizens [42] as well as relations of joint responsibility [43]. Considering the
context in which this research is done, the latter direction seems more fitting. However, the body of
literature coming from the field of business and marketing has produced a variety of methods and
understanding of co-creation that are equally valuable. Hence, both bodies of literature are taken into
account in this section.

Nowadays, co-creation has become an almost ‘magical concept’ [44] that is assumed to be able
to achieve a variety of positive effects. It is said to be able to reform the public sector [42] to enable
creativity and stimulate innovative solutions [45–48], as well as to make change processes more effective
and meaningful [49,50]. Co-creation is currently used in several sectors, such as urban and regional
planning, public management, transition studies, design, and innovation. Given this diversity of
application contexts, there is a differentiated understanding of the constituting elements of co-creation
and a need to find appropriate ways of how to study their dynamics in practice. In this section,
we identify five common elements of co-creation based on a review of the comprehensive literature on
the subject. These are (1) the purpose of the co-creation; (2) formal and informal co-creation; (3) the
ownership of the co-creation process; (4) the motivation and incentives for co-creation; and (5) the
places/spaces of co-creation.

The first element of co-creation described in the literature is the purpose of the co-creation.
In the urban planning domain, already described in Friedman [51], participation (or co-creation)
and empowerment became goals to be attained, rather than methods to be used [6]. According
to communicative planning perspectives, participation is at the roots of planning [52–55]. To plan,
according to this view, is to communicate, argue, debate, and engage in discourse for the purpose
of aligning attention and defining the possibilities for action [12]. Co-creation can have two distinct
goals here. The primary purpose of the co-creation can be making together [56], a situation where
people work together towards a goal or output of a product, service, or process innovation. Or it can
be learning together, a situation where people collaborate towards building knowledge, learn from one
another, and create networks between people. Frequently, both goals are sought after simultaneously,
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though often one of them prevails. In addition, the innovation subject of making or learning can vary.
The innovation spectrum is categorized by different levels in various fields. In systems engineering,
often four levels are identified: The system, subsystems, element, and component [57]. In the context of
the Transition management framework, it is distinguished between the landscape, system innovations,
process innovations, and product innovations [58]. In the design domain, the levels can be referred
to as the societal system, socio-technical system, product-service system, and product-technology
system [57]. When making is the primary purpose, often a specific innovation goal or output is
sought after. In the service marketing or product development literature, this is also referred to as the
envisioned value creation. In the case of learning as the primary purpose, co-creation is more focused
on creating knowledge and innovation and changes on the levels of the socio-technical or societal
system. This can be connected to the purpose of the co-creation being participation itself. However,
the link between knowledge production and learning, as well as the link between the purpose of ULLs
and their effects on the different systems, is not obvious and needs to be explored in practice.

Second, the literature describes forms of formal and informal co-creation. This is also related to
the intensity of engagement: Heavily engaged versus short-term engaged [59]. Formal co-creation
refers to processes that are deliberately set up by the initiator(s), which can be one stakeholder
or a group of stakeholders. Such co-creation processes are characterized by defined procedural
steps, timing, participants, and audiences. This also encompasses the often-discussed selected or
non-selected forms of participation. With formal co-creation, the participants are often selected, since
it considers specific people (e.g., lead-users, frontrunners) valuable for co-creation activities [60,61].
On the other hand, informal co-creation refers to processes of collaboration that emerge out of shared
goals or the necessity to work together. These can, but do not necessarily have to, turn into formal
co-creation processes. Selecting participants requires extra effort to identify and invite the right
people, and is challenged with questions of broader legitimacy [62]. Informal co-creation processes
are often characterized by less official planning, non-selected participation, short-term engagement,
as well as practices and rules that unfold over time. Non-selected participation considers everyone
as potential valuable participants [63,64]. It requires less efforts of identifying and selection, because
broad samples of stakeholders can be addressed. However, it can be challenged with change-averse
perspectives and legitimacy resistance [65]. Additionally, there is often a greater need to find stimuli
to motivate participants to contribute and to be involved, since they are not specifically selected for
certain motivations, ideas, or shared values [66,67]. In the urban context, this relates to the city as a
complex system that reaches a level of internal organization that is always (with different degrees)
beyond people’s direct control [68]. It has emergent and unintentional characteristics that are the
result of processes of self-organization [69,70]. Hence, those self-organization processes might give
rise to interactions and co-creation process that are not the result of planned procedures, but the
result of unplanned action. Therefore, co-creation in cities will always consist of a certain degree
of informality [71].

The third element of co-creation is the ownership of the co-creation process. Conducting processes
of co-creation requires specific skills, such as defining different roles, stepping in and stepping out of
these roles and processes, and providing the right tools at the right moment to the right people [72].
Depending on who is providing these roles, the co-creation process will differ in set-up and thus has
consequences for the practices. If there is a clear initiator group, this group will probably dominate the
practices and rules of the co-creation process. If the group of initiators wants to open up the procedure
to a broader group, to share ownership, more deliberation is needed along the way to create consensus
on how co-creation will be practiced [73,74]. This requires additional co-creative steps in which it is
discussed how each and every one envisions the co-creation, as well as more time for aligning the
views of the different participants.

Fourth, is the element of motivations and incentives for co-creation. Co-creation processes
involve several types of costs (i.e., time, monetary investments, management etc.). To be engaged in
such processes, individuals compare these costs to the benefits they get in return [75]. Participants’
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motivation to engage relates to their goals, resources, and expectations of the value of the outcomes [76].
This includes motivations beyond the monetary ones [77]; social, cultural, technical, and psychological
factors also all play a role [78]. One common distinction in motivations is between intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation [76]. Intrinsic motivation refers to the motivation to engage in an activity primarily for
people’s own sake, without obvious external stimuli. In contrast, extrinsic motivation is activated by
the intention of obtaining a desired outcome or avoiding an undesired one. It is associated with external
incentives, such as monetary compensation, or recognition by others, separate from the activity itself.
In co-creation processes, incentives can be very concrete and clear for all parties, but there are also
situations where the benefits are less tangible, unclear, or not equal for all participants. In the policy
making arena, this is acknowledged as plurality of interests. When the interests or benefits (especially
the extrinsically motivated ones) are characterized by plurality, it might be difficult to motivate those
groups of people for whom the benefits are less clear. For example, when co-creation is practiced as a
form of feedback or test situation, when there is no shared ownership, or no direct apparent change for
all participants. In these cases, it is not uncommon that the initiator (often a firm or government actor)
provides a compensation, discount, or offering to lower the threshold for participation [79].

Fifth, is the element of spaces and places for co-creation. Co-creation does not take place in a
vacuum, but always occurs within socio-spatial contexts. Hence, this element closely connects to
the literature on place-based innovation. The concept of place-based innovation is related to the
development of industrial clusters and districts, as well as to the literature on regional development
and policy innovation [80,81]. The connection between innovation and its spaces became a case for
the analysis of the specific conditions for innovation to appear. In the studied cases, proximity is
the relevant condition that facilitate the interaction and access between actors that bring innovative
ideas and resources [82]. However, spaces and places are also catalysts of interactive learning and
innovation [83]. Place-based innovation is claimed to lead to “the wide adoption of ideas developed as
resources and behavioral guidelines by and from situated communities of innovation” [84] (p. 2194).
Creating the physical (and mental) spaces for learning and experimenting is a necessary condition
for fundamental change [85]. Spaces and places facilitate visionary collaborations for making and
learning together through co-creation practices [86]. They enable collaborating actors to systematically
and deliberately explore solutions across sectorial boundaries. Moreover, they constitute interventions
within socio-spatial contexts themselves. Spaces and places of co-creation are found to affect their
socio-spatial environment, e.g., by providing meeting places, creating visibility for local sustainability
issues [87], or by becoming “vehicles for innovation in urban planning processes” [88] (p. 89).

To conclude, taken together, these five elements influence the overall dynamics that are associated
with co-creation. The five individual elements do not completely stand alone, they interact, relate,
and influence each other. They should be regarded as a basis for understanding co-creation in practice,
as will be done in this paper for the specific case of ULLs. In the next section, our methodological
approach and empirical data are presented.

2. Research Context and Method

The context of this research is the city of Rotterdam, the second largest city in the Netherlands.
To promote experimentations within the city, the Rotterdam local government has taken various
actions, while following broader European policy directions and funding schemes [22].

For example, the last coalition agreement within the municipal cabinet [89] promotes
experimentation as a valuable strategy to enhance participation and to stimulate innovation in
policy-making towards (social) sustainability. The contextual conditions allow several Urban Living
Labs to emerge, being active in different domains and on various topics [90]. Within six of these
ULLs operating in the city, the elements of co-creation were studied. The six ULLS were selected for
representing a richness and complexity of the context (as they are dealing with a variety of urban issues),
while maintaining a manageable amount of cases allowing a significant analysis of the co-creation
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elements. In addition, the selection of these ULLs is based on representing different dynamics of the
five elements of co-creation.

A series of in-depth, semi-structured interviews was conducted with key stakeholders of the
five selected ULLs. The sixth ULL was studied through active participation of one of the authors
(P.M. Karré); he is one of the coordinators of the urban knowledge lab ‘Kenniswerkplaats Leefbare
Wijken’. The interviewees were representatives of different societal domains: Civil society (n = 5),
social enterprises (n = 3), knowledge institutes (n = 2), and civil servants (n = 4). The interviews
were carried out in Rotterdam between December 2016 and May 2017, and were structured around
five main topics: (1) The objectives and motivations of the Lab; (2) the type of collaboration and
participation taking place; (3) the main challenges that they had/have; (4) problems and resistance
that they had/have; and (5) their relation with the physical and social environment. The interviews
lasted between 45 and 90 min each. All interviews were recorded with consent of the interviewees and
fully transcribed for further data analysis. Data was then analyzed with a mixed method approach
that included the primary data sources from the transcribed interviews and secondary data provided
for the Labs. The analysis of the data focused on the five elements for characterizing co-creation. First,
the authors collected quotes from the interviews in relation to the five elements of co-creation. Then,
they described each ULL in relation to the five selected elements. Afterwards, a comparative analysis
of these descriptions was developed in relation to each element of co-creation. The existing dynamics
of collaboration in the ULL were decoded, as well as the issues and challenges related to them.

2.1. The Case Studies

Following, we describe the six selected ULLs (See Figure 1) according to their set-up, process, and
timeline of their development, as well as the main theme they refer to and the problem they respond
to. After that, we will describe the results of the analysis of the co-creation elements within these six
selected ULLs.
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2.1.1. Kenniswerkplaats Leefbare Wijken

The Urban Knowledge Lab (a literal translation of the Dutch word kenniswerkplaats) was
established in 2012 as part of a strategic partnership between Erasmus University Rotterdam (EUR)
and the municipality of Rotterdam. The lab acts as a knowledge broker between municipality and
university and works through the co-creation of knowledge with real-life problems as a starting point.
Its aim is to help the municipality to develop evidence-based policy concerning quality of life issues in
urban neighborhoods (i.e., social cohesion in ethnically diverse residential areas, new ways to tackle
crime). The Kenniswerkplaats is run by a steering committee, formed by representatives of both
municipality and university that sets the research agenda of the lab. They are supported by a program
committee, a broader group of civil servants from various municipal departments, and researchers
from various academic disciplines.

2.1.2. Marconia

Marconia is a cooperative that is located on a 30,000 m2 old marshalling yard close to a harbor area
of Rotterdam. In 2013, a small group of pioneers and entrepreneurs developed a plan to set up a lab for
experimenting on this piece of land; experimenting for different social, as well as urban, development
structures for public use. The municipality apportioned the terrain to the cooperative for a period of
10 years. The cooperative then called out to individuals or groups of entrepreneurs, civil servants,
knowledge institutes, and citizens (the whole quadruple helix) to come and experiment on this rugged
piece of land: To use it as a test bed, to build structures, and to inspire for future developments in the
whole of the Netherlands.

2.1.3. Zorgvrijstaat

Zorgvrijstaat is an association that aims to give health assistance, mainly psychological and
psychiatric, based on neighborhood structures. The association was founded in 2013 in response to a
public reform of the health system that shifted the management of health services from national to local
provinces and city councils. The association was founded by a core team of four health professionals
that slowly grew. Now, the association collaborates with many professionals active in psychiatric
and psychological assistance, but most of them participate in informal ways. They collaborate with
knowledge institutes that study the innovation of psychiatric systems and practice. Additionally,
the core team tried to officially involve some private insurance companies, but failed. They also work
with a selection of people at the political level and some local civil servants, but this is mainly on a
voluntary or informal basis.

2.1.4. Concept House Village Lab

Concept House Village Lab operates as a test-bed for sustainable building technologies and
innovative approaches to building retrofitting in the area of Heijplaat in Rotterdam. This Lab is a
place where innovative houses, products, and systems are tested together with and by the (temporary)
occupants, while experimenting with new approaches of urban development. The occupant is seen
as key in co-designing the neighborhood development and using the technologies in the prototype
houses. The Lab tests and experiments with concept houses, which incorporates the full sustainable
building construction and demolition cycle, within mixed-use neighborhood settings. Two universities,
the building industry, branch organizations, the local community, and the municipality of Rotterdam
joined into the Lab in order to construct and experience newly built prototype houses, and to learn
about new ways of renovating some of the existing houses. The lab emphasizes the role of shared
(lab-based) education and research to become a platform for sharing and speeding up innovations in
the sustainable building sector.
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2.1.5. Mooi Mooier Middelland

In the neighborhood of Middelland, a group of citizens actively criticized the policy (specifically
safety regulations) that the local government carried and developed for their neighborhood. This group
of activists challenged the municipality and a new approach was sought that would be a co-creative
development between all stakeholders in the neighborhood. This resulted in Mooi Mooier Middelland:
An experiment with co-creation between citizens and the municipality, financed with seven million
euros for a period of three years. The goal of the program is to improve the quality of living,
through physical improvements of public places and spaces, as well as building social structures
in the neighborhood. The program operates with specific working groups on different topics, including
both citizens and entrepreneurs in the area, as well as civil servants. Later in the process, a knowledge
institute was also involved to perform an intermediate evaluation.

2.1.6. Blue City Lab

Blue City Lab is a Lab located at an iconic site, an abandoned swimming pool in the city
of Rotterdam, since 2015. The building now functions as a platform for co-creation, events,
and experiments with blue and circular economy initiatives. The lab activities emerged from the
engagement of several start-up entrepreneurs that were testing new approaches to reuse food waste.
The iconic building acted as a beneficial platform to leverage and engage other start-ups that were
testing new approaches to reduce and reuse different types of waste. The building itself is now
a symbol that promotes the circular and blue economy within the city, aiming to create a broader
network of circular economy startups. The re-use of such an iconic building was possible thanks to a
philanthropist investor who purchased it in 2015 and made it available for startups active on circular
economy issues.

3. Results

In the following paragraphs, the results of the comparative analysis carried out by the authors are
described using the five elements of co-creation described by the literature as conceptual lenses.

3.1. Purpose of the Co-Creation

The six Labs show clear differences in their purpose of value creation or innovation. Figure 2
shows the six ULLs mapped according to their innovation purpose. The purpose of some of the Labs is
more focused on learning together (Kenniswerkplaats, Zorgvrijstaat, and to some extent Mooi Mooier
Middelland and Blue City Lab), here the value creation is more focused on innovation of the societal
systems. These learning and knowledge development processes generate different values across
the case examples. For example, learning can be a means to acquire credibility and to demonstrate
that an alternative model is sustainable and feasible (Zorgvrijstaat); a means to expand research and
education networks (Concept House Village); or the purpose for which the stakeholders come together
(Kenniswerkplaats). Finally, it can be the way to include new actors within the cooperative, and also to
reach the people and institution that could help to improve the experiments and to reduce bureaucratic
issues in the future (Marconia, Mooi Mooier Middelland, and Blue City Lab). In other Labs, the value
creation is more focused on creating product and technology systems, here the purpose of co-creation
is primarily making together (Blue City Lab, Concept House Village, Marconia, and to some extent
Mooi Mooier Middelland).
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3.2. Formal and Informal Co-Creation

For all the ULLs taken into consideration, participation takes place in both formal and informal
ways, but to different extends. We identify different forms of formal and informal co-creation between
three types of groups involved: The core group, the inner circle, and the outer circle (from left to right in
Figure 3). Within the core-group, which are mostly the initiators, co-creation is usually formalized and
settled by legal responsibilities in relation to the particular Lab. Second is the ‘inner circle’, represented
by the devoted people around the core-group, where semi-formalized forms of co-creation take place.
For some of the Labs, the formal co-creation between the core group and the inner circle are at the
core of their co-creation practices (Concept House Village, Kenniswerkplaats, Blue City Lab). People
from the inner circle are selected and non-selected, but often formally invited by the core-group as
users, experts, or entrepreneurs in different kind of settings, such as tenant, part of an advice group,
or participants in a workshops (lead-users, as Von Hippel [60] would call them). The people who
operate in the inner circle take an active role within the organization, but do not always have specific
legal and formal responsibilities or direct influence on the Lab’s strategy. Third, there is the outer circle,
with whom mostly informal co-creation takes place. This outer circle consists of people that are not
strongly nor officially connected to the ULL. This informal co-creation often takes place when the core
group tries to involve people from the ‘outer circle’, and to increase the participation of the outside
community (Marconia, Blue City Lab) or between all three groups of people (Zorgvrijsaat, Mooi Mooier
Middeland). These informal ways of co-creation take place when people visit the Labs (not necessary
on a regular basis), when people participate in the open events organized by the Labs, or through
people of different institutions that played a role in the rise or survival of the experiment. Co-creation
in this form can be considered more passive. However, for many of the Labs, these events and the
people that attend are crucial in expanding their ‘inner circle’ and forms of more formal co-creation
(Marconia, Mooi Mooier Middelland, Zorgvrijstaat, Blue City Lab). However, the results also show
that for some of the labs, the target and effort of the co-creation with the outer circle and the actual
co-creation taking place with the outer circle was not matching (see Figure 3).
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3.3. The Ownership of Co-Creation Process

In the different Labs, the initial ownership of the core-group always has a strong influence on the
co-creation. However, it can be seen that for some Labs, the ownership of co-creation processes beyond
the core-group did not extend as much. In some Labs, it is seen that the ownership of the process
mostly lies with the core group of initiators (Kenniswerkplaats, Concept House Village), and the other
two groups are invited or only informed about the process. In other Labs, it is seen that there is a
small core group of visionary leaders (Blue City Lab, Zorgvrijstaat, Marconia) that aim to inspire and
work to get an inner circle of people around them with the same vision. Often the focus is on getting
more people to join the inner circle and work towards the shared vision, sharing and opening up
the ownership. Here, it is seen that the vision-forming of the initiators and having a strong shared
idea of the future is crucial for co-creation without too much struggle. For other Labs, the focus of
the initiators is also to get the group of outer circle people into the co-creation process (Mooi Mooier
Middelland, Marconia most prominently, but also Concept House Village and Zorgvrijstaat). Here,
the ownership is not transferred or shared beyond the core-group, sometimes despite the efforts of
the core-group.

3.4. Motivations and Incentives for Co-Creation

The motivations and incentives for co-creation are closely related to the purpose of the co-creation.
This study shows that for the ULLs that are more concerned with societal systems (Kenniswerkplaats,
Zorgvrijstaat, and to some extent Mooi Mooier Middelland), the incentive is often a collective one,
with less direct benefits for a single individual, or less valuable without the network of the co-creation
group around. One of the drawbacks is that the benefits and learnings of these Labs are harder to
transfer to other Labs, or extend to larger parts of society. Thus, despite the fact that the outcomes
are often aimed at changing societal systems, it is also hard to actually transfer the benefits of these
learnings to people beyond the co-creation. However, intrinsic motivation for this larger societal and
contextual goal is often a great incentive to join. For the Labs that are more focused on product-service
systems or product-technology systems, (Blue City Lab, Concept House Village, Marconia. and to
some extent Mooi Mooier Middelland), it is seen that there are more direct individual incentives
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for the participants. Here, the participants often work on their own developments or innovation,
but under a shared motivation or innovation umbrella, such as sustainability, circularity, inclusivity, etc.
The different individual results are all beneficial for the individuals producing them. Also, the benefits
of these innovation outcomes are often less context-dependent. The Lab, by providing the umbrella,
makes the individual benefits together stronger. The results of these Labs are often easily transferred
through demonstration and tangible products, possibly extending the motivation to others outside the
co-creation. For most of the studied Labs, the benefits gained by individuals are also highly dependent
on their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, as well as to the commitment to a specific societal or
business goal, and their feeling of fulfilment when contributing to this goal. If their commitment to
these goals is high, the intrinsic motivation might be greater than when their motivation for the goal
is somewhat lower. A sense of fulfillment was often heard as a motivation to start or join a certain
ULL. The incentive of fulfillment is a very subjective outcome, and can be different for each individual
involved in a ULL, despite similar efforts in the co-creation.

3.5. Spaces and Places in Co-Creation

The Labs that make use of existing urban buildings and constructions actively shape the place’s
meaning and the socio-spatial context with the activities that they are running, both at the prominent
site and beyond. For example, Blue City makes use of an urban artifact, which is an old swimming
pool, to establish a symbolic locality of innovation. Becoming a place where innovation manifests
within a specific neighborhood is triggering the rise of new narratives about the place itself, and also
about the neighborhood. Both this Lab, and the ones that develop new buildings (Concept House
Village, Marconia), actively promote the collective benefits from the Lab activities for their respective
neighborhoods. The Lab’s activities create visibility and intend to motivate more actors to learn
about co-creation within such contexts. Those Labs that do not have a fixed building or space (Mooi
Mooier Middelland, Zorgvrijstaat, Kenniswerkplaats) struggle more in creating such place narratives.
The narratives that they do create, at least, are not strictly related to a place, and they are not as
easily recognizable as for the others. This is also causing more difficulties in reaching the outer
circle of co-creation (see Figure 2), and therefore the necessity to invest more time and energy in
engaging activities.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The current study has been conducted to reflect upon the dynamics of co-creation within ULLs
by studying their constituting elements. Five main contributions can be derived that on the one
hand, reflect upon a more fine-grained understanding of co-creation in ULLs as multi-actor processes
of developing and experimenting with new strategies, agendas, and actions towards sustainable
cities; on the other hand, reflect upon the understanding of how ULLs as vehicles for co-creation can
potentially be effective instruments and become mechanisms for systemic and institutional change.

First, employing co-creation within ULLs is not only useful to facilitate discussions with the
purpose of aligning and defining the possibility of action in a decision-making process, as is largely
discussed in urban planning literature [6]. Employing co-creation can also be a means to broaden
collaboration, engagement, and empowerment of citizens [12]. Some of the cases in this work
show that the co-creation processes can be instrumental in reaching strategic goals (see Figure 2),
as well as that citizens’ engagement can become a strategic goal in itself (see Figure 3). In addition,
the above-mentioned purposes of co-creation are not mutually exclusive, and they can be strongly
interlinked, serving one another. They expand the possibilities of producing solutions and common
goods developed through knowledge-processes, while increasing the sense of ownership [59].

Second, there is no clear correlation between a formal or informal set-up of co-creation, and the
involvement of specific groups active across the co-creation layers (core group, inner circle, and outer
circle, see Figure 3). The fact that formal and informal practices of co-creation can be observed within
the studied ULLs confirms that ULLs are open environments [91]. Within ULLs, co-creation practices
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take place in different forms, including fluid forms of engagement that are not necessarily settled ‘a
priori’. In this sense, the three co-creation layers mentioned in this study highlight how the core group
and the inner circle participants are usually engaged in a long-term process, whereas the outer circle
participants are instead aiming for more short-term goals. For an extensive illustration of the dialectic
between the long-term and short-term concepts, we refer to the work by Fisher and colleagues [59].
However, the more formally set-up ULLs did not necessarily lack informal participation and/or
short-term engagement. Some of the more emerging ULLs that focused on more informal and
short-term engagements were often struggling more to establish these practices.

Third, the three groups active in the co-creation layers are hard to engage to the same extent
(see Figure 3). Scholars, in the last years, have been discussing the creative potential in co-creation
dynamics of lead-users’ and frontrunners’ initiatives, as opposed to considering everyone as a potential
participant [63,64]. Referring to this debate, the current study shows that lead-users and frontrunners
are often found in the core group, and to some extent in the inner circle. Individuals in the outer circle
are usually the focus of co-creation that considers everyone to be creative and a potential participant.
However, in the cases studied, this form of co-creation proved difficult to achieve. Intense links,
connections, and co-creation practices are in place when a core group consists of the driving actors of
the co-creation process, who are able to involve either participants from the inner circle, or from the
outer circle. When a combination of the three layers is present in the co-creation, the links between the
three groups are often less strong.

Fourth, the motivations in contributing to co-creation processes are strictly related to the sense
of ownership of the process. How and why individuals participate in the activities taking place
within the three different layers of co-creation (see Figure 3) is indeed connected to the benefits
they can obtain through doing so [75]. In this perspective, our findings highlight a mismatch in the
motivation of the core group participants, compared to the inner circle and the outer circle. It is hard
to transfer and extend the sense of ownership of ULLs beyond the core-groups, because the broader
co-creation practices in ULLs are often non-binding and largely dependent on voluntary efforts. Also,
the motivation or incentive to start a ULL is often linked to a sense of personal fulfillment, which is
not easy to transfer.

Fifth, the spaces and places of co-creation play an important role in stimulating the rise of
co-creation processes. Transforming iconic buildings into symbols of (sustainable) innovation produces
an attractive platform to facilitate co-creation. When a place is directly recognizable as a location where
innovative processes are happening, it attracts a broader audience, which again can trigger further
activities, even beyond the purpose of the ULL and its vision. This creates visibility for the lab and
motivates further actors to learn about co-creation within the lab’s context. The physical artifacts of
the ULL then become a source for inspiration and a site for demonstration, possibly activating others
to also initiate further making. Places of co-creation confirm to be potential drivers for the wider
adoption of ideas developed by situated communities [84]. Yet, particular places of experimenting
do not exclude niches from becoming accelerated or diffused to broader practices in different ways,
since context dependency is not necessarily a barrier to the diffusion of innovation. Innovation can
spread in multiple ways, e.g., by being adopted, translated, and adapted to other contexts. Nowadays,
for example, social media networks play a major role in spreading ideas across networks [92,93].
In fact, diverse factors, besides the territorial context, matter in enabling the emergence of certain niche
innovations [94] in a particular context and across locations.

These five contributions clearly highlight that ULLs themselves proofed to be potentially effective
instruments to bring different actors together in experimenting with new solutions around specific
issues or challenges. ULLs can both provide the platform for municipalities and public bodies to
develop new capacities and skills by working with local actors in a more exploratory, co-creative
manner with citizens, as well as for active citizens to become empowered and to play a larger role
within urban innovation and decision making processes. However, despite the fact that innovations
within ULLs are setup with a particular purpose, they might not necessarily be able to transform the
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existing structures at large. Only under certain conditions can ULLs be considered instruments for
a broader systemic and institutional change. The produced products, services, social connections,
and/or knowledge within a ULL, of course, need to be adopted and shared by communities and
citizens beyond the limited number of people directly involved in the ULL experimentations [95].
Co-creation dynamics may not only occur within a single lab, but also between ULLs. However, in the
cases we studied, this is not apparent, or at least not a common and embedded practice within the city
landscape boundaries.

In conclusion, as potential policy instruments, ULLs should serve as platforms to formulate policy
advice that builds on the knowledge produced and the related learning processes developed during
experimentations. As a consequence, the corresponding strategies and tools that ensure that such
adoption will happen need to be in place. For example, the existence of physical spaces for innovation
increases the visibility of the ULLs [85]. Indeed, the interactions between a ULL and its socio-spatial
context could be further supported by the existence of dedicated spaces and places for co-creation.
Moreover, the exploration of the existing motivation of an individual or a group to take part in a
co-creation process is a crucial point [96] to be explored further by policy makers in order to develop
corresponding incentive schemes aimed at sustaining such practices. Creating a city portfolio of ULLs,
or an urban labs ecosystem, would not only broaden the impact and visibility of each individual lab,
but would also enhance knowledge development and learning across different laboratories. This
could help small experiments develop to a more advanced stage, offering alternatives to existing
structures. Urban policy makers should consider ULLs more strategically as mechanisms for systemic
and institutional change, in order to escape persistent and path-dependent unsustainable urban
development processes. So far, ULLs are mostly seen as locally isolated initiatives, while embedding
ULLs in a more systemic transition strategy would enable the scaling and institutionalization of the
lesson learned. In a next step, they should be considered an effective policy instrument for developing
public support, and practical evidences for desired sustainability transitions. In this perspective, ULLs
could complement a broader range of instruments and approaches that nurture a more open and
inclusive culture of experimentation in future urban development.

Author Contributions: E.P., J.I.J.C.d.K. and T.v.W. conducted and transcribed the interviews, for which they also
co-designed the questionnaire. E.P. and J.I.J.C.d.K conducted the literature review and evaluated the interview
data for the analysis. P.M.K. provided secondary data for the cases of Kenniswerkplaats and supported the analysis
and integration of this data. E.P., J.I.J.C.d.K., T.v.W., P.M.K., I.J.M., and D.A.L. wrote and revised the manuscript.

Acknowledgments: The work done by Ingrid Mulder, Emma Puerari, Jotte de Koning, and Derk Loorbach has
been conducted in the context of the Participatory City Making project, which is granted in the research program
Research through Design with project number 14604, and (partly) financed by the Netherlands Organization for
Scientific Research (NWO) and Taskforce for Applied Research SIA. The consortium partners are Delft University
of Technology (TU Delft), Dutch Research Institute for Transition (DRIFT), Hogeschool Rotterdam, Gemeente
Rotterdam. Timo von Wirth was co-funded in the context of the European research project Governance of Urban
Sustainability Transitions (GUST), financed by the Joint Programming Initiative (JPI) Urban Europe 2015–2017.
We would like to thank the members of the local initiatives, lab representatives, and civil servants from the local
government for their time during the interviews and active participation in the workshops. We would like to
especially thank Karlijn Schipper and Frank van Steenbergen (DRIFT) for their help in conducting some of the
interviews in relation to the Mooi Mooier Middeland case.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The founding sponsors had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and in the
decision to publish the results.

References

1. Loorbach, D.A.; Frantzeskaki, N.; Avelino, F. Sustainability Transitions Research: Transforming Science and
Practice for Societal Change. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2016, 41, 1–35. [CrossRef]

2. Frantzeskaki, N.; Broto, V.C.; Coenen, L.; Loorbach, D.A. (Eds.) Urban Sustainability Transitions:
The Dynamic and Opportunities of Sustainability Transitions in Cities. In Urban Sustainability Transitions;
Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2017; pp. 1–21, ISBN 978-0-415-78418-4.

3. Rose, N. Community, Citizens, and the Third Way. Am. Behav. Sci. 2000, 43, 1394–1411. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102014-021340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00027640021955955


Sustainability 2018, 10, 1893 15 of 18

4. Teisman, G.R.; Klijn, E.-H. Public-Private partnership in the European Union: Officially suspect, embraced
in a daily practice. In Public-Private Partnerships. Theory and Practice in International Perspective; Osborne, S.P.,
Ed.; Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2000; pp. 165–186, ISBN 0415439620.

5. Kuronen, M.; Junnila, S.; Majamaa, W.; Niiranen, I. Public-Private-People Partnership as a way to reduce
carbon dioxide emissions from residential development. Int. J. Strategic Prop. Manag. 2010, 14, 200–216.
[CrossRef]

6. Lane, M.B. Public Participation in Planning: An intellectual history. Aust. Geogr. 2005, 36, 283–299. [CrossRef]
7. Rauws, W.S. Civic initiatives in urban development: Self-organance versus self-organisation in planning

practice. Town Plan. Rev. 2016, 87, 339–361. [CrossRef]
8. Boonstra, B. Planning Strategies in an Age of Active Citizenship: A Post-Structuralist Agenda for Self-Organization

in Spatial Planning; PhD Series; InPlanning: Groningen, The Netherlands, 2015; ISBN 978-94-91937-15-6.
9. Palermo, P.C.; Ponzini, D. Place-Making and Urban Development: New Challenges for Contemporary Planning and

Design; Routledge: Abingdon, UK, 2014.
10. Krasny, M.E.; Tidball, K.G.; Maddox, D. Grassroots to Global: Broader Impacts of Civic Ecology; Cornell University

Press: Ithaca, NY, USA, 2018; ISBN 9781501714993.
11. Healey, P. Knowledge flows, spatial strategy making, and the roles of academics. Environ. Plan. C Gov. Policy

2008, 26, 861–882. [CrossRef]
12. Forester, J. Planning in the Face of Power; University of California Press: Berkeley, CA, USA, 1989;

ISBN 9780520064133.
13. Balducci, A. “Trading Zone”: A Useful Concept for Some Planning Dilemmas. In Urban Planning as a Trading

Zone; Balducci, A., Mantysalo, R., Eds.; Springer Science and Business Media: Dordrecht, The Nederlands,
2013; p. 23, ISBN 9789400758537.

14. Von Wirth, T.; Fuenfschilling, L.; Frantzeskaki, N.; Coenen, L. Impacts of urban living labs on sustainability
transitions: Mechanisms and strategies for systemic change through experimentation. Eur. Plan. Stud. 2018,
in press.

15. Mäntysalo, R. From Public-Private-People Partnerships to Trading Zones in Urban Planning. In Human
Smart Cities; Concilio, G., Rizzo, F., Eds.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Nederland, 2016; pp. 141–157,
ISBN 978-3-319-33022-8.

16. Evans, J.; Karvonen, A. Living Laboratories for Sustainability: Exploring the Politics and Epistemology
of Urban Transition. In Cities and Low Carbon Transitions; Routledge: London, UK, 2011; pp. 126–141,
ISBN 9780415586979.

17. Marsh, J. Living Labs and Territorial Innovation; Cunningham, P., Cunningham, M., Eds.; IOS Press: Amsterdam,
The Nederland, 2008; ISBN 9781586039240.

18. Bulkeley, H.; Coenen, L.; Frantzeskaki, N.; Hartmann, C.; Kronsell, A.; Mai, L.; Marvin, S.; Mccormick, K.;
Van Steenbergen, F.; Palgan, Y.V.; et al. Urban Living Labs: Governing Urban Sustainability Transitions.
Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2016, 22, 13–17. [CrossRef]

19. Concilio, G.; Celino, A. Learning and Innovation in Living Lab environments. In Knowledge, Innovation and
Sustainability. Integrating Micro & Macro Perspectives; Schiuma, G., Spender, J.C., Yigitcanlar, T., Eds.; IKAM:
Matera, Italy, 2012; ISBN 9788896687086.

20. Voytenko, Y.; McCormick, K.; Evans, J.; Schliwa, G. Urban Living Labs for Sustainability and Low Carbon
Cities in Europe: Towards a Research Agenda. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 123, 45–54. [CrossRef]

21. Concilio, G.; Rizzo, F. Human Smart Cities. Rethinking the Interplay between Design and Planning; Concilio, G.,
Rizzo, F., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Basel, Switzerland, 2016; ISBN 978-3-319-33024-2.

22. JPI Urban Europe. Available online: https://jpi-urbaneurope.eu (accessed on 20 April 2018).
23. Chesbrough, H.W. Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting from Technology; Harvard

Business School Press: Boston, MA, USA, 2003; ISBN 1-4221-0283-1.
24. Marsh, J.; Molinari, F.; Trapani, F. Co-creating Urban Development: A Living Lab for Community

Regeneration in the Second District of Palermo. In Computational Science and Its Applications—ICCSA 2013;
Murgante, B., Misra, S., Carlini, M., Torre, C.M., Nguyen, H.-Q., Taniar, D., Apduhan, B.O., Gervasi, O., Eds.;
Springer: Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam, 2013; pp. 294–308.

25. Von Hippel, E. Democratizing Innovation; MIT Press: Cambridge, UK, 2005; ISBN 0-262-00274-4.
26. Dell’Era, C.; Landoni, P. Living Lab: A methodology between user-centred design and participatory design.

Creat. Innov. Manag. 2014, 23, 137–154. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3846/ijspm.2010.15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00049180500325694
http://dx.doi.org/10.3828/tpr.2016.23
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/c0668
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2017.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.08.053
https://jpi-urbaneurope.eu
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/caim.12061


Sustainability 2018, 10, 1893 16 of 18

27. Mulder, I.J.; Stappers, P.J. Co-creating in practice: Results and challenges. In Proceedings of the 2009 IEEE
International Technology Management Conference (ICE), Leiden, The Netherlands, 22–24 June 2009; pp. 1–8.
[CrossRef]

28. Pallot, M.; Krawczyk, P.; Kivilehto, A. User Centred Open Innovation Domain Landscape within the
European Network of Living Labs. In Proceedings of the International Society for Professional Innovation
Management (ISPIM 2013), Manchester, UK, 16–19 June 2013.

29. Eriksson, M.; Niitamo, V.P.; Kulkki, S. State-of-the-Art in Utilizing Living Labs Approach to User-Centric ICT
Innovation—A European Approach; Center for Distance-Spanning Technology, Lulea University of Technology
Sweden: Lulea, Sweden, 2005; Volume 1.

30. Molinari, F. Living Labs as Multi-Stakeholder Platforms for the eGovernance of Innovation. In Proceedings
of the 5th International Conference on Theory and Practice of Electronic Governance, Tallinn, Estonia,
26–29 September 2011; Estevez, E., Janssen, M., Eds.; ACM: New York, NY, USA, 2011; pp. 131–140.

31. Leydesdorff, L.; Etzkowitz, H. The Triple Helix as a model for innovation studies. Sci. Public Policy 1998,
25, 195–203. [CrossRef]

32. Arnkil, R.; Koski, A.; Järvensivu, P.; Piirainen, T. Exploring Quadruple Helix; University of Tampere: Tampere,
Finland, 2010.

33. Rauws, W.; de Roo, G.; Zhang, S. Self-organisation and spatial planning: An editorial introduction.
Town Plan. Rev. 2016, 87, 241–251. [CrossRef]

34. Svensson, J.; Eriksson, C.I.; Ebbesson, E. User contribution in Innovation Processes—Reflections from a
Living Lab Perspective. In Proceedings of the Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences,
Honolulu, HI, USA, 5–8 January 2010.

35. Capello, R.; Faggian, A. Collective learning and relational capital in local innovation processes. Reg. Stud.
2005, 33, 75–87. [CrossRef]

36. Concilio, G.; Molinari, F. Urban living labs: Learning environments for collective behavioural change.
In Knowledge and Management Models for Sustainable Growth, Proceedings of the 9th International Forum on
Knowledge Asset Dynamics 2014 (IFKAD), Matera, Italy, 11–13 June 2014; Carlucci, D., Spender, J., Schiuma, G.,
Eds.; IKAM: Matera, Italy, 2014; pp. 746–763, ISBN 978-88-96687-04-8.

37. Bergvall-Kareborn, B.; Stahlbrost, A. Living Lab: An open and citizen-centric approach for innovation. Int. J.
Innov. Reg. Dev. 2009, 1, 356–370. [CrossRef]

38. Dutilleul, B.; Birrer, F.A.; Mensink, W. Unpacking European Living Labs: Analysing Innovation’s Social
Dimensions. Cent. Eur. J. Public Policy 2010, 4, 60–85.

39. De Koning, J.I.J.C.; Crul, M.R.M.; Renee, W. Models of co-creation. In ServDes.2016; Linkopping Electronic
Press: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2016; pp. 266–278.

40. Prahalad, C.K.K.; Ramaswamy, V. Co-creation experiences: The next practice in value creation.
J. Interact. Mark. 2004, 18, 5–14. [CrossRef]

41. Grönroos, C. Conceptualising value co-creation: A journey to the 1970s and back to the future. J. Mark. Manag.
2012, 28, 1520–1534. [CrossRef]

42. Voorberg, W.H.; Bekkers, V.J.J.M.; Tummers, L.G. A Systematic Review of Co-Creation and Co-Production:
Embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Manag. Rev. 2014, 17, 1–25. [CrossRef]

43. Lelieveldt, H. Civic Organizations. Urban Aff. Rev. 2009, 45, 3–24. [CrossRef]
44. Pollitt, C.; Hupe, P. The role of magic concepts. Public Manag. Rev. 2011, 13, 641–658. [CrossRef]
45. Prahalad, C.K.; Ramaswamy, V. The co-creation connection. Strategy and Business, 2002.

Available online: https://www.evernote.com/shard/s7/sh/e9a28bb6-5b42-4608-8340-e19fab8b0315/
7b9b5a88501c7346f9f8eb3507249c5250--61 (accessed on 20 April 2002).

46. Thorsten, R.; DeFillippi, R.; Samson, A. Managing your co-creation mix: Co-creation ventures in distinctive
contexts. Eur. Bus. Rev. 2013, 25, 20–41. [CrossRef]

47. Payne, A.; Frow, P. A Strategic Framework for Customer Relationship Management. J. Mark. 2005, 69, 167–176.
[CrossRef]

48. Dong, B.; Evans, K.R.; Zou, S. The effects of customer participation in co-created service recovery. J. Acad.
Mark. Sci. 2008, 36, 123–137. [CrossRef]

49. Wenger, E. Communities of Practice and articles. Organization 2000, 7, 225–246. [CrossRef]
50. Wierdsma, A.F.M. Beyond implementation: Co-creation in change and development. Dyn. Organ.

Chang. Learn. 2004, 227–257. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ITMC.2009.7461369
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/spp/25.3.195
http://dx.doi.org/10.3828/tpr.2016.18
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0034340052000320851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJIRD.2009.022727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dir.20015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2012.737357
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.930505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1078087409332303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2010.532963
https://www.evernote.com/shard/s7/sh/e9a28bb6-5b42-4608-8340-e19fab8b0315/7b9b5a88501c7346f9f8eb3507249c5250--61
https://www.evernote.com/shard/s7/sh/e9a28bb6-5b42-4608-8340-e19fab8b0315/7b9b5a88501c7346f9f8eb3507249c5250--61
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09555341311287727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.2005.69.4.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0059-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/135050840072002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470753408.ch12


Sustainability 2018, 10, 1893 17 of 18

51. Friedmann, J. Toward a Non-Euclidian Mode of Planning. J. Am. Plan. Assoc. 1993, 59, 482–485. [CrossRef]
52. Habermas, J. The Theory of Communicative Action II; Beacon Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1987; ISBN 0807014001.
53. Healey, P. Planning through debate: The communicative turn in planning theory. Town Plan. Rev. 1992,

63, 143–162. [CrossRef]
54. Holland, J.H. Hidden Order: How Adaptation Builds Complexity; Ulam Lectu.; Helix Books/Perseus Books:

Cambridge, MA, USA, 1995; ISBN 978-0201442304.
55. Hillier, J. The unwritten law of planning theory: Common sense. J. Plan. Educ. Res. 1995, 14, 292–296.

[CrossRef]
56. von Hippel, E.; Tyre, M.J. How learning by doing is done: Problem identification in novel process equipment.

Res. Policy 1995, 24, 1–12. [CrossRef]
57. Joore, P.; Brezet, H. A Multilevel Design Model: The mutual relationship between product-service system

development and societal change processes. J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 97, 92–105. [CrossRef]
58. Geels, F.W. Processes and patterns in transitions and system innovations: Refining the co-evolutionary

multi-level perspective. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2005, 72, 681–696. [CrossRef]
59. Fisher, D.R.; Svendsen, E.S.; Connolly, J.J. Urban Environmental Stewardship and Civic Engagement: How

Planting Trees Strengthens the Roots of Democracy; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2015.
60. Von Hippel, E. Development of Products by Lead Users. In Democratizing Innovation; The MIT Press:

Cambridge, MA, USA, 2005; pp. 19–32, ISBN 0262002744.
61. Seybold, P.B. Outside Innovation; Collins: New York, NY, USA, 2006; ISBN 0061135909.
62. Healey, P. On Creating the ‘City’ as a Collective Resource. Urban Stud. 2002, 39, 1777–1792. [CrossRef]
63. Manzini, E. Design, When Everybody Designs; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2015; ISBN 9780262028608.
64. Sanders, E.B.-N.; Stappers, P.J. Co-creation and the new landscapes of design. CoDesign 2008, 4, 5–18.

[CrossRef]
65. Sager, T. The Logic of Critical Communicative Planning: Transaction Cost Alteration. Plan. Theory 2006,

5, 223–254. [CrossRef]
66. Evers, A.; Laville, J.-L. Defining the third sector in Europe. In The Third Sector Europe; Edward Elgar

Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2004; Volume 11.
67. Moulaert, F.; Swyngedouw, E.; Martinelli, F.; Gonzalez, S. Can Neighbourhoods Save the City?: Community

Development and Social Innovation; Taylor & Francis: London, UK, 2010; ISBN 9780203849132.
68. Jacobs, J. Death and Life of Great American Cities; Random House: New York, NY, USA, 1961;

ISBN 978-0679741954.
69. de Roo, G.; Boelens, L. Spatial Planning in a Complex Unpredictable World of Change: Towards a Proactive

Co-Evolutionary Type of Planning within the Eurodelta; de Roo, G., Boelens, L., Eds.; InPlanning: Groningen,
The Netherlands, 2014; ISBN 978-94-91937-27-9.

70. Boelens, L.; de Roo, G. Planning of undefined becoming: First encounters of planners beyond the plan.
Plan. Theory 2014, 15, 42–67. [CrossRef]

71. Moroni, S. Complexity and the inherent limits of explanation and prediction: Urban codes for self-organising
cities. Plan. Theory 2014, 14, 248–267. [CrossRef]

72. Mattelmäki, T.; Sleeswijk Visser, F. Lost in Co-X. Interpretations of co-design and co-creation. In Diversity and
Unity, Proceedings of IASDR2011, the 4th World Conference on Design Research; Roozenburg, N.R.M., Chen, L.L.,
Stappers, P.J., Eds.; Print Best Printing House: Delft, The Netherlands, 2011; pp. 1–12.

73. Robertson, P.J.; Choi, T. Deliberation, Consensus, and Stajeholders Satisfaction. A stimulation for
collaborative governance. Public Manag. Rev. 2012, 14, 83–103. [CrossRef]

74. Backlund, P.; Mantysalo, R. Agonism and institutional ambiguity: Ideas on democracy and the role of
participation in the development of planning theory and practice—The case of Finland. Plan. Theory 2010,
9, 333–350. [CrossRef]

75. Hoyer, W.D.; Chandy, R.; Dorotic, M.; Krafft, M.; Singh, S.S. Consumer cocreation in new product
development. J. Serv. Res. 2010, 13, 283–296. [CrossRef]

76. Vivek, S.D.; Beatty, S.E.; Morgan, R.M. Customer Engagement: Exploring Customer Relationships Beyond
Purchase. J. Mark. Theory Pract. 2012, 20, 122–146. [CrossRef]

77. Zwass, V. Co-Creation: Toward a Taxonomy and an Integrated Research Perspective. Int. J. Electron. Commer.
2010, 15, 11–48. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944369308975902
http://dx.doi.org/10.3828/tpr.63.2.422x602303814821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0739456X9501400406
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0048-7333(93)00747-H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.06.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2004.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0042098022000002957
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15710880701875068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095206068629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095214542631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095214521104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2011.589619
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1473095210373684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375604
http://dx.doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679200201
http://dx.doi.org/10.2753/JEC1086-4415150101


Sustainability 2018, 10, 1893 18 of 18

78. Fuller, J.; Matzler, K.; Hoppe, M. Customers as a Source of Innovation. Prod. Innov. Manag. Assoc. 2008,
25, 608–619. [CrossRef]

79. Pestoff, V. Citizens and co-production of welfare services. Childcare in eight European countries.
Public Manag. Rev. 2006, 8, 503–519. [CrossRef]

80. Asheim, B.; Cooke, P.; Martin, R. Clusters and Regional Development: Critical Reflections and Explorations.
Econ. Geogr. 2008, 84, 109–113. [CrossRef]

81. Tuuli, M.M. Competing models of how motivation, opportunity, and ability drive job performance in teams.
In Proceedings of the 4th West Africa Built Environment Researchers (WABER) Conference, Abuja, Nigeria,
24–26 July 2012; pp. 1359–1366.

82. Kilpatrick, S.; Wilson, B. Boundary crossing organizations in regional innovation systems. Reg. Sci.
Policy Pract. 2013, 5, 67–82. [CrossRef]

83. Caniëls, M.; van den Bosch, H. The role of higher education institutions in building regional innovation
systems. Reg. Stud. 2011, 90, 271–286. [CrossRef]

84. Concilio, G.; Molinari, F. Place-based Innovation: Analysing the Social Street Phenomenon. In IFKAD 2015:
Culture, Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Connecting the Knowledge Dots; Spender, J., Schiuma, G., Albino, V.,
Eds.; Art for Business Ltd: Bari, Italy, 2015; pp. 2192–2203, ISBN 978-88-96687-07-9.

85. Avelino, F.; Wittmayer, J.M.; Kemp, R.; Haxeltine, A. Game-changers and transformative social innovation.
Ecol. Soc. 2017, 22. [CrossRef]

86. Brundiers, K.; Wiek, A.; Redman, C.L. Real-world learning opportunities in sustainability: From classroom
into the real world. Int. J. Sustain. High. Educ. 2010, 11, 308–324. [CrossRef]

87. Moro, A.; Concilio, G.; Longo, A. Experimenting planners’ roles: The case of urban spaces transformation.
In Proceedings of the EURAU 2014, Composite Cities, Istanbul, Turkey, 12–14 November 2014.

88. Scholl, C.; Kemp, R. City Labs as Vehicles for Innovation in Urban Planning Processes. Urban Plan. 2016,
1, 89. [CrossRef]

89. Regeakkord Rotterdam. Available online: https://www.cda.nl/zuid-holland/rotterdam/actueel/nieuws/
nieuw-regeerakkoord-versterkt-vertrouwen-in-toekomst-rotterdam/ (accessed on 20 April 2018).

90. Mulder, I.J. Living Labbing the Rotterdam Way: Co-Creation as an Enabler for Urban Innovation Co-Creation
as an Enabler for Urban Innovation. Technol. Innov. Manag. Rev. 2012, 2, 39–43. [CrossRef]

91. Leminen, S. Coordination and participation in living lab networks. Technol. Innov. Manag. Rev. 2013, 3, 5–14.
[CrossRef]

92. Coe, A.; Paquet, G.; Roy, J. E-Governance and Smart Communities: A Social Learning Challenge. Soc. Sci.
Comput. Rev. 2001, 19, 80–93. [CrossRef]

93. The Ugly Indian. Available online: http://www.theuglyindian.com/index.html (accessed on 21 May 2018).
94. Puerari, E. Urban Public Services Innovation. Exploring 3P and 4P Models. Ph.D. Thesis, Dipartimento di

Architettura e Studi Urbani, Politecnico di Milano, Milano, Italy, 2016.
95. Nevens, F.; Frantzeskaki, N.; Gorissen, L.; Loorbach, D.A. Urban Transition Labs: Co-creating transformative

action for sustainable cities. J. Clean. Prod. 2013, 50, 111–122. [CrossRef]
96. Moroni, S. Individual motivations, emergent complexity and the just city: Is egoism one of the main problems

of contemporary social-spatial realities, and altruism the principal antidote? Cities 2018, 75, 81–89. [CrossRef]

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-7506-9841-2.50015-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14719030601022882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1944-8287.2008.tb00394.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1757-7802.2012.01087.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1435-5957.2010.00344.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-09897-220441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14676371011077540
http://dx.doi.org/10.17645/up.v1i4.749
https://www.cda.nl/zuid-holland/rotterdam/actueel/nieuws/nieuw-regeerakkoord-versterkt-vertrouwen-in-toekomst-rotterdam/
https://www.cda.nl/zuid-holland/rotterdam/actueel/nieuws/nieuw-regeerakkoord-versterkt-vertrouwen-in-toekomst-rotterdam/
http://dx.doi.org/10.22215/timreview607
http://dx.doi.org/10.22215/timreview740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/089443930101900107
http://www.theuglyindian.com/index.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.01.004
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	The Concept of (Urban) Living Labs 
	The Concept of Co-Creation 

	Research Context and Method 
	The Case Studies 
	Kenniswerkplaats Leefbare Wijken 
	Marconia 
	Zorgvrijstaat 
	Concept House Village Lab 
	Mooi Mooier Middelland 
	Blue City Lab 


	Results 
	Purpose of the Co-Creation 
	Formal and Informal Co-Creation 
	The Ownership of Co-Creation Process 
	Motivations and Incentives for Co-Creation 
	Spaces and Places in Co-Creation 

	Discussion and Conclusions 
	References

