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Abstract  

Studies have shown the potential of co-producing public services with the 

stakeholders for more efficient and sustainable smart city services. 

However, evidence-based records of the success of such initiatives are 

limited and there is a strong deficit of analysis of what makes co-

production efficient. This study addresses these limitations by exploring 

the methods, tools and techniques for managing the process effectively, 

and the skills required to do so, drawing on both literature and empirical 

data. A case study method and survey is employed to uncover specific 

factors and challenges operating among public service project managers in 

European smart cities - based on experience gained from Peripheria, a 

multidisciplinary project focused on the co-production of Future Internet-

enabled services. Six pilot cases are explored to understand how each of 

them set about engaging their stakeholders in service co-production in 

order to reach the desired services and impacts for their smart city. A clear 

pattern emerged from the results of the comparative analysis, showing 

that, for the most part, there is no one-size-fits-all that can be applied to 

the cities’ attempts to engage their stakeholders in efficient service co-

production. The evidence collected also suggests that public service 

managers need not only the tools and techniques to encourage 

collaboration between the multiplicity of stakeholders involved in co-

production but also the skills and capacity for managing the governance of 

co-production. It is these twin messages about no ‘one-size-fits-all’ and 

the importance of context-specific governance issues about who takes part 

in decision-making - that need to be carried forward from this study.  

 

http://www.rnd2016.eng.cam.ac.uk/
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1. Introduction 

 

Governments continue to look for new ways to more effectively provide public services. E- 

Government has been one such way of radical change in delivering services to the citizens 

when new Information and Communication Technologies (ICT), processes, organisational 
arrangements, and management tools are introduced to create greater public value and bring 

about positive change in people’s life. A great number of innovations were undertaken in this 

transformation. In contrast to the private sector, however, where companies seek innovation 
to achieve competitive advantage in the market to generate profit, innovation in the public 

sector services is set to create public value that will achieve desired public outcomes. 

Novelty, implementation and impacts are considered the three main principles of public 

sector innovations, leading to better public results including efficiency, effectiveness, and 
user satisfaction (OECD 2014).  

 Service innovation is amongst the most highly rated innovations in public sector 

organisations in the EU member states - the 2010 European Union’s Barometer shows that 
across the EU27, 66 per cent of organisations report having implemented innovations in 

public services (European Commission 2011). Process and management techniques for 

innovation have been pointed as most common, especially on local level. In European cities, 
complex societal problems - such as climate change, population aging, and poverty - have 

highlighted the need for new and different approaches to the challenges facing public 

services. Development of new governance structures, organisational forms, and accountability 

have been proposed as novel solutions to helping address the most difficult urban problems 
(OECD 2011). In the past few years, technological advance has amplified the opportunities 

for governments to incorporate the right tools and approaches necessary to achieve this (e.g. 

Osborne 2014).  
 But with the advance of the shared economy, there are voices today about who gets 

involved in the process. Public service innovation cases monitored by the OECD have 

provided evidence that governments are now moving beyond the 1990-intoduced public-
private partnerships by collaborating with a wider range of actors. This trend mirrors the 

potential of people and civil society organisations to provide the local knowledge and 

experience necessary to deliver services that better meet their needs. Accordingly, in the last 

few years, both policy and research have called urban governments to create better public 
services by engaging with the broader population (OECD 2011). But as well as there is 

insufficient knowledge about these collaborative processes and the structures they involve, 

there is also a limited knowledge and awareness of the full range of tools and techniques 
available to managers for accelerating the process (Vikas and Shalini 2011; OECD 2012).  

 The Future Internet (FI) paradigm has posed a number of new challenges to local e-

government (Hernández-Muñoz 2011). Since 2007 the European Union has placed a special 

attention to FI, from the perspectives of both Internet technology and services (European 
Commission 2008).

 
 The aim of the new research programme is to curb current drawbacks of 

Internet, including complexity of management and limitations, scalability, suitability for ad-

hoc/multi-hop/mesh networking, mobility, transparency, and security by new radical 
approaches to fundamentally redesign its protocols and architectures.  Such changes can only 

be thought in a long-term perspective therefore theoretical speculations should be supported 

by experimentally-driven research and test-beds, acting as proof-of-concept of the newly 
proposed technologies and services, and to check the impact on society and economy. This 

study is based on one such multidisciplinary research initiative on future internet services that 

is driven by stakeholders’ bottom-up ideas and co-creative activities.  

 Co-producing with the citizens and society, as a new model of public service 
provision, is now gaining recognition in both public sector innovation research and policy 

(Pestoff et al 2012; Paskaleva et al 2015).  Despite the early days, a number of studies have 

already asked how and what circumstances it should be organised to enhance impact on 
service efficiency and public sector value (OECD 2014). Moreover, considering that multiple 

actors are involved, the question has also risen on how co-production occurs in multi-

governance setting. This has emphasised the need for local government and public managers 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Future_Internet_Research_and_Experimentation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Future_Internet_Research_and_Experimentation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Future_Internet_Research_and_Experimentation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Future_Internet_Research_and_Experimentation
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to acquire a new role and use new management methods and tools that can help them take 

into account the citizens’ potentials (Cecilia et al 2016). Recent literature has already 
highlighted the need for identifying and harnessing people's assets to really understand their 

needs (Alford 2009) by using a wide variety of tools for enabling them collaborate effectively 

(Pollitt et al 2006). Yet, studies that specifically look at the methods, tools and techniques 

that public service managers need to successfully manage service co-production are still 
missing.   

 In ‘smart cities’, where Internet and broadband network technologies are enabling the 

creation of new public services, managing co-production becomes even more complex. Yet, 
many smart cities in Europe are forming open innovation ecosystems – such as Living labs - 

to boost Future Internet research and experimentation for user-centred services in areas such 

as health, inclusion, environment and business (Schaffers et al 2012; Hernández-Muñoz et al 
2011; Meijer and Bolívar 2015). But there is still a deficit of literature about the tools and 

techniques that smart city service managers need to employ for effectively engaging with the 

stakeholders for delivering public services that meet their shared needs (e.g. Gil-Garcia et al 

2014). The current work aims to fill in this gap.  
 It builds on the findings of an earlier study on open innovation evaluation for 

Internet-enabled services in smart cities, which showed that innovation of services is a sub-set 

of innovation management and that public service managers not only need to manage 
effectively co-production and co-evaluation of smart city services, but to do these in 

integration (Paskaleva and Cooper 2016a). A following work focused on unpacking the 

specific managerial skills and capacities that are needed to achieve this effectively (Paskaleva 
and Cooper 2016b). The current study adds to the discussion by addressing the specific 

methods, tools and techniques that are needed to manage co-production efficiently, i. e to 

meet the goals that stakeholders have set up for the services they wish and aspire for. 

 The study is based on research undertaken by the EU Seventh Research Framework 
Project Peripheria (Peripheria n.d) which sought to deploy convergent Future Internet services 

for the promotion and enhancement of sustainable lifestyles in and across networks of smart 

cities in Europe. Using Periphèria’s “open innovation approach to co-production of smart city 
services”, which aims to establish conductive environments sparking off stakeholder 

engagement in citizen-centered innovation of city services, the paper draws on both literature 

and empirical data to identify the sets of methods, tools and techniques service managers need 

for managing the process effectively.  
 Adopting the view of a smart city as one that has a ‘smart’ government and ‘smart’ 

citizens’ who apply ‘smart’ technologies to improve their quality of life by co-creating the 

services stakeholders need, this study raises two research and practice-relevant inquiries: 
1) What methods, tools and techniques do public service managers need to adopt in co-

producing efficient smart city services and 2) How does governance contribute to the 

efficiency of public service co-production?  
 The chapter aims to contribute to the broader literature on Smart Technologies for 

Smart Governments by discussing the utilisation of smart tools and techniques by public 

administration for improving efficiency in public services and governance in a smart city, as 

well as the innovation management issues arising from these implementations. Specifically, 
the chapter provides insights about FI service co-production activities in Smart Cities in 

Europe and the determinants for improving their efficiency -  a term considered generally as 

‘doing things right’ together with the (co-related) ‘ability to do something successfully, 
and/or in producing the desired results’. In this study, we look at the sets of tools and 

techniques that public service managers use in service co-production and the appropriate 

approaches and factors that make the process successful, i.e. to meet the outcomes and 
impacts desired by the stakeholders involved. The implications on organizational change in 

public service development are highlighted, from innovation management perspective. 

Concretely, insights are drawn about the approaches and procedures that are necessary for 

engaging effectively with the citizens in co-producing the smart city services they need and 
want.  

http://ras.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/06/05/0020852314566008.full#ref-2
http://ras.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/06/05/0020852314566008.full#ref-37
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0740624X14001300
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 In sum, the chapter offers a critical analysis of service co-production projects carried 

out by governments of six smart cities in Europe in order to understand the effects of these 
implementations on efficiency, governance and organizational issues.  The ultimate objective 

is to show how FI practices on smart technologies into public sector entities can help cities to 

become ‘smart-er’ as well as to know the possible changes or transformation of 

organizational issues. In relevance to the objectives of the book, the chapter attempts to 
answer the following research questions: a) what smart projects are cities embracing to 

improve smart city services using FI technologies? b) What organizational issues are to be 

transformed for co-producing smart city services efficiently?  
 These questions are answered from an empirical and critical point, in the broader 

areas of implementation of FI technologies in public sector entities for improving efficiency 

in the delivery of smart public services in different areas of life, as well as territorial contexts 
and the related improvement of governance of the city. A critical analysis is offered of the 

success of the smart city projects in Peripheria, by looking at what the cities were set out to 

achieve at the beginning of service development to each one of them set about engaging their 

stakeholders in co-production to reach their shared goals.  
 The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In the next section we take a closer look 

at existing studies in smart city service co-production to establish the innovation management 

perspective of the process and the factors that influence its efficiency. The conceptual and 
disciplinary roots of this topic were revealed in the two proceeding studies reported earlier. 

Next, Peripheria’s ‘Co-production Evaluation Framework’ is introduced as a framework for 

analysing the implementation of service co-production by city managers and their 
stakeholders in the six smart cities involved – these are presented in the Third Section on 

strategy and methodology. In the Fourth Section we analyse our empirical data. Qualitative 

and quantitative analysis of the case studies is conducted to illustrate the methods, tools and 

techniques managers used for engaging the stakeholders in co-production and to identify the 
challenges facing them in acquiring appropriate capacities for co-production. A comparative 

analysis reveals the major components of these processes. Following this, in Section Four we 

attempt to show what each of the pilot cities has done using the Evaluation Framework to 
provide a comparative analysis of the anticipated outcomes and impacts of their new services.  

The results of a survey are discussed, showing what stakeholders’ in the six cities think 

should be used to assess the impacts of the FI services and what they think will be their major 

success factors and benefits. Finally, in Section Five we draw out some key lessons learnt 
from the analyses undertaken in this chapter. In addition, we reflect on the limitations of the 

study and on future research. Potential users are advised about the ingredients and tools they 

need to use but they are also warned that the specific end result cannot be predicted, as it will 
be entirely born of the specific blend of people, processes and places that makes their city 

special. This advice is aligned with the lessons learnt from the study reported here, which 

indicate that although there is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to co-production of smart city 
services, its efficiency largely depends on the skills and capacity of public service manages to 

utilise the appropriate set of methods, tools and technologies to make this a successful 

process, in which reaching governance objectives is of paramount significance. 

 

2. Context, research gap tackled and importance of work 
 
Recent literature on service innovation has identified co-production – a collaborative method 

of service development with the stakeholders – as an innovative approach to public services 

(e.g. Boyle and Harris 2009; Osborne and Brown 2013). Co-production has become 

increasingly relevant because of its potential to deal with a range of factors inhibiting 
effective public service provision, by cutting costs, providing public services that are better 

targeted and more responsive to users, improving public service quality by bringing in the 

expertise of  users and their networks and creating synergies between government and civil 
society that have positive impacts on social capital (Brudney and England 1983; Ostrom 

1996; Pestoff 2009; Seligman 1997). As summed up by Osborne et al (2014), co-production 

has the ability to apprehend the complexity of public services delivery in the twenty-first-
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century pluralist environment, in which the delivery of public services requires the 

negotiation of complex inter-organizational relationships and multi-actor policy-making 
processes. Yet, as Cecilia et al ( 2016) have observed, previous studies had mainly illustrated 

cases in which co-production plays a part in only one stage of the cycle of public services or 

have focused on the intra-organizational elements of co-production. Considering that, from a 

normative perspective, co-production has been recommended at all stages of the public 
service cycle (Cahn and Gray 2012), it seems necessary that empirical studies on co-

production must show not only how to make this actually happens but to make it well too. 

The issue of efficiency of service co-production thus comes up as a thought-provoking area of 
study.   

 Because of the vast potentials that smart technologies have in service development, 

co-production has gained a special attention in the “smart city” discourse. Particularly, with 
regard to the opportunities that innovation living labs provide for user involvement in 

designing smart services (e.g., Paskaleva 2011). Applying design concepts to public services 

which involve bringing together interested actors to co-design creative solutions is a novel 

way to facilitate stakeholder engagement in the city. A number of counties have already 
institutionalised co-design approaches through the creation of ‘innovation labs’ such as the 

Policy Lab and Manchester Living Lab in the United Kingdom, Mindlab in Denmark, and the 

Helsinki Design Lab in Finland. Yet, comprehensive records of public sector co-production 
practices are rare and there is a strong deficit of analysis of public service innovation through 

co-production (Strokosch 2013; Svara 2013). And although much of the latest current work 

on smart city emphasises the role of stakeholder engagement in the co-production of services, 
discussion about how this should be achieved remains limited (Kujala 2003; Paskaleva et al 

2015; Schaffers et al 2012). 

 A recent study on stakeholder engagement in smart city services (Paskaleva et al 

2015) applied a ‘Living Lab Framework’ to understand the stakeholder engagement processes 
taking place in co-production. The study revealed that an open-innovation approach, which 

implies co-creation of innovations with the actors, has to be applied in a spatial context (e.g. 

city, square, neighbourhood, park, region) to integrate concurrent research and innovation 
processes within a public-private-people partnership to co-produce effective smart city 

services. Successful co-production was directly attributed to effective stakeholder 

engagement in all stages of service development – from conception to design, delivery, use 

and evaluation.  Because of the need to develop services that meet people’s needs, efficiency 
of co-production surfaced as an important issue deserving further research.  

 In living labs, the role of service management is considered essential for making the 

purpose of smart service co-production clearer and productive. Levén and Holmström (2008) 
found that establishing active process management in particular from the very start of the 

joint activities is key to fostering consumer co-creation and innovation in the living lab as the 

essence of the open innovation co-production project is the co-evolution of the network of 
actors, and affected by any individual actors. Non-technical participation activities at the 

initial stage of smart city service co-design are seen as critical for bringing the stakeholders 

together as they also enable them to use the technologies in co-producing services.  Moreover, 

as Bergvall-Kaareborn et al (2010) have stated in their study on participation in living lab, 
designing systems with the users require a systematic system of practices:  

 “A recurring challenge within participatory design concerns how to communicate the 

needs of users in such a way that developers can understand them while, conversely, 
developers need to be able to feed back their understanding of system requirements in a 

manner such that the users can make sense of it. Therefore non-technical participation 

activities, such as paper-based techniques or open debates, should take place rather than just 
producing technical prototypes. The process can involve various types of engagement, 

including focus groups,  questionnaires, diaries, and picture-taking, in order to collect 

different types of data and also  to allow for different formats for user contributions.”  

 
This means that boundary objects (whether paper- or image-based or even vocalised) have to 

be constructed that are both meaningful and acceptable to all of the parties that are seeking to 

http://ras.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/06/05/0020852314566008.full#ref-14
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Open_innovation


[Type text] 

 

collaborate and co-use the technologies involved (Paskaleva et al 2015).  Yet developing the 

right tools and techniques poses a number of service management challenges.  
The emerging literature (e.g. Gottfridsson 2012) has already identified innovation 

management as the key challenge for service research and practice. Value (co)-creation 

processes, service innovation and new service development and management of service 

ecosystems are some of the managerial issues that have been pointed as needing further 
attention. Yet, here too is still a deficit of literature about the tools and techniques that service 

managers need to employ for effectively engaging with the population and for empowering its 

capabilities to co-deliver better public services (Cicilia et al 2016).  
 Taking the notion that for a city to become smart-er, “investments must be done not only in 

technology and traditional (transport) and modern (ICT, FI) communication infrastructure, 

but in human and social capital, this needs a wise management of resources and participatory 
government” (Cohen 2016). Such a transformation to a smarter city requires innovation in 

management as well as planning and operations (Gil-Garcia et al 2014; Naphade et al 2011).  

 In their quest to become smarter-er, cities around the world promise to make cities 

more efficient and sustainable through growing use of the internet of things, ubiquitous 
sensors, and big data (Cohen 2016; Gil-Garcia et al  2014). In Europe, ‘smart city’ has become a 

21
st
 Century paradigm of urban development – it is no longer about new technology and 

infrastructure but about ‘smart government, citizens and businesses’ using ‘smart 
technologies’ to develop the services and the products they need and wish for (e.g. Paskaleva 

2011). As a result, many of the new communities that are growing around Smart City 

initiatives are now emphasising the importance of citizens and their role as co-developers, 
together with the need for constant improvement of the public-private-people collaboration to 

give an integrated (social, economic, environmental) meaning to smart city applications and 

services (ENoLL 2010).  

 This holistic approach to the smart city balances innovation in public services as an 
outcome of innovation management. It also emphasises the process of co-production as an 

inclusive and iterative process of service development. Secondly, this characterisation 

implicitly builds upon the role of the public service managers as potential leaders of co-
production through stakeholder engagement and citizens’ participation, for addressing 

specific social and urban needs, such as health, energy efficiency, mobility and environment. 

Whereas until now the role of service innovation mostly focused on co-production as a new 

approach to innovation (Osborne et al 2014), the management of co-production and the 
necessary managerial skills and tools emerge as a field requiring specific attention.  

 

3. Research design and methods  
 

The current study applies a case study method and a survey to uncover specific factors and 

challenges operating among public service managers in six European smart cities – Milano 
(Italy), Athens (Greece), Malmo  (Sweden), Bremen (Germany), Palmela (Portugal) and 

Genova (Italy) in managing successfully smart city services. Specifically, the process of 

engaging with their stakeholders in service co-production is explored focusing on the types of 
stakeholders engaged and the events, tools and techniques used by the city to engage with 

them effectively. To explore issues of efficiency, these are weighed out against other 

important factors of smart city service success, as defined by the stakeholders involved in co-
production.   

 This research was undertaken in six operational ‘Smart Arenas’. These are considered 

as particular types of urban settings, each with their own social, economic and environmental 

attributes and infrastructural characteristics where technological and social innovation blend, 
and where multiple actors engage to co-create the services they want, by driving the 

convergence of technologies and applications based on their needs and wishes. The Arena 

thus acts as a locus operandi of a Living Lab where human behaviour changes through 
participatory service co-production processes (Paskaleva et al 2015). 

   By using a stakeholder-driven approach, each Peripheria Arena becomes a ‘space’ 

where stakeholders engage in various activities – physical and on-line - to co-develop new 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0740624X14001300
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0740624X14001300
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public services. Citizens’ and/or policy-makers’ initiatives – called a ‘Challenge’ – were 

launched as open on-line calls for the design of sustainable projects using Future Internet 
technologies. In the pilot cities, this took place in six archetypical arenas: 

 Smart Neighbourhood: where media-based social interaction occurs (Malmö) 

 Smart Street: where new transportation behaviours develop (Bremen) 

 Smart Square: where civic decisions are taken (Athens) 

 Smart Museum and Park: where natural and cultural heritage feed learning (Genoa) 

 Smart Campus: where energy consumption is reduced through transforming user  

behaviour in university buildings (Milano) 

 Smart City Hall: where mobile e-government services are delivered in remote areas 

(Palmela) 
Different stakeholders groups – civil servants, citizens, academics, business groups, and ICT 

providers – come together in the Arenas to produce services that would improve their quality 

of life as well as the urban environment.  An earlier study on what makes a living lab work, 

had already revealed when, where, as well as who should get engaged (Paskaleva et al 2015). 
It also revealed that unpacking the tools and techniques that make co-production work is key 

for making an Arena active. But understanding this have also posed questions about the types 

of stakeholders involved as well as their preferences about the tools and techniques they use 
in the process. The current work addresses this need by offering a comparative analysis of i) 

the types of stakeholders engaged in each of the Arenas’ co-production activities, specifically 

in the design stage, ii) the methods, tools and techniques used by the cities to engage with 

their stakeholders in co-design, and iii) the efficiency of smart city services, measured by the 
stakeholders’ assessment of the success of the services, with regard to the achieved results 

and their impacts.  

 This research was carried out as part of the development and implementation of 
Peripheria’s ‘Open Innovation Evaluation Framework’, which took place between 2011 and 

2014 (see Figure 1 below). The framework established the links between the cities’ Arenas 

(urban living labs), the stakeholders’ involved (engagement), co-production activities 
(process), new smart city services (outputs), factors of success (outcomes and impacts) and 

necessary policy imperatives (reform). The study was carried to respond to the need to 

monitor, capture and assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the co-production processes in 

the Arenas. No attempt is made here to disaggregate whether co-production activities 
occurred in the cities’ Arenas or on-line – through the Peripheria Challenges - as Cities 

reported that, once Peripheria’s Challenges had been launched on-line, this distinction ceased 

to be relevant as activities occurred in either location, assisted or not by smart technologies. 
  

 
Figure 1. Peripheria Evaluation Framework 
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Initially, an Event Reporting Form was used by the Cities to report their Arena-based co-
production activities with the stakeholders (Figure 2 below). 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Arena event report form 
 

But as cities found the format too onerous and requested ‘lighter touch’ reporting  

mechanism to be put in its place, a Peripheria Blog was used for this purpose. The blog had 

been established in October 2011 to issue an open invitation to  
 “those wishing to become an active part of the Smart City pilots’ experiments, 

 methodologies and results the project will be carrying out: Launch your city challenge 

 here!” (. 
 Any group within any city could launch a Challenge, on the condition that it has a 

general relevance and is backed up by a commitment of resources to support the 

implementation of the most appropriate and innovative project ideas with the best value for 

money. Challenges were to be: 
 located in a thematic domain 

 address a specific urban issue 

 promote a new idea of sustainability, and  
 be based on the active role of citizens in co-production and delivery. 

Each challenge was required to identify one or more Arena Models as its reference setting.  

Cities were asked to use the blog on a regular basis to record information about their co-
production activities, particularly in relation to their Challenges. Eleven initiatives of several 

different thematic domains were developed, addressing a specific issue ranging from ICT to 

held voting for people with disabilities to being prepared for the effects of climate change 
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while promoting a new idea of sustainability, based on the active role of citizens in co-

production (Peripheria Newsletter #2, August 2012), see Box 1. 
 

 

 Parking Space Bottle Neck 

 Inclusive Campus 

 Behave! 

 Voting 

 Experimenting the Urban 

 Rural Citizens Access to Public Services 

 Greenlife Athens 

 Be prepared for Climate Change 

 Be Seen, Be Heard!  

 Mobieducate 

 Visualizing the Collective Energy Consumption 

 
Box 1: Peripheria Challenges 

 

4. Data analysis  

 
Data for the current study was provided by the public managers responsible for the services in 

each City at key stages of co-production, during a two-year period. Cross case analysis was 
performed by Peripheria’s Evaluation and Impacts team, led by the Karlsruhe Institute of 

Technology. The methodology applied and the results of the study are shown below. Smart 

city efficiency is explored through the study of the co-production process, outputs and its 
impacts, in co-relation.  

 

 4.1 Process  
 

The stakeholders engaged in each of the Pilot City Arenas 

Table 1 (below) shows the number of stakeholder groups reported by the Cities as having 

been engaged in their co-design activities. These have been compiled from the stakeholders 
named by each City as being engaged in their Arena, supplemented by information supplied 

by some to include additional stakeholders engaged through on-line Challenges. Milan did 

not provide the information requested for this table. 
The stakeholder groups named by the Cities have been classified as falling into four 

categories: 

1) Municipal stakeholders, e.g. elected members, municipal officers, local government 

agencies (including municipal service provider companies) 
2) Business stakeholders, e.g. companies, trade associations, professional institutions ( 

including ICT companies) 

3) Third sector stakeholders, e.g. voluntary organisations, charities, NGOs 
4) (locally based) Citizens, e.g. residents, local shopkeepers, local service providers. 

 As Table 1 shows, cities differed widely in the number of stakeholder groups they 

engaged. While Athens, Bremen and Malmö each reported engaging with about a dozen 
stakeholder groups, Palmela and Genoa reported engaging with only half this number or less. 

 Cities also sought to engage quite different types of stakeholder groups in their co-

design activities. No one-size-fits-all pattern emerges here. Instead clear variations are 

apparent. Athens, for instance, predominantly used its stakeholder engagement to build 
alliances across multiple municipal departments not necessarily accustomed to working 

together. Bremen and Palmela, by contrast, targeted their stakeholder engagement primarily 

on working with local businesses. Both Malmo and Milan employed more balanced 
approaches, engaging with a broad range of types of stakeholder group including local ones - 

not surprisingly given the nature of their Arenas (Smart Neighbourhood and Smart Campus).  

http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7638/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7639/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7640/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7641/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7642/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7643/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7644/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7645/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7646/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7647/index.html
http://enoll.fb.mi.addemar.com/c115/e114793/hddabe/l7648/index.html
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1                         

2                         

3                         

4                         

5                         

6                         

7                         

8                         

9                         

SUB TOTALS 9 - 1 - 2 9 1 1 3 - 1 - 5 4 1 2- 1 4 1 - 4 4 2 5 

TOTALS 10 13 4 12 6    15 

 
Table 1. Number of stakeholder groups reported engaged in each pilot city’s Arena  

 

 
Municipal stakeholders, e.g. elected members, municipal officers, local government agencies 

Business stakeholders, e.g. companies, trade associations, professional institutions – including ICT companies 

Third sector stakeholders, e.g. voluntary organisations, charities, NGOs 

(locally based) Citizens, e.g. residents, local shopkeepers, local service providers 
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Engagement tools and techniques 

Table 2 (below) shows the events, tools and techniques that each City reported it had used in its 

engagement with the stakeholders in its own Arena. This list was collated from the events, tools 
and techniques mentioned by each City in its reporting of engagement activities at the end of the 

co-design phase. This list was then circulated to the Cities and additions made. The completed 

list then had the stated goal for each event, tool or technique added. As Table 2 indicates, 
between them, Cities reported using 22 different events, tools or techniques in their attempts at 

co-designing services with their stakeholders.  

 The types of engagement activities employed ranged very widely. They can be ordered 

into five fairly discrete categories.  
1) Type 1: awareness-raising (public meetings/discussions, student courses) 

2) Type 2: information collection (surveys, questionnaires, interviews, seminars and focus 

groups)  
3) Type 3: information exchange (brainstorming exercises, facebook groups and strategic 

design meetings)  

4) Type 4: capacity and trust building (community development events and facilitation 

workshops)  
5) Type 5: co-design (creativity workshops, gaming, technology demonstrations, 

prototyping experiments and evaluation sessions). 

These types suggest an apparently simple underlying sequence to Cities’ engagement activities 
running sequentially through Types 1 to Type 5. But this apparently simple process is not borne 

out in practice. It is too idealised to capture the complexity of how the Cities actually sequenced 

their engagement activities. Not only is the idealised process overly linear, it also suggests a 
uni-directional progression which fails to represent the much more iterative nature of some of 

the Cities’ engagement activities, as revealed by Table 2 below.  However, what these reported 

engagement activities do reveal is a heavy investment in front-end pre-co-design activities 

(Types 1-4) that Cities felt that they had to make in order to be able to conduct co-design (Type 
5) with their selected stakeholders. 

Events, tools and techniques Stated goals 

1. Brainstorming exercise (or 

MIND MAPPING) 

Eliciting ideas, points of view and comments on a 

specific issue 

2. Creativity workshop  Fostering and capturing ideas and insights as 

trajectories of possible solutions to specific 

problems 

3. Co-design workshop  Detailing a solution idea towards a blueprint 

4. Community development 

events  

Facilitating the people interaction towards the 

development of trust networks 

5. Evaluation sessions Collaboratively evaluating of technological 

prototypes 

6. Facebook groups Enabling an aware discussions on public/semi-

public issues in a private forum 

7. Facilitation workshop  Creating conditions for aware alignment among 

different stakeholders 

8. Focus groups Detailing a specific issue through a collective 

interview involving different expertise 

9. Gaming  Capturing people involvement by creating game 

atmospheres and environments 

10. Interviews (face-to-face or 

by phone) 

Gathering (typically qualitative) information or 

points of view on a specific or a set of issues 

11. Media production Co-articulating societal issues and challenges 

12. Prototyping experiments Facilitating participation in co-design 

13. Public debates/discussions Enabling an aware discussion on a public issue 

14. Questionnaire Gathering information on a topic/issue 

15. Seminars Gathering a diverse set of actors for exploring or 

disseminating thematic issues 

16. Skype calls/telcos Enabling on-line small group discussion 
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 Table 2. Events, tools and techniques reported employed by pilot cities for engaging 

with stakeholders  (listed alphabetically) 

 

Cities were then requested to indicate which of these activities they had each employed in their 
engagement with their stakeholder groups. Their responses are shown in Table 3. Two of the  

Cities – Malmo (Smart Neighbourhood) and Palmela (Smart City Hall) both reported that they 

had used twice as many events, tools and techniques for engaging with stakeholders than Athens 
(Smart Square), Bremen (Smart Street) and Genoa (Smart Museum) had. On average, Cities 

said that they had employed around a dozen different engagement activities with their 

stakeholder groups.  
 Only two types activity were reportedly employed by all six of the Cities: 

 Step 3: information exchange -brainstorming exercises, and 

 Step 5: co-design - creativity workshops. 

Two other activities used by all but one of them: 

 Step 4: capacity building - facilitation workshops. 

Four more activities were employed by more than half of the Cities: 

 Step 3: information exchange –facebook 

 Step 5: co-design – co-design workshops. 

Table 3 (below) reveals the actual complexity uncovered by the analysis as opposed to this 
idealised simplicity. 

17. Student courses (1) Enabling city administrations and citizen 

communities as peers in academic knowledge 

production 

18. Student courses (2) Offering academic knowledge production as 
being "in service" of relevant and current societal 

issues 

19. Surveys Gathering information on a topic/issue 

20. Technology demonstrations Aligning learning on potential of technology to 
needs of city administrations and citizen 

communities 

21. Voting Expressing an opinion or contribute to making a 
decision 

22. Strategic design meetings Collaborative strategies design among decision 

and policy makers 

Events, tools and 

techniques 
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Brainstorming exercise 

(or MIND MAPPING) 

       6 

Creativity workshop         6 

Interviews (face-to-face or 

by phone) 

       5 

Facilitation workshop         5 

Facebook groups        4 

Public debates/discussions        4 

Seminars        4 

Co-design workshop         4 

Skype calls/telcos        3 

Questionnaire        3 

Student courses        3 

Prototyping experiments        3 
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 Table 3. Events, tools and techniques used by Pilot Cities for engaging with 

stakeholders (ranked by frequency of use) 

 
From this reported usage, it is possible to construct a modal (most frequently reported) ‘ideal 

type’ for the engagement activities employed across the Pilot Cities (Box 2 below). 

 
 Step 1: information collection – public debate/discussions and seminars  

 Step 2: information collection –interviewing 

 Step 3: information exchange – facebook 

 Step 4: capacity building - facilitation workshops 
 Step 5: co-design - brainstorming exercises, creativity and co-design workshops. 

 

 
Box 2. Modal ‘ideal type’ engagement activities across the six Pilot Cities 

 

Next, two Peripheria partners – Politecnico di Milano POLIMI (Italy) and Malmö University - 
MEDEA (Sweden) with the most experience and expertise in co-design were invited to identify 

what they saw as the key phases involved in stakeholder engagement to deliver the co-design of 

services. Based on Peripheria Evaluation Framework, they suggested that Cities needed to work 

through three sequential phases: 
1) the creation of community interaction environment 

2) service co-design, and 

3) community-based service implementation. 
Table 4 lists what they saw as the key characteristics of each of these three phases. 

 

 Phases of stakeholder engagement 

 1.    Creation of a 
community interaction 

environment 

2.  Service co-design 3.   Community-
based service 

implementation 

Goals of 

each phase 

Build up the socio 

technical context for 
the design phase: 

capturing the 

problems, sharing a 
common vision, 

developing a common 

language, creating a 

trust network, mapping 
resources 

Build up a service idea 

and concept: 
identifying possible 

solution trajectories, 

developing visions and 
scenarios, specifying 

service requirements, 

quick and dirt 

prototyping, blue-print 
development 

Experimenting 

services: creating 
small scale 

experiments for the 

service to be tested, 
assessing the 

prototype, initial 

evaluation of the 

service sustainability 

 

Table 4. The phases of stakeholder engagement (as defined by PoliMi and MEDEA) 
 

Technology 

demonstrations 

       3 

Focus groups        3 

Strategic design meetings        3 

Community development 

events  

       3 

Evaluation sessions        2 

Survey        2 

Media production        1 

Gaming         1 

TOTALS  7 6 8 17 17 13  
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Cities were then invited to map against these three phases when they had used each of the 

events, tools and techniques that they had employed in their stakeholder engagement. The 

results of this mapping are shown in Table 5 below.   
 The mapped use of activities shown here does not reflect the simple linear uni-

directionality suggested by the five steps of stakeholder engagement listed above. Instead three 

fifths of the activities are mapped as were having been used at all three phases by at least one  
City (and frequently by several more). All of the activities, except evaluation sessions and 

gaming, were used in two or more phases.  

 This mapping suggests that, instead of a neat linear development, stakeholder 

engagement was more iterative and evolved through cycles where the same types of events, 
tools and techniques were (re-)employed for different purposes. Very few of the engagement 

activities appear to be phase-dependent. The exceptions here are brainstorming exercises which 

were restricted to Phases 1 and 2, prototyping experiments restricted to Phases 2 and 3, and 
gaming and evaluation sessions, restricted to Phase 2 and Phase 3, respectively. 

  

 Phases of stakeholder engagement 

 1) Creation of a 
community 

interaction 

environment 

2) Service co-
design 

3) Community-
based 

service 

implementa
tion 

Events, tools and 

techniques 

Please indicate which events, tools and techniques you 

used at each phase of your stakeholder engagement 

Interviews    

Public debates/discussions    

Facilitation workshop     

Technology demonstration    

Co-design workshop     

Creativity workshop     

Focus groups    

Survey    

Skype calls/telcos    

Questionnaire    

Media productions    

Strategic design meetings    

Student courses    

Brainstorming exercise (or 

MIND MAPPING) 
   

Facebook groups    

Prototyping experiments    

Seminars    

Community development 

events  
   

Evaluation sessions    

Gaming    

 

Table 5. Phased use of events, tools and techniques reported by Pilot Cities 
(rank ordered by frequency of use across all three phases) 

 

Cities were then requested to indicate which of the activities they had employed in their 
engagement with their stakeholder groups they thought has proved the most useful. Their 

responses are shown in Table 6.  

 The first column of Table 6 shows the engagement activities and the second column the 

number of Cities that reported using them. Cities were invited to rate the usefulness of each 
engagement activity that they had employed on a scale of 1-5 (least to most useful). The third 
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column records the spread in scores that Cities assigned to each engagement activity that they 

had employed. The final column shows the average ‘usefulness’ score for each activity, 

calculated by dividing the total scores per activity by the number of Cities that reported using it. 
The data shows that Cities did not agree how useful they though particular types of engagement 

activity were. For instance, some Cities rated public debates and discussions only moderately 

useful (3) while others thought them most useful (5). This relatively wide range in usefulness 
scores is apparent for all of the engagement activities employed by a half or more of the Cities. 

Nevertheless, with exception of: 

 Facebook Groups 

 Skype calls/telcos 

 strategic design meetings 

 prototyping experiments, and 

 media productions 

all of the activities employed were judged to be at least moderately useful by all of the Cities 

that used them. The only two engagement activities employed by all of the Cities were creativity 
workshops and brainstorming exercises. But, although widely employed, these were not rated as 

the most useful. Both public debates/discussions and interviewing were rated more highly than 

these. And creativity workshops and community development events were rated marginally 
more useful than co-design workshops. The most widely used activity that was poorly rated was 

Facebook Groups.  

 

Events, tools and techniques Number of 
pilots using 

Spread in 
usefulness 

scores 

Average 
usefulness 

scores 

  1 = least 
useful, 5 = 

most useful 

Total/number 
of pilot cities 

using 

Public debates/discussions 4 3-5 4.3 

Interviews (face-to-face or by phone) 5 3-5 4.2 

Creativity workshop  6 3-5 4.0 

Community development events  3 3-5 4.0 

Gaming  1 4 4.0 

Seminars 4 3-5 3.8 

Technology demonstrations 3 3-5 3.7 

Strategic design meetings 3 2-5 3.7 

Facilitation workshop  5 3-5 3.6 

Evaluation sessions 2 3-4 3.5 

Student courses (1) 2 3-4 3.5 

Brainstorming exercise (or MIND 

MAPPING) 

6 3-4 3.5 

Co-design workshop  4 3-4 3.5 

Prototyping experiments 3 2-5 3.3 

Questionnaire 3 3-4 3.3 

Focus groups 3 3-4 3.3 

Survey 2 3 3.0 

Student courses (2) 1 3 3.0 

Facebook groups 4 2-4 2.8 

Skype calls/telcos 3 2-4 2.7 

Media production 1 2 2.0 

 

Table 6. Perceived usefulness of events, tools and techniques mentioned employed by pilot 

cities for engaging with stakeholders (rank ordered by average score across all six pilots) 
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4.2 The ‘desired outcomes’ voiced by stakeholders 
 

Table 7 below shows the ‘desired outcomes’ that each City reported as being mentioned by the 

stakeholders in their own arena. The outcomes listed in the table were collated from the reports 
that each City gave at the end of the co-design activities in their own arena. All of the outcomes 

cited by them were compiled into the list in the first column of the table. And then Cities were 

asked to indicate which outcomes their stakeholders had mention, either directly or indirectly, 

during engagement activities. 
 As Table 7 indicates, all of the Cities said that their stakeholders had given voice to a 

wide range of desired outcomes. But the number of outcomes reported by the Cities varied 

widely. Both Genoa and Malmö suggested that their stakeholders had mentioned two-dozen of 
them. Athens, Bremen, Palmela and Milano said that theirs had only mentioned about half as 

many. 

  Across all six arenas, the desired outcomes most frequently mentioned by stakeholders 

were: 

 ‘being sustainable’ and  

 ‘being engaged (in decision-making processes) 

Five other outcomes were mentioned by stakeholders in all but one of the six arenas: 

  ‘being democratic’ 

 ‘being informed’ 

 ‘being aware (of something that is available) 

 ‘being pro-active’ 

 ‘being green’. 

 

Apart from the first and last of all of these (‘being sustainable’/’being green’), all of these most 
widely shared outcomes relate directly to stakeholders preferences about how they should be 

engaged by their cities. Specifically these desired outcomes, when taken together, specify how 

the involved stakeholders would like to be engaged in the co-design of new services – by being 
aware and informed about what is happening and then actively taking part, through democratic 

decision-making, in service development. The underlying proposition from stakeholders’ 

expressions of the outcomes they sought in co-production is that they are primarily concerned to 

do so because they want improvements in their cities’ governance concerning who gets involved 
and how in deciding which new services are needed and how these should be designed and 

implemented.

Desired outcomes  
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Be sustainable       6 

Be engaged (in decision-

making process) 
      6 

Be democratic       5 

I informed       5 

Be aware (of something 

that is available) 
      5 

Be proactive       5 

Be green       5 
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Table 7 ‘Desired outcomes’ mentioned (directly or indirectly) by stakeholders in each Arena 

(rank ordered by frequency of mention) 

 
Critical success factors 

Table 8 below shows the outcomes that stakeholders desired for their co-design activities 

mapped against the critical success criteria identified by the Peripheria Project – with 
stakeholders’ responses aggregated across of all six of Peripheria’s arenas. What is immediately 

apparent from this table is the overall priority which stakeholders jointly place on governance-

related issues. A third of the desired outcomes voiced by stakeholder groups engaged with on 

the project relate directly and primarily to how they wished to engage civically with their City. 
Five more outcomes also relate to governance issues (mixed to varying degrees with concern 

about well-being). 

 Stakeholders also showed a marked concern for well-being as a priority. More than a 
third of the desired outcomes they voiced focused on well-being – five primarily so, another five 

mixed with concern about governance, and another three jointly with prosperity. Prosperity 

appears to have been less of a concern. Stakeholders only identified six desired outcomes 

focused on prosperity, three on it alone and another three in combination with concern about 
well-being. Security as an issue received even less attention as being an outcome that 

stakeholders desired from their co-design activities. And privacy received the least attention 

from stakeholders of all of Peripheria’s stated critical success factors. As a result, a clear pattern 
emerges from the desired outcomes reported by the Cities as having been voiced across their 

combined stakeholder groups. Whilst stakeholders did mention all of the five critical success 

Be happy (in terms of 

quality of life) 
      4 

Be engaged (in cultural 

experiences) 
      4 

Be (sustainably) mobile       4 

Be efficient       4 

Be resourceful (unwasteful)       4 

Be experimental       4 

Be connected       4 

Be neighbourly       3 

Be safe (in public spaces)       3 

Be heard       3 

Be empowered       3 

Be open (accountable, 

auditable) 

      3 

Be gregarious (in terms of 

community activities) 

      2 

Be considerate (to others)       2 

Be valued       2 

Be profitable       2 

Be private       2 

Be secure (in relation to 

personal information) 

      2 

Be secure (in relation to 

environmental risks) 

      2 

Be seen       2 

Be transformative       1 

Be counted (e.g. through 

voting) 
      1 

Be co-operative (e.g. 

through skill swaps) 

      1 

TOTALS 13 11 25 24 12 14  
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factors pursued by Peripheria, they did so very unevenly. Stakeholders’ priorities in relation to 

these issues were: 

1. a strong emphasis on governance 
2. an almost equal emphasis on well-being 

3. less emphasis on prosperity 

4. little emphasis on security, and 
5. almost no emphasis on privacy. 

 These emphases are strongly echoed in the responses that stakeholders gave when 

invited, at the end of the project, by their pilot cities how they thought the success of the 

Peripheria Project should be evaluated (see Table 7 above). 

 

Stakeholders’ desired outcomes Critical success factors of 

smart city service  co-
production  

Be engaged (in decision-making process) Governance  

Be democratic Governance  

Be informed Governance  

Be aware (of something that is available) Governance  

Be proactive Governance  

Be experimental Governance  

Be connected Governance  

Be transformative Governance  

Be counted (e.g. through voting) Governance  

Be open (accountable, auditable) Governance  

Be seen Governance Well-being 

Be heard Governance Well-being 

Be empowered Governance Well-being 

Be considerate (to others) Well-being Governance 

Be co-operative (e.g. through skill swaps) Well-being Governance 

Be happy (in terms of quality of life) Well-being  

Be engaged (in cultural experiences) Well-being  

Be neighbourly Well-being  

Be gregarious (in terms of community activities) Well-being  

Be valued Well-being  

Be (sustainably) mobile Well-being Prosperity 

Be green Well-being Prosperity 

Be sustainable Well-being Prosperity 

Be efficient Prosperity  

Be resourceful (unwasteful) Prosperity  

Be profitable Prosperity  

Be private Privacy  

Be safe (in public spaces) Security Well-being 

Be secure (in relation to personal information) Security  

Be secure (in relation to environmental risks) Security  
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Table 8  Stakeholder groups’ desired outcomes mapped against Peripheria’s ‘critical success 

factors’  

 
An alignment of the changes in behaviour that Cities expect to arise from their challenges with 

both stakeholders’ desired outcomes and Peripheria’s critical success criteria  showed that these 

expected changes in behaviour map onto most frequently is ‘governance’. All of the challenges 
launched by the Cities are intended to promote changes in how stakeholders engage civically – 

from being better informed to increasing their engagement in municipal decision-making. To a 

lesser degree, the challenges are also intended to increase stakeholders’ well-being, prosperity 

and, in one case, their security. But, from their descriptions of ‘sustainable behaviours’, none of 
the Cities appears to expect its challenge(s) to directly address improving stakeholders’ privacy.  

 

4.3 Outcomes and Impacts  
 

The online survey to explore the city project impacts 

In order to identify the project benefits from the inside environment of each city, an online 

survey was created. The questionnaire was distributed by each of the Cities to the stakeholders 
involved in their co-production activities.  The questionnaire was aimed at capturing: 

1) the expectation raised by Peripheria in each context   

2) the way these expectations have changed along the project time 
3) the benefits recognized by the participants as impacts from Periphèria activities 

4) the impacts on the quality of life, prosperity and democracy in the urban contexts of the 

city Arena, and 
5) how the participants would measure the impact of the project in terms of its perceived 

successes and benefits. 

The questionnaires were translated into the different languages employed in the Cities prior to 

circulation. Stakeholders filled in the questionnaire in two different ways, as selected as the 
most appropriate by their Cities:  

1) direct compilation (the people involved had personally accessed the questionnaire and 

filled it in on-line) and  
2) mediated-by-interviewer (responses compiled via interviews carried out going through the 

questionnaire questions which were filled in ex-post). 

 
Data collection and survey analysis 

Compilation of the questionnaire was not pursued in all cities with the same intensity, making 

analysis of the results difficult in terms of attempting to differentiate the specificities of 

responses from particular pilot cities. The number of responses received from particular city 
varied widely (41 in one of them against 4 in another one). As a result, the analysis offered in 

this report does not attempt to discriminate between the pilots’ diversities. 

 The framework applied to analysing the questionnaire results distinguished the data 
collected via closed questions from those collected using open questions. The first kind of data 

has been analysed considering the percentage distribution on the supplied responses. For open-

ended questions, a frequency analysis has been carried out to capture the key elements 

considered by the compilers/interviewed people. Finally some cross-reference analysis has been 
carried out considering the role played by the respondents in the pilot process. 

 

Survey responses 
From the 90 stakeholders that took part in the survey. Unsurprisingly, the second largest 

category of stakeholders (27%) that responded to the survey were those who had directly taken 

part in Peripheria as part of its management team. And, given the emphasis placed on enrolling 
the cities, nor is it surprising that the third largest category was members of their public 

administrations (20%). However, it is a testament to the cities’ engagement activities that single 

largest group of stakeholders that responded to the survey -making up more than a third of all 

responses received - were local citizens (34%). A wide range of other types of stakeholders also 
responded to the survey but none of these made up more than 3-7% of the respondents. In this 

sense, the survey respondents broadly reflect the stakeholder groups that the pilot cities jointly 
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said that they had sought to engage (see Table 1 above). The stakeholders that replied to the 

survey were fairly evenly split between men and women. 

  
Stakeholder involvement  

Those who responded to the survey were requested to describe their degree of involvement with 

the Peripheria services. Those who responded to the survey reported that they had varying levels 
of involvement. About a quarter (23%) had participated in some events. The same proportion 

had become more engaged as co-production progressed. Only one in six of them (17%) reported 

themselves as having played a strong role in the project since its inception.  Slightly fewer 

(13%) had become involved as users-evaluators. About the same proportion (14%) were 
following the project but weren’t directly involved. A very small number (7%) had participated 

in the project when it began but now reported that they had lost interest. And 5% had only just 

become involved. In short, the respondents to the survey display myriad types of involvement in 
their project activities, ranging from full and long-term engagement, through early activity that 

had since lapsed, to those who had only recently joined in. This is consistent with the different 

engagement strategies used by the cities depending on the contexts’ characteristics and also on 

the different sub-goals of their activities as distributed along the whole service development 
process. As a result, since they were so differently situated, they brought a wide range of 

experience and opinion about co-production to their responses. 

 Stakeholders were asked then to describe how familiar they were with the Future 
Internet technologies being used in Peripheria.  Chart 1 below shows their responses to this 

question. 

 
 

Chart 1: Familiarity with and use of technology 
 

Stakeholders involved in Peripheria typically described themselves as much more digitally 

capable as most citizens in the pilot cities are likely to be. Most of those who responded to the 

survey presented themselves as familiar with the technologies being used. Just 16% of them 
suggested that they were either learners or not using the technologies involved themselves. Over 

a third (34%) reported that they didn’t have problems using new technologies. And just under a 

third (32%) identified themselves as either involved in the specification and design of the 
technologies being developed or as being a specialist technology provider to the project.   

 Stakeholders who had participated in the co-design activities in the cities were also 

asked how successful they had expected the Periphèria services to be when co-production 
started and how successful they thought they were when they were ending. Chart 2 shows their 

responses.  

 

9%

7%

34%

30%

26%

7%

I'm not really using the technology myself

I'm learning how to use it with some difficulty

I generally don't have problems with new technologies

I'm discovering new things about technology in this project

I'm participating in the specification and design of the
technologies

I'm providing technology services/products to the project

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%

How would you describe your familiarity with the technologies being used?



 

21 

 
Chart 2: Measuring success of Peripheria services 

 

The stakeholders canvassed reported that they had become more positive about service’s 
achievements as it progressed. At the beginning, nearly half (46%) of them thought that the 

process probably wouldn’t/was unlikely to reach its objectives. Following co-design and during 

the Challenges, they were more positive about what was being achieved - with more than three 

quarters of them (77%) suggesting that co-production will meet its objectives or exceed the 
expectations for the new services. By the time that the project has finished, even more of them 

are positive about what it will have achieved. 84% of the stakeholders who responded to the 

survey think that co-production will reach its objectives or surpass them.  
 Stakeholders were then interrogated about what their expectations had been about how 

their stakeholder group was likely to benefit from Peripheria’s services and what they thought 

now. Chart 3 shows their responses. By the end of Peripheria, the stakeholders canvassed 

expected to receive more benefits from the new services than they had anticipated at the start. At 
the beginning of process, nearly two-thirds of the stakeholders (64%) engaged in co-design 

activities in the cities thought it was likely to result in benefits or substantial improvement for 

them. Less than one in twelve (8%) saw its outcomes a potential threat to them while just over a 
quarter (28%) thought that their interests would be unaffected. As co-production progressed, 

stakeholders reported that they have become more positive about its benefits. At the time of the 

survey, almost nine out of ten of them (89%) thought it would bring benefits or substantial 
improvement. By the time that the project has finished, a clear nine out of ten of them (91%) 

think that it will have ended in positive benefits for their stakeholder group. This phenomenon 

can be explained because participation, although long since announced as part of local 

administrations’ agendas, has not been deeply transformed into praxis. So would-be participants 
may have developed a wide and shared skepticism towards participatory initiatives. In 

Periphèria, however, participation was much more than an unfulfilled promise and so has 

generated the growing expectation showed by the data analysis. 
 The stakeholders canvassed were also invited to judge how they thought Peripheria’s 

new services and similar projects would impact upon their quality of life. The stakeholders 

canvassed thought that such projects would have a positive impact on their quality of life. At the 
start of the project, almost of all those who responded (90%) stated that their quality of life was 

average or below. Five years after the end of Peripheria, they expect this situation to be reversed 

– with 70% of them expecting it to be up amongst that of leading cities or as displaying global 

excellence. 
 When asked if they thought that Peripheria and similar projects would affect the 

prosperity of their city, stakeholders’ responses show a similar pattern here. Most of them 

reported that they though that the project’s new services would have a positive impact on their 
prosperity. At the beginning of the project, 90% of them suggested that their prosperity was 
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average or worse. Five years after Peripheria, two thirds of them (66%) expected this situation 

to be reversed with their prosperity being amongst that of leading cities or displaying global 

excellence.  
 Stakeholders were then invited to comment on the impacts of Peripheria and similar 

projects on the level of democracy in their city. Chart 3 shows their responses. 

 

 
Chart 3. Impact on ‘democracy’ in smart city 

 

A similar positive response is reported here too. At the beginning of Peripheria, 70% of 
stakeholders suggested that the level of democracy in their city was average or worse. Five 

years after the end of the project, they expect this situation to be reversed as well.  Almost three 

quarters of them (74%) expected the level of democracy in their city to be on a path with 
leading cities or to display global excellence. 

 

The stakeholders’ criteria for measuring success and benefits 

Stakeholders who responded to the survey were asked what criteria they thought should be used 
to measure their project’s success. Chart 4 shows the criteria that they suggested, aggregated 

and rank ordered by frequency of mention. 
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Chart 4. Critical success factors for the smart city service project  

 

It is evident that, in aggregate, stakeholders’ most frequently mentioned criterion for measuring 
the success of Peripheria is the number of people that have participated in the project. This 

criterion was mentioned by more than a quarter (27%) of those who responded to the survey -

twice as often as the number of new services developed (12%) or the number of apps 
downloaded (10%). Stakeholders also mentioned number of people participating the project 

three to four times as frequently as the number of project initiatives realised (9%) or proposed 

(6%). They also gave it much more emphasis than the number of public institutions (3%), users 

(3%), cities (2%), private partners (2%) or project partners (2%) involved. Thus the stakeholders 
that responded to the survey would seem to have attached more importance to participation – to 

exposure to and to engagement in the cities’ co-production activities - than they did to any 

products emerging from these. Active engagement was emphasized over the number of services 
developed or their active use. And participation was mentioned as a measure of the project’s 

success much more frequently than other measures frequently employed in evaluation such as 

the ‘user satisfaction level’ (1%) or even the social impact of the project as a whole (1%).  

 This signaling of the perceived importance of participation is aligned with the emphasis 
to be found in stakeholders’ ‘desired outcomes’ as reported in Section 4.1  There the preferences 

that stakeholders voiced most frequently were focused on how they should be engaged by their 

cities – specifically on how they wanted to be engaged in the co-design design of new services, 
by being aware and informed about what is happening and then actively taking part through 

democratic decision-making in service development. It would appear that it is through its 

fulfillment of this voiced desire – through enabling them to participate - that stakeholders think 
that the success of Peripheria should primarily be measured. 

 Only a slightly different picture of what is important to stakeholders about their smart 

service project emerged however when they were interrogated about how its impact should be 

measured, about how its benefits should be assessed, see Chart 5. 

 
Chart 5. Assessment of benefits 

 
Stakeholders’ responses here reveal that they did attach importance to what the Peripheria 

Project produced. In aggregate, their primary criterion for measuring the benefit arising from 

their project should be through its delivery of ‘better smart services’. More than a quarter of 

them (27%) pointed to the importance of this criterion. But even here governance issues – in the 
form of ‘larger participation’ (in decision-making) and ‘greater consensus’ – are the second and 

third most frequently mentioned criteria at (15% and 12%, respectively). Other kinds of benefits 

– technological advance (7%), increased business (6%), economic benefits (4%) and ‘better 
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quality of life’ – were put forward by far fewer stakeholders as appropriate ways of measuring 

the benefits that could be expected from the Peripheria Project. 

 As with the measurement of the project’s success, in relation to the benefits arising, 
stakeholders appear to be much more concerned about governance (process) than about quality 

of life or prosperity. And, once again, this accords with the priority established in Section 4.2 

about their desired outcomes for their engagement in co-design. There too they prioritized 
improved governance above all other outcomes. In short, when presenting how they think that 

the benefits of the Peripheria service project should be measured; stakeholders prioritized how 

they were treated and the services available to them over more material improvements. 

 

5. Findings 

  
Both the process analysis and the impact assessment point to the same broad set of conclusions. The 

comparative analyses above reveal the complexity of what Cities set out to do and the widely 

differing ways they went about it. Between them, the Cities sought to engage with four different types 
of stakeholder group: municipal, business, and third sector and citizen stakeholders. They differed 

widely in the number of stakeholder groups that they sought to engage with and targeted them 

differently too. Some focused primarily at the municipal level, others on local businesses, others on 

third sector and citizens. So no one-size-fits-all pattern emerged to describe which stakeholder’s pilot 
cities sought to engage in their co-production activities. 

 The same complexity is apparent in their chosen engagement activities. Between 

them, Cities employed a very wide range of 22 different events, tools and techniques to engage 
their stakeholders. These can be ordered in to five fairly discrete categories running through: 

awareness raising, information collection, information exchange, capacity and trust building, 

and co-design activities. This apparently simple linear progression fails to represent the much 
more complex and iterative nature of how pilot cities actually sought to engage their 

stakeholders in practice. However the reported engagement activities do reveal one area of 

common practice - the heavy front-loaded investment that Cities felt they had to make (raising 

awareness, collecting and exchanging information, and building trust and capacity) in order to 
be able to conduct co-production activities with their selected stakeholders. 

 Most Cities reported using about a dozen different activities to engage with their 

stakeholders. But only two of these activities were used by all of them: brainstorming exercises 
and creative workshops. And two more were used by a majority of them - Facebook and co-

design workshops. And so, once again, no one-size-fits-all pattern emerges for the activities 

employed by Pilot Cities in seeking to engage with their chosen stakeholder groups. 
 Cities mapped the activities they had used against the three-phased Peripheria 

process: community creation, service co-design, and service implementation. No simple 

progression or linearity was revealed by this mapping. All but two of the activities - evaluation 

sessions and gaming - were used in two or more of these phases. Engagement was iterative with 
the same types of events, tools and techniques being (re-)employed for different purposes. 

 Nor did Cities agree which particular types of engagement activity had proved most 

useful. Most were judged to be at least moderately useful. But those most widely used – 
brainstorming exercises and creativity workshops – were not judged to be the most useful.  

Public debates/discussion and interviewing were rated more highly than these, with creativity 

workshops, community development events rated marginally more useful than co-production 

workshops. 
 Cities reported that their stakeholders had identified a wide range of ‘desired outcomes’ for 

their co-design activities. The most widely shared set of outcomes here relates to how stakeholders 

wanted to be like to be engaged in the co-design of services – by being aware and informed about 
what is happening and then actively taking part through democratic decision-making in service 

development. When mapped against Peripheria’s ‘critical success factors’, stakeholders again 

prioritise governance-related issues, followed by well-being. Prosperity appears to have been less of a 
concern. Security received less attention and privacy the least. 

 The alignment between the changes in behaviour that Cities expect to arise from their 

challenges were also examined in relation to both stakeholders’ desired outcomes and Peripheria’s 

critical success factors.  Each City is revealed as expecting multiple changes in behaviour to arise 
from its challenges. Most frequently, these changes in expected behaviour map on to the 
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‘governance’ critical success factor. All of the challenges launched by the Pilot Cities are intended to 

promote changes in how stakeholders engage civically – from being better informed to increasing 

their engagement in municipal decision making. To a lesser degree, they are also intended to increase 
stakeholders’ well-being and prosperity and, in one case, their security. None of the Cities appears to 

expect its challenges to directly address improving stakeholder privacy. This finding has been 

reflected in the survey on Peripheria’s impacts.  
 Stakeholders involved in the six pilot cities’ engagement activities who responded to a survey 

were broadly representative of the four stakeholder groups enlisted in Peripheria – members of 

municipalities, businesses, third sector organisations and local citizens. They revealed themselves to 

be fairly digitally literate citizen who brought a wide range of experiences, skills and opinions to the 
project. Despite these diverse backgrounds, they also emerge as very loyal to, and extremely positive 

about the project’s ideas and mission to deliver co-produced smart city services.  

 They became more positive during their engagement in the process of co-production. By its 
end, more than three quarters of them expect it to have met or exceeded its objectives and 91% think 

it will have brought benefits for their stakeholder group. 70% of them think that projects such as 

Peripheria will improve their quality of life and 66% that their prosperity will, 5 years after the end of 

the project, rank amongst that of leading cities or displaying global excellence. 74% of them also 
expect that, within five years, the level of democracy in their city will be similarly elevated. They 

rated the Peripheria Project positively against all of the success criteria offered to them – stakeholder 

participation, appropriate choice of topic and place, technologies used, effective collaboration and 
new products or services offered. Their approval rating here was tightly clustered between 62-68% 

except against choice of topic and place where 82% of them reported that the project had delivered 

positive results or achieved beyond their expectations. Strikingly, very few stakeholders (between 2-
6%) reported that they felt that the project had failed to deliver against any of these success criteria. 

 When invited to list their own criteria for measuring the success of the project, those who 

responded to the survey attached more importance to participation – to exposure to and engagement 

in the cities’ co-design activities – than they did to any products or services emerging from these. 
And this suggested importance of participation aligns with the emphasis found in the process 

evaluation of stakeholders’ desired outcomes. It would seem that it is primarily through Peripheria’s 

fulfilment of this voiced desire – by enabling stakeholders to be aware and informed about what is 
happening, then actively taking part through democratic decision-making in service development – 

that the stakeholders canvassed think its performance should be judged. Nevertheless, the primary 

benefit that stakeholders thought the project could deliver was better smart city services. Yet even 
here governance issues were highlighted with larger participation and greater consensus the second 

and third most frequently suggested benefits. 

 In their open-ended responses to questions about how their project’s success and benefits 

should be measured, stakeholders appeared more concerned about governance (process) than about 
quality of life or prosperity (outcome). And, as the process analysis identified, this again aligns with 

the desired outcomes they voiced during their co-design activities. When asked how the success and 

benefits of Peripheria should be measured, stakeholders prioritized how they were treated as citizens 
and the improvement of public services provided over more material considerations. 

 

6. Implications for research and practice 

 
A clear pattern emerges from the results of the comparative analysis. It shows that, for the most 

part, there is no one-size-fits-all that can be applied to the Cities attempts to engage their 
stakeholders in smart service co-production. Instead it reveals the complexity of what Cities set 

out to do and the widely differing ways they went about it. Taken together, results indicate that 

it is not possible to use their engagement activities to formulate a single, one-size-fits-all 
prescription of how cities should seek to approach the co-production of service. Instead it is 

possible to offer a list of ingredients – e.g. which stakeholders, using which techniques, in 

pursuit of which outcomes, using which success criteria, to change which behaviours.  But 
while the ingredients employed may be similar, how, when and for what purpose they are 

deployed is dependent on local circumstances, on the specifics of the context in which they are 

being used.  These findings suggest that service managers not only have to be able to operate 

with the techniques and tools for co-producing smart city services, but they also have to have 
the skills and capacities to use them creatively, reflective of the specific context they operate. 
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The current research has identified the ingredients and tools they need to use, and how to mix 

them in the different phases of co-production. The specific end result of this mixing however, 

cannot be predicted, as it will be entirely born of the specific blend of people, processes and 
places that makes their city special.   

 It has also emerged that while stakeholders are motivated to take part in co-production 

in order to produce better public services, improve their quality of life and prosperity, they are 
primarily concerned to do so because they want improvements in their cities’ governance 

concerning who gets involved and how in deciding which new services are needed and how 

these should be designed and implemented.  

 It is these twin messages about no ‘one-size-fits-all’ and the importance of context-
specific governance issues – about who takes part in decision-making - that have been carried 

forward by Peripheria with its: 

“focus on People in Places: people – rather than abstract concepts of functions and 
needs, and places – in the sense of real city settings with specific urban roles and 

meanings” 

and its: 

“call for people’s participation reflecting the well-founded intuition that these new 
solutions can better be found by tapping into the wisdom and experience of ordinary 

citizens rather than relying exclusively on expert advice.” 

 Results of this study could be of interest for public service managers and civil servants, 
researchers, policymakers, and experts involved in and responsible for the governance, 

development and design of city services and all those who wish to know what other 

governments are doing in terms of their smart initiatives in order to obtain a higher efficiency 
for developing Smart Cities’ services. 
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