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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
This research explores the conceptual integration of Living Labs (LLs) Received 12 December 2023
into the Regional Innovation Ecosystem (RIE) to understand their Accepted 5 October 2024
potential as facilitators of Responsible Innovation. While previous

studies explored the role of Living Labs, they lack comprehensive Livi -

: . . . . iving labs; regional
integration strategies for addressing wicked problems. A innovation ecosystem;
conceptual framework is developed to understand the main role, conceptual framework;
detailed functions, and key elements for integration. Seven expert innovation orchestration;
interviews were conducted to develop the conceptual framework, wicked problems

using the Interuniversity Microelectronics Centre (imec) within the

Flemish Innovation Ecosystem as empirical context. The findings

emphasise Living Labs as central orchestrators, enabling user-

centric innovation, real-world experimentation, and stakeholder

engagement. We identify four key elements that facilitate the

proposed integration: government policy and funding, strategic

integration, formal collaborations, and proof of concept. These

findings have implications for advancing the theoretical

understanding of Living Labs’ integration into the Regional

Innovation Ecosystem, and for practitioners who aim to foster

Responsible Innovation.
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Introduction

In the rapidly expanding body of literature on innovation ecosystems (Gomes et al. 2018), a
growing emphasis emerges on adopting holistic innovation approaches to effectively tackle
global challenges (Reichert 2019). These contemporary challenges encompass climate
change, public health, and food security, commonly acknowledged as wicked problems
(Ludwig et al. 2022). Wicked problems (Peters 2017; Rush 2019), characterised by their
complexity and the absence of straightforward solutions across economic, societal, and
environmental domains (Head and Alford 2015), require systemic innovation approaches
(Zivkovic 2018). The multifaceted concept of ‘systemic innovation’ involves the integration
of complementary innovations in ecosystems and the formulation of transformative sol-
utions to complex challenges (Midgley and Lindhult 2021).
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Recent scholarship in Responsible Innovation (RI) highlights the limitations of tra-
ditional engagement approaches in addressing these challenges. Smolka and Bdschen
(2023) advocate for a systemic approach, termed ‘responsible innovation ecosystem gov-
ernance’, which calls for diverse stakeholders to collaboratively reflect on the societal and
ethical impacts of innovation (Smolka and Béschen 2023). This approach aligns with the
core idea of RI, which highlights how current methods fail to fully consider societal needs
and values (Van Oudheusden 2014). Existing RI frameworks, such as those proposed by
Stilgoe, Owen, and Macnaghten (2013), emphasise the integration of ethical consider-
ations and societal concerns into innovation development but tend to lack detailed
explorations of how intermediaries can facilitate this process.

Concurrently in practice, European regions are emerging as key drivers of systemic
innovation (Reichert 2019), yet they face diverse challenges within their Regional Inno-
vation Ecosystem (RIE). These challenges include a complex innovation landscape with
isolated innovation approaches (Gamidullaeva 2018) and the persistent ‘European
Paradox’, representing the gap between research results and market innovations
(Herranz and Ruiz-Castillo 2013). Further obstacles stem from limitations in ecosystem
connectivity and targeted stakeholder interaction (Asheim 2019), emphasising the need
for future exploration of appropriate frameworks to ensure effective interactions among
Quadruple Helix stakeholders in the ecosystem (Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Plewa et al.
2013).

These developments have incentivized scholars to explore new approaches that
combine the concept of innovation ecosystems with emerging innovation intermediaries
like Living Labs (LLs) (Gamidullaeva 2018). LLs have been identified as crucial interme-
diaries that can potentially bridge the gap between societal needs and technological devel-
opment and foster the key dimensions of RI (Campos and Marin-Gonzélez 2023). These
key dimensions of RI involve the inclusion of diverse stakeholders, anticipation of future
impacts, responsiveness in research processes, and reflexivity in underlying beliefs
(Burget, Bardone, and Pedaste 2017; Stilgoe, Owen, and Macnaghten 2013). Our study
builds on existing frameworks in RI that emphasise the importance of integrating societal
concerns and ethical considerations into technological development (Stilgoe, Owen, and
Macnaghten 2013; Van Oudheusden 2014).

LLs emphasise the responsibility to anticipate future impacts of current technological
and social change and stress the necessity for inclusive participatory processes to advance
economic, environmental, and social sustainability (Adam and Groves 2011; Campos
and Marin-Gonzalez 2023). More precisely, LLs emerge as pivotal innovation intermedi-
aries in their potential to coordinate innovation activities across multiple actors in the
RIE (Gamidullaeva 2018; Schaffers and Turkama 2012). They foster open stakeholder
collaboration (Gamidullaeva 2018), adopt a user-centric focus on societal needs (Almirall
and Wareham 2011), and drive transformative innovation (Schaffers and Turkama 2012)
that can be used to address social-political problems (Zivkovic 2018). They take a key role
in solving the ‘European Paradox’ by tapping into user needs to adapt knowledge cre-
ation to market value for user-driven innovations (Almirall and Wareham 2011; Schuur-
man 2015). Recent studies consider LLs as catalysts and accelerators of systemic
innovation in collaborative innovation networks (Schaffers and Turkama 2012;
Toffolini et al. 2021). These inherent characteristics of LLs make them ideal vehicles
and facilitators for continued learning, multiple perspectives, and productive
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collaboration, elements proposed by Fisher et al. (2024) that are essential to further
develop the field of RIL.

Evidence on the performance of LLs remains a point of attention and studies are
increasingly questioning outcomes and benefits (Ballon, Van Hoed, and Schuurman
2018; Paskaleva and Cooper 2021). Despite their potential, a theoretical gap appears in
fully leveraging LLs within the RIE (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). Related concepts
such as Open Innovation or user engagement require better integration into existing eco-
systems to achieve their full potential (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). The literature
reveals various obstacles in the effective implementation of LLs, including the lack of sus-
tainability and scalability of the innovation activities due to their reliance on project-
based funding (Evans et al. 2015; Schaffers and Turkama 2012; Schuurman 2015). In
response, previous studies suggest the evolution of LLs into sustainable multi-level gov-
ernance structures actively engaging user needs in coordinating regional innovation
dynamics (Del Vecchio et al. 2017). The incorporation of LLs into their ecosystems
holds the potential for systematically transforming existing innovation approaches and
networks as these learning environments stimulate systemic innovation (Schafters and
Turkama 2012). This integration promises benefits such as streamlined innovation devel-
opment, enhanced alignment with stakeholder needs, and increased competitiveness on a
European scale (European Commission 2021; Schaffers and Turkama 2012). These evol-
utions result in the growing importance of exploring conceptual governance approaches
for the sustainable integration of LLs into the RIE.

This study aims to address these gaps by developing a conceptual framework that inte-
grates LLs into the broader RIE. The primary research goal is the development of a con-
ceptual framework that integrates LLs into the broader RIE. The following research
question guides the exploration: ‘How can the concepts of LLs and RIEs be effectively inte-
grated into a conceptual framework that visualizes the key elements and their links?. The
resulting integration framework, which explores the main role, detailed functions, and
key elements, provides a conceptual model aligning the synergies of contemporary inno-
vation approaches. The findings position LLs as central orchestrators in the ecosystem,
catalysing stakeholder collaboration, facilitating real-life experimentation, and ensuring
user-centric innovation. Our study specifically examines the theoretical typology of LLs
connected to regional policymakers, emphasising their role in actively facilitating inno-
vation activities. Drawing from an interview study conducted within the specific context
of the Interuniversity Microelectronics Center (imec) in the Flemish Innovation Ecosys-
tem in Belgium, the study develops a conceptual framework with potential applicability
across diverse contexts. Overall, the research contributes to the literature by providing an
integrated perspective on the broader significance of LLs in regional innovation.

Our study contributes to the field of RI by moving beyond the descriptive, case-based
approached that have previously connected LLs and RI. While earlier studies focused on
specific contexts such as renewable energy (Campos and Marin-Gonzalez 2023) and pre-
cision agriculture (Gardezi et al. 2024), our research offers a broader framework that
transcends such thematical domains. We build upon key frameworks in RI, particularly
those emphasising the integration of societal concerns and ethical considerations into
innovation processes (Fisher 2021; Stilgoe, Owen, and Macnaghten 2013). By enhancing
the role of LLs in the RIE, our study aims to propose a framework where LLs serve as
crucial intermediaries to facilitate stakeholder collaboration and anticipate societal
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impacts. This approach not only strengthens RI by aligning innovation processes with
societal needs and values but also addresses existing gaps in RI frameworks.

Theoretical literature review
The regional innovation ecosystem

In the realm of complex global challenges, regions have emerged as central hubs facilitat-
ing systemic innovation across diverse domains by connecting regional and global devel-
opment, economic and social growth, and innovation objectives with sustainability goals
(Reichert 2019). Recognising this pivotal role, the European Commission has introduced
Regional Innovation Ecosystems as a strategic policy tool, seeking to catalyse transform-
ation through collaboration among Quadruple Helix stakeholders and the co-creation of
effective solutions (European Commission 2021).

Derived from the broader concept of Innovation Ecosystems (Granstrand and Hol-
gersson 2020), the Regional Innovation Ecosystem strategically fosters regional inno-
vation and addresses contemporary challenges. Positioned as the institutional
infrastructure supporting innovation within regional boundaries (Asheim and Gertler
2006), it plays a multifaceted role with the primary objective of leveraging regional inno-
vation capacity through the integration of various innovation actors and resources in
geographic proximity (Asheim 2019; Reichert 2019). Innovation capacity, in this
context, refers to the present and potential innovation capabilities of a region to transfer
knowledge into innovations for long-term economic growth (Freeman 1995; Schiuma
and Lerro 2008).

The RIE emerges as a theoretical concept within policymaking, advocating a systemic
innovation approach and emphasising the integration of regional sectors with broader
policy frameworks (Asheim, Isaksen, and Trippl 2020; Hynes, Lees, and Miiller 2020).
It also acts as an umbrella and governance structure, promoting Quadruple Helix stake-
holder collaboration in regional innovation, and strategically governing innovation
activities to enhance the economic competitiveness of a region (European Commission
2021).

However, theoretical challenges in the RIE stem from insufficient integration
approaches among different innovation concepts, leading to constraints in the under-
standing of their potential interaction (Asheim 2019). To address these challenges,
there is a growing interest in considering the integration of innovation intermediaries
like LLs into the RIE (Gamidullaeva 2018).

Living labs as innovation orchestrators

LLs emerged in the literature as dynamic innovation intermediaries (Gamidullaeva 2018)
and are defined by the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL) as ‘Open Innovation
Ecosystems’ (ENoLL 2023). Leveraging iterative feedback processes, LLs create sustain-
able impact and provide real-life environments for testing and co-creating innovations
(Leminen, Westerlund, and Nystrom 2012). LLs orchestrate stakeholder networks
across the Quadruple Helix, involving government, research institutes, companies, and
citizens (ENoLL 2023; Schuurman et al. 2016). This orchestration occurs at multiple
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levels, with a specific focus on the organisational level, where they manage, monitor, and
coordinate different LL projects (Schaffers and Turkama 2012; Schuurman 2015).

In the early 2000s, when the LLs movement started gaining momentum in Europe, LLs
originated mostly from university technology transfer organisations or city innovation
centres (Almirall and Wareham 2008). In the early days, LLs were mostly linked to
ICT innovation, with a heavy emphasis on the European context of these evolutions
(Eriksson, Niitamo, and Kulkki 2005). The strong European support for LLs is linked
to their envisioned potential to help solve the so-called ‘European paradox’ (Almirall
and Wareham 2011; Schuurman 2015). The notion refers to Europe’s leading position
in scientific excellence, but its lagging ability to translate science into innovation and
business applications (European Commission 1996). While the notion is debated upon
in literature, it has stimulated a lot of support for innovation intermediaries that
might play a role in resolving the paradox.

These early LL initiatives were mostly linked to EU and local policies regarding ICT
introduction and innovation and built further on European phenomena such as coopera-
tive design and digital cities (Ballon and Schuurman 2015). The current application
domains of LLs are a lot more diverse in nature. Examples include LLs located on uni-
versity campuses (Evans et al. 2015) and Urban Living Labs that focus on solving
urban issues (Peters 2017; Steen and van Bueren 2017). This paper focuses on LLs con-
nected to local and regional policymakers, pivotal in supporting, orchestrating, and facil-
itating local and regional innovation.

Within the RIE, LLs are considered multi-level governance structures that organise
regional innovation dynamics, focusing on the inclusion of user needs in regional
policy formulation (Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Marsh and Trapani 2011). LLs contribute
to coordinating systemic innovation among stakeholders, dynamically managing knowl-
edge, and enabling a collaborative approach to innovation (Gamidullaeva 2018; Leminen,
Westerlund, and Nystrém 2012). They facilitate the transition from research outcomes to
market implementation by providing a scientific foundation for market validation and
social acceptance, often through the central role of research centres (Del Vecchio et al.
2017). LLs have the potential to act in response to the vision of the Committee of the
Regions (2012) to reinvent the future of Europe by transforming regions into real-
world implementation fields (K6nig and Evans 2013).

The conceptualisation of the relationship between LLs and the RIE is often explored
based on the common underlying principles of Open Innovation and the Quadruple
Helix model (Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Gamidullaeva 2018). The Open Innovation
context refers to the collaborative innovation co-creation between actors from academia,
industry, government, and civil society (Curley and Salmelin 2013), with LLs enabling
this collaboration as ‘innovation arenas‘ (Almirall and Wareham 2011). Importantly, LLs
ensure active user involvement throughout the innovation process, expanding the ecosys-
tem from the traditional Triple Helix configuration to the Quadruple Helix model (Del
Vecchio et al. 2017). However, while the inclusion of user engagement is often claimed
as the most important benefit, this characteristic is inherent to the definition of LLs.
Such circularity does not help the scientific grounding of the LL construct and precludes
effective evaluation thereof (Paskaleva and Cooper 2021). For example, in the context of
smart cities, Nguyen, Marques, and Benneworth (2022) find that incorporating citizens
into smart city models is more challenging than the Quadruple Helix discourse conveys.
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Challenges to maximise the impact of living labs

While the literature underscores the significant role of LLs in RIEs, the challenge lies in
the lack of frameworks for their effective integration into the broader innovation land-
scape (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). Veeckman et al. (2013) argue that if innovation
is contemplated via LLs, intended inputs and hoped-for outputs should be considered
more carefully for LLs to have practical significance. Existing obstacles primarily
persist in the limited sustainability inherent to the often-short-term focus of LLs on
organisational needs (Leminen, Westerlund, and Nystrom 2012; Schaffers and
Turkama 2012). Another complexity lies in the governance of LLs based on their multi-
faceted nature, involving multiple stakeholders with varying interests in joint innovation
activities (Leminen and Westerlund 2012; Van Geenhuizen 2013). The effective recruit-
ment of suitable user and stakeholder groups and their active engagement in the co-cre-
ation activities is a significant undertaking (Bergvall-Kareborn and Stahlbrost 2009;
Folstad 2008; Robaeyst et al. 2023).

Schuurman (2015) illustrated that the added value of LLs goes beyond a single project
with LL characteristics and introduced a three-layered model distinguishing the LL
organisation, orchestrating multiple LL projects over time, with specific user and stake-
holder co-creation and real-life experimentation methods and tools being used during
these projects. However, the long-term sustainability of this organisational level is one
of the key challenges, which hinders their seamless integration into broader systems
(Evans et al. 2015; Schaffers and Turkama 2012). This issue of sustainability can be illus-
trated by the fact that currently 152 of the ENoLL accredited LLs are active, whereas 314
historically accredited LLs are no longer active, which means that two out of three LLs
ceased to exist in their former outlook after some time (Schuurman 2023).

The issue of sustainability, referring to a LL’s viability and its responsibility to its sur-
rounding community (Bergvall-Kareborn et al. 2009), underscores the necessity for
developing long-term sustainable business models and embracing standardisation.
These measures are considered crucial for fully leveraging the potential of LLs as coor-
dinators of systemic innovation in regional contexts (Schaffers and Turkama 2012)
and tackle contemporary wicked issues in an integrated approach. To this end, an impor-
tant debate emerges around the role of transdisciplinarity in such integration efforts. For
example, drawing on transition management, Wanner et al. (2018) describe how phases
of co-creation, co-production, and co-evaluation within real-world laboratories enable
sustainable transitions through transdisciplinary research practices. Transdisciplinary
research is a continuous problem-oriented process of convergence and consideration
for the integration of the perspectives of science and practice (Laborgne et al. 2021).
In the context of Living Labs, inclusiveness of perspectives, translation and communi-
cation of knowledge, and power asymmetries/relations deserve further attention
(Laborgne et al. 2021; Menny, Palgan, and McCormick 2018; Nguyen, Marques, and Ben-
neworth 2022).

Integrating living labs in the regional innovation ecosystem

Providing conceptual frameworks integrating LLs into the RIE is a critical step in sup-
porting the development of regional innovation and addressing the complex challenges
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Table 1. Relevant studies on the role of LLs in the (R)IE.

Title

Description

Article

Comments

Innovation Ecosystem
Hub Model

Distributed
Ecosystem
Organisation

Living Labs in Cross-
Border Systemic
Innovation

Combining
Innovation
Ecosystem and
innovation
intermediaries

Living Labs as concept
to activate dynamic
Innovation
Ecosystems

LLs, as central hubs, coordinate
innovation processes by
brokering QHM actors and
accumulating resources at
various project stages
(Claudel 2018).

LLs function as crucial hubs,
fostering organisational fields
around QHM actors,
contributing to participatory
innovation and risk mitigation
in urban experiments. They
evolve through specialisation,
splitting, or transitioning to a
mediating role (Claudel 2018).

LLs are not well integrated into
the RIE, with a need for better
integration of Open
Innovation and user
involvement. LLs take on a
coordinator role in systemic
networks (Schaffers and
Turkama 2012).

LLs, as distinct innovation
intermediaries, focus on user
involvement in an Open
Innovation approach. They
can take on a systemic
innovation intermediary role,
catalysing and coordinating
activities across various actors
(Gamidullaeva 2018).

LLs, focusing on users in the
QHM, provide a systematic
approach to activating
Innovation Ecosystems. They
take on multi-governance
structures, enabling the active
inclusion of users’ needs to
coordinate innovation
dynamics in the region (Del
Vecchio et al. 2017).

Claudel (2018), adapted
from Curley and
Salmelin (2013) and
Visnjic et al. (2016)

Claudel (2018)

Schaffers and Turkama
(2012)

Gamidullaeva (2018)

Del Vecchio et al. (2017)

Model lacks specificity on LLs’
role, functions, or benefits in
the ecosystem, focusing on
hubs in general.

Model lacks specificity on LLs
role, while focusing on
ecosystem evolution, and
suggests a limited, temporary
function, hindering a clear
view of integration.

Concept points out the lack of
LLs' integration and potential
benefits but lacks further
elaboration on the
implementation of the
proposed integration.

Concept outlines the potential
roles and functions of LLs but
lacks a model for integration
and implementation.

Concept highlights the value of
LLs but lacks specificity on
their roles in integration or a
specific integration approach.

of contemporary society. Despite efforts by previous studies to position LLs within the
broader innovation ecosystem, the current literature exhibits limitations in providing a
comprehensive framework for their integration within the RIE. Table 1 provides a com-
prehensive overview of relevant theories, emphasising and exploring the potential roles
of LLs in various contexts within the domain of the innovation ecosystem.

The Innovation Ecosystem Hub Model, for example, views LLs as a central hub in the
ecosystem, consolidating innovation activities by facilitating relations and collecting
resources across different Quadruple Helix sectors (Curley and Salmelin 2013; Visnjic
et al. 2016). The evolved Distributed Ecosystem Organisation Model emphasises a
shift from the traditional hub structure, portraying LLs in a more distributed role that
provides an initial niche for experimentation (Claudel 2018). It fosters dynamic organ-
isational fields and transitions away from the original hub role over time (Claudel
2018). The relationship between LLs and the RIE is commonly established through
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Open Innovation flows and the Quadruple Helix configuration (Del Vecchio et al. 2017;
Gamidullaeva 2018), fostering dynamic and sustainable interactions. Present approaches,
such as the Innovation Ecosystem Hub Model and the Distributed Ecosystem Organisa-
tion Model, focus on ecosystem evolution but lack specificity on LLs’ roles, functions, or
benefits in the innovation ecosystem. They often focus on specific contexts, which
hinders the development of a holistic perspective on the broader integration of LLs (Pas-
kaleva and Cooper 2021).

Further studies have explored the multifaceted roles of LLs within innovation ecosys-
tems or networks. For instance, Gamidullaeva (2018) envisions LLs as crucial innovation
intermediaries, fostering extensive networks and ensuring continuous integration. The
study outlines three central functions of Living Labs as innovation intermediaries: facil-
itating Quadruple Helix collaboration, providing complementary services as experimen-
tal platforms, and bridging the realms of science and public authorities (Gamidullaeva
2018). These versatile roles contribute to the creation of dynamic innovation ecosystems,
fostering collaboration in large networks of Quadruple Helix actors (Del Vecchio et al.
2017). Moreover, LLs function as catalysts for innovation, enabling open community-
based transition arenas that drive broader industrial and societal transformation by over-
coming institutional challenges (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). They can adopt a critical
role in coordinating innovation activities among multiple actors at the systemic level,
eliminating barriers, and harmonising the efforts of ecosystem participants (Gamidul-
laeva 2018; Schaffers and Turkama 2012). Despite these valuable insights, the existing
body of literature collectively provides an incomplete exploration of the precise functions
of LLs in the ecosystem. For example, innovation outcomes via quadruple helix inter-
actions could also be considered intangible (e.g. concepts, ideas, or dialogues) rather
than merely tangible (e.g. designs, products, or services) (Nguyen and Marques 2021).
Indeed, LLs should not be regarded as mere technology tests under real-word conditions
(Engels et al. 2019). Social order may itself become part of the experimentation as new
socio-technical orders are (re-)configured on a regional scale.

While the potential role of LLs in operating collaborative networks within the ecosys-
tem is acknowledged, studies often lack details on the specific functions and concrete
strategies for enabling integration. Schaffers and Turkama (2012) propose valuable
lessons learned to leverage LLs in this function, providing insights on establishing a col-
laborative ecosystem, defining clear roles, fostering competencies, ensuring technology
compatibility, formalising agreements, promoting mutual understanding, and employing
effective project planning. Despite these valuable lessons, the study shows limited insights
in terms of the translation of the theoretical insights into actionable implementation.
Additional limitations include the absence of precise practical implications for stake-
holders and insufficient evidence demonstrating the impact of the proposed integration
in practice.

The findings reveal a lack of studies that address the comprehensive integration of LLs
into the RIE. This gap contrasts with the demonstrated need for holistic governance
across diverse innovation approaches to tackle complex global challenges as well as the
highlighted potential of LLs in this context (Gamidullaeva 2018; Schaffers and
Turkama 2012). This research aims to address these gaps by introducing a conceptual
integration framework specifying the role, key elements, and benefits of LLs in the
ecosystem.
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Methodology
Research design

This study employs a qualitative research design, focusing on in-depth exploration of
contemporary concepts, namely the LLs and RIE. Qualitative research, recognised for
its ability to offer holistic insights and understandings serves as the chosen methodology
(Hennink, Hutter, and Bailey 2020; Lester, Cho, and Lochmiller 2020). We aim to create
a conceptual understanding of the role of LLs in the RIE. We conducted semi-structured
interviews using the Interuniversity Microelectronics Centre (imec) in Flanders,
Belgium, as a context for our study. Imec is the largest LL in Belgium and is a full
member in the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL 2023; Schuurman 2015).
The selection process involved a pre-evaluation of all Belgian Living Labs registered at
ENoLL, examining their structure, connections, and contributions to the RIE. The pur-
posefully selected context aligns with the criteria for qualitative research on LL (Leminen,
Nystrom, and Westerlund 2020), ensuring adherence to the LL approach, the involve-
ment of multiple stakeholders in the innovation process, and the inclusion of various
user or citizen groups.

Empirical context

Established in 1984 as an independent research centre by the Flemish government, imec
specialises in nanoelectronics and digital technology (Imec 2023). Next to imec’s inter-
national activities, it also operates as the ‘Flemish Innovation Engine’ to create local
value within the Flemish Innovation Ecosystem by leveraging its global position as an
R&D hub. This involves collaboration with local universities (KU Leuven, Universiteit
Antwerpen, Universiteit Gent, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, and Universiteit Hasselt),
industry, government, and citizens (Imec 2023; Schuurman 2015).

Imec’s LL division, originating from iLab.o and later iMinds Living Labs, serves as an
experimentation and test environment for co-creation and real-life testing of emerging
technologies. In 2006, iMinds iLab.o was a founding member and part of the first
wave of Living Labs of the European Network of Living Labs, the association of bench-
marked Living Labs (ENoLL 2023). Since 2009, imec has offered ‘Living Labs as a
Service’, involving over 20,000 users and a diverse range of modelling and prototyping
expertise (Schuurman 2015). The LL methodology is project-based, focusing on prevent-
ing systematic failures by involving users and stakeholders early in the innovation
process (D’Hauwers et al. 2017; Schuurman 2015). Over time, the role of imec and its
LL activities shifted, driven by the changing needs within the Flemish Innovation Ecosys-
tem, reflected in the five-year covenant between imec and the Flemish government, and
because of the merger between iMinds and imec in 2016, which emphasised much more
the link with imec’s technological research. In 2021, imec received a total of 111.6 million
euros from the Flemish government, which is the biggest amount of all research and tech-
nology centres in Flanders (Flemish Government 2022).

Over the years, imec’s LL activities encompassed a wide range of projects, from early
tests of digital television in 2003 to more recent initiatives like City of Things in Antwerp,
the Internet of Water-project involving imec sensors and all relevant water players of
Flanders, and the Physical Internet Living Labs in the logistics domain in 2023 (Imec
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2023). Today, imec’s formal LL division has evolved into the AI and Data department,
supporting the region’s innovation landscape in the domains of public health, mobility,
logistics, sustainability, and lifelong learning, with AI and data technology as main tech-
nological enablers, connecting to imec’s hardware research and capabilities. As the focus
has shifted from bilateral SME projects towards more systemic ecosystem projects relying
on imec’s technology research with intense collaboration with the public sector, the user
panel activities have been abolished in favour of intense ecosystem and community man-
agement, still aligning with the shift from the Triple to the Quadruple Helix approach
(Schuurman 2015).

Data collection and analysis

Data collection is based on seven expert interviews to yield a deep understanding of the
topic and generate theories based on empirical evidence (Dorussen, Lenz, and Blavoukos
2005). Experts are described as individuals with deep process, technical, and interpretive
knowledge in their field of expertise (Bogner, Littig, and Menz 2009). Expert interviews
are conducted to access their specialised knowledge and gain specific insights into the
research area. Given the use of expert interviews and a bounded empirical context, the
relevancy of our sample to address our research aim, rather than its size, served as a
basis to evaluate its adequateness (Edwards and Holland 2013). The sample of respon-
dents consists of three distinct groups that collectively offer a comprehensive exploration
of the research topic (Table 2). The interviews included two experts engaged in LLs and
innovation activities at Imec, two respondents involved in network and chairing activities
at ENoLL, and three senior researchers and innovation managers from affiliated univer-
sities like Imec-SMIT and Imec-IMS at Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB). Diversity was
considered as a relevant aspect in the selection of the interview sample including four
male and three female participants.

The interview process was uniformly applied to all participants, with stringent selec-
tion criteria aimed at ensuring a high level of expertise in the field, extensive experience
in the position, proficient English language skills, and, where applicable, relevant

Table 2. List of interview respondents.

Respondent Gender Institution Recent Position Experience
Respondent 1 Male (a) ENoLL, (a) Network builder, (a) Min. 3 years,
(b) previously imec (b) User involvement (b) min. 10 years
Respondent 2  Male VUB imec-IMS Research and innovation manager Min. 2 years
Respondent 3  Female Imec Innovation manager and LL researcher ~ Min. 10 years
Respondent 4 Male (a) Imec, (a) Innovation expert LLs (a) Min. 6 years,
(b) ENoLL (b) LL specialist (b) min. 3 years
Respondent 5 Female VUB imec-SMIT Senior researcher Min. 11 years
Respondent 6 Male (a) ENoLL, (a) Vicechair, (a) Min. 6 years,
(b) Brainport (b) Programme Director (b) min. 14 years

Eindhoven EU Office (c) European Affairs

Respondent 7 Female  VUB imec-SMIT Senior researcher Min. 3 years
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publications in the research domain. The interviews were conducted either in person or
online, recorded, and later transcribed. Respondent identities were anonymized for
confidentiality (Hennink, Hutter, and Bailey 2020). The primary data collection instru-
ment describes a semi-structured interview guideline (Appendix), a widely used instru-
ment in expert interviews (Lester, Cho, and Lochmiller 2020). The interview questions
draw on the findings from the theoretical literature review, specifically addressing ident-
ified gaps in the exploration of the main role of LLs, necessary integration mechanisms,
and benefits associated with the integration process.

The data analysis employs qualitative content analysis based on the methodology of
Mayring (2015), ensuring the systemic evaluation of the data material with a prior
definition of the evaluation units and evaluation rules (Maying and Fenzl 2014). The
analysis uses a mixed approach; combining deductive and inductive analysis (Mayring
2014). The deductive ‘structuring’ approach systematically applies pre-defined categories
to extract relevant aspects pertinent to the research question from the material (Mayring
2015). Concurrently, an inductive approach identifies emerging themes and categories
that were not predetermined but emerged from the data itself (Maying and Fenzl
2014). Our deductive categories include the role of imec, role of LLs, functions of LLs,
functions of RIE, functions of both, current integration, integration solutions, and inte-
gration benefits. Their sub-categories predominantly emerged inductively. For instance,
within the category ‘role of LLs‘, sub-categories emerged on the general role, catalyst
function, orchestrator function, and stakeholder engagement function. In a final step,
the ‘summarizing’ technique facilitated the subsequent material reduction through
abstraction to develop a comprehensive overview of the base material (Mayring 2014).
The NVivo R1 software (QSR International Pty Ltd, 2020) supported the data analysis
by organising and extracting insights from the unstructured interview material.

Results

The interviews with key actors reveal valuable insights into the conceptual reasoning
regarding the integration of LLs into the RIE. The framework (Figure 1) includes the
roles, relationships, key elements, and benefits essential to the integration process. The
integration leverages the distinctive strengths of both LLs and the RIE to enhance inno-
vation sustainability and effectiveness in response to identified research gaps (Gamidul-
laeva 2018). This framework seeks to leverage their mutual capabilities in stakeholder
collaboration, systemic innovation, and societal impact, addressing issues like the ‘Euro-
pean Paradox’ because of the explicit link between regional research capabilities and
industrial innovation output, facilitated by government policies and funding (Herranz
and Ruiz-Castillo 2013).

The RIE in the framework forms the broader innovation environment shaped by gov-
ernment initiatives to boost innovation capacity within the region, orchestrating Quad-
ruple Helix collaboration, strategically governing innovation processes, and aiming to
become a hub for systemic innovation, as previously highlighted in the literature
review (Asheim 2019; Reichert 2019; Robaczewska, Vanhaverbeke, and Lorenz 2019).
These ecosystems evolve, increasingly focusing on achieving societal cohesion, as demon-
strated in the Flemish Innovation Ecosystem (Respondent 2; Respondent 7). Respondent
2 attributes its success to the openness, demand-driven nature and focus on societal
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Figure 1. Proposed Framework for the Integration of LLs in the RIE.

concerns: ‘It is about the openness of how they approach that incubation trajectory. (...) It’s
not very rigidly industry driven; it is always demand driven, are we solving a problem for
anyone’. The RIE employs a comprehensive, long-term strategy to bolster regional inno-
vation capacity, whereas LLs adopt a more specific, use-case-oriented focus to advance
innovations (Respondent 1). The common context for integration lies in their shared
functions, which revolve around stakeholder collaboration, systemic innovation, and
societal impact.

Role and key functions of living labs

LLs take on the main role of the orchestrator at the core of the proposed framework,
managing and coordinating innovation activities across different Quadruple Helix stake-
holders within the RIE, as identified in the literature (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). This
role emphasises their function as connectors, integrating Quadruple Helix actors and
providing vital skills, tools, and experiences to bridge various initiatives and ecosystems
(Respondent 2). This aligns with the view that LL participants are driven by the theoreti-
cal notion of the Quadruple Helix and LLs as practical instrument (Nguyen and Marques
2021). LLs orchestrate the ecosystem through governance, structure, and decision-
making processes, steering it towards outcomes beneficial for all stakeholders (Respon-
dent 2; Respondent 5; Schaffers and Turkama 2012). The findings showcase imec and its
LL activities as an exemplary orchestrator, connecting ‘research polarization and policy
information, i.e. having policy informed by means of involving citizens’ (Respondent 5).
Additionally, ‘the years of experience with Living Labs play a role there to see how we
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can harmonize and streamline the new challenges from the technology inputs, societal user
inputs, and business side to one optimally functioning unit’ (Respondent 5). These direc-
tions aim to establish orchestrated LL projects with key actors addressing current politi-
cal agenda topics, offering use cases to fill gaps in the ecosystem (Respondent 5).

This incorporates their role as catalysts, brokering stakeholder networks and creating
a ‘thriving innovation ecosystem in the region’. Respondent 1 also refers to the role of LL
in the RIE creation: ‘Living labs being the catalyst, being the tool to involve the right people,
which you need if you want to create an innovation ecosystem’. This role aligns with the
theory of LLs as innovation intermediaries that broker the dynamic nature of innovation
ecosystems (Claudel 2018; Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Gamidullaeva 2018). Literature
revealed that the catalyst role involves activating stakeholder networks, driving transfor-
mational change, and facilitating systemic innovation (Schaffers and Turkama 2012). The
framework presents individual LLs, often based on project-based foundations, emphasis-
ing their diverse methodology-based projects evolving from societal contexts (Schaffers
and Turkama 2012). The LLs ideally collaborate, fostering innovation dynamics and
mobility across different projects and stakeholders, like previous approaches (Claudel
2018). Overall, these key roles demonstrate the dynamic capabilities of LLs as orchestra-
tors and catalysts to provide dynamic innovation reactions to changing needs in the sur-
rounding ecosystem.

In their orchestrator role, LLs perform three primary functions within the ecosystem.
They offer real-life experimentation, enabling realistic testing of innovations in local
proximity within controlled but real-world settings (Respondent 2; Schuurman 2011).
This involves considering external factors and regional context, facilitating multiple
rounds of experimentation, prototyping, iteration, and validation to ensure innovation
feasibility and adaptation to real-world effects (Respondent 4; Respondent 5; Almirall
and Wareham 2011). It is worthwhile noting that the experimentation role is increasingly
receiving scholarly attention (e.g. Bulkeley et al. 2019). Respondent 3 highlights the value
contribution of LLs: ‘You have a test environment where you can in a safe way and with
maximum observation really in detail test your device before bringing it to the (...) factory
floor itself.

These activities are firmly rooted in a user-centric innovation approach that places
end-users at the core of the innovation process, ensuring that innovations continuously
align with societal needs (Respondent 2; Almirall and Wareham 2011; Leminen,
Nystrom, and Westerlund 2020). Respondent 2 emphasises the importance of users in
LLs by stating that ‘a living lab is more about the user than technology, not the other
way around’. LLs distinguish themselves from similar innovation intermediaries
through their capacity to ‘act upon user feedback’, adjusting the vision, mission, or
projects in the innovation activities of the ecosystem (Respondent 2). At the core of
LLs lies ‘the flexibility and adaptability to the needs of the stakeholders and the users’
(Respondent 2).

LLs play a vital role in fostering stakeholder collaboration with Quadruple Helix actors
in the RIE, utilising diverse co-creation tools and methods to support effective govern-
ance and shared visions (Respondent 2; Respondent 4; Leminen and Westerlund
2016). The challenge of handling unexpected outcomes in LLs (Leminen, Rajahonka,
and Westerlund 2017) emerges as a positive attribute, fostering the creation of new
visions that enhance innovation development in the ecosystem (Respondent 2).
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Through the engagement of relevant stakeholders with the requisite expertise, LLs effec-
tively address ecosystem challenges and promote mutual learning, thereby nurturing
shared visions (Respondent 5; Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Nguyen and Marques 2021).

Overall, these functions enhance innovation outcomes by reducing the failure of inno-
vation projects and fostering alignment between innovations and market demand
(Respondent 1; Respondent 3). This plays a crucial role in bridging the gap between
new knowledge creation and customer value generation to address the ‘European
Paradox’ (Almirall and Wareham 2011), exemplified by the central position of LLs.
LLs engage in ecosystem support through support mechanisms like attracting funding
and raising awareness about regional innovations in policymaking, enhancing their
impact on the overall ecosystem. Respondent 2 highlights the focus on societal value
‘We are doing that because it is not about being the best, it is about providing solutions
to everyone’. The impact is evident in imec’s LL activities: they ‘put Flanders on the
map as being one of the leading initiatives in the world regions’.

Key elements facilitating integration

The findings highlight the ‘need for some change management’ (Respondent 4) for the
successful integration of LLs and suggest various key elements that facilitate the proposed
integration. These key elements reach across different levels of the framework and
include government policy and funding, strategic integration, formal collaborations, and
proof of concept. The suggestion is supported by important studies in the field demon-
strating the value of how different factors interact in an innovation system (Suurs and
Hekkert 2009).

The empirical findings strongly emphasise the government as the main facilitator of
the proposed integration by providing supportive long-term government policy and
funding (Respondent 1). This clear responsibility of the government is expressed by
one of the respondents: ‘if the Flemish Government does not integrate it, it is not the
job of the researchers who are doing the living lab projects’ (Respondent 1). Integration
must be closely linked to the political agenda and innovation strategy of the region,
with government policies, guidelines, and funding programmes serving as key resources
(Respondent 1; Respondent 6). This integration key element demonstrates in the Flemish
ecosystem:

If you look at what has been the overall framework that the Flemish Government set into
place in order to be able to finance these kinds of projects, you will realise that this is
within a wider innovation strategy and development of innovation on a Flemish level’
(Respondent 1).

This aspect further enhances the previous identification of the government’s central role
in promoting and initiating LL initiatives to achieve regional growth (Del Vecchio et al.
2017). The government must further support Open Innovation mechanisms, identified as
the underlying principle of the mutual relationship (Gamidullaeva 2018), promoting
mobility and collaboration across different LLs and their stakeholders in existing infra-
structures (Respondent 2; Respondent 3).

Strategic integration requires aligning LL strategies with the long-term objectives of
the innovation ecosystem through co-creation processes (Respondent 1; Respondent
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2). Respondent 4 refers to a practical example of this goal alignment: “What we normally
do at the beginning of such a project is trying to align the goals and at regular intervals
realign those goals’. The introduction of formal structures to orchestrate LLs in a societal
‘mission driven or challenge based’ innovation approach across technological advance-
ments, societal needs, and business opportunities enhances ecosystem value (Respondent
5). This would enable LLs to take on the anticipated role of systemic innovation interme-
diaries, coordinating innovation processes across the political, industrial, academic, and
societal domains (Gamidullaeva 2018). Respondent 5 further suggests aligning different
LL activities: ‘We should think about creating a more formal structure, where we again
label these living lab activities formally as a living lab together’. Improved governance
mechanisms were proven to be essential to aligning sustainable aspirations with inno-
vation activities, ensuring that emerging technologies meet the needs of current gener-
ations while preserving opportunities for future generations (Foley, Bernstein, and
Wiek 2016).

Formal collaborations describe the need for targeted cooperation with key players in
the ecosystem (Respondent 2). Respondent 2 describes the example of a formal collabor-
ation through an ‘assigned memorandum of understanding, with the Joint Research
Centre, which is seen from the policy makers perspective’. The success thereby depends
on the accurate reflection of the environment (Respondent 3), such as ‘some stakeholders
thinking a little bit beyond the day-by-day business’ (Respondent 5). This requires the
engagement of specific target groups, like citizens interested in societal value, impactful
actors, and younger generations (Respondent 5). Involving umbrella organisations, such
as ENoLL, offers expertise to facilitate stakeholder interactions and knowledge sharing to
enhance collaboration (Respondent 6). This overall reflects some of the lessons learned
proposed by Schaffers and Turkama (2012), emphasising the need for a holistic approach
with shared value and scalable solutions through clear process definition, expectation
management, and goal setting involving all stakeholders (Respondent 6).

Additionally, the creation of proof of concept is essential for demonstrating the success
of LLs, requiring host organisations, umbrella organisations, and other actors to establish
effective impact measurement mechanisms for further concept adoption and integration
(Respondent 2; Respondent 5). Respondent 5 expresses this key element as ‘leading by
example’ with some proof points of ‘projects that really run very well. These proof
points are generated through bi-yearly impact studies carried out by an external
company. For the concrete results of such an impact study, see Ballon, Van Hoed, and
Schuurman (2018). These key elements are evident in the context of the Flemish Inno-
vation Ecosystem, where imec as the host organisation connected government funding
with LL research, thus incorporating the LL methodology as an early adopter into the
Flemish Innovation Ecosystem (Respondent 1; Respondent 5).

Expected integration benefits

LLs contribute a range of benefits to the RIE through their integrated functions. They
enable the successful market transfer of innovations, validating them for exploitation
and enhancing business value in the ecosystem (Respondent 3; Respondent 7). This is
evident in the case of imec as the ‘Living Labs as a Service’, which played a crucial
role in supporting companies in testing and successfully launching their innovations
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(Respondent 4). Emphasising user-centric innovation development, they employ compre-
hensive co-creation approaches, utilising user feedback for informed decision-making
(Respondent 4; Respondent 5). Respondent 4 expressed that stakeholders can base
their decision making on user feedback: ‘if you participate with end users and you
provide them with feedback, they can really base decisions on that’. LLs offer interdisciplin-
ary solutions with versatility to address diverse wicked issues by operating at the intersec-
tion of technology, business opportunities, and societal needs (Respondent 5). The
evidence further confirms the stated potential of LLs (Del Vecchio et al. 2017) in provid-
ing multi-level governance mechanisms, overseeing, and directing innovation activities to
align with ecosystem objectives (Respondent 5). This may connect to the broader scope
of Responsible Innovation governance as the capacity of multiple stakeholders to reflect
on broader societal dimensions (Smolka and Bdschen 2023).

The RIE, on the other hand, provides LLs with expanded access to an expanded
network of stakeholders, emphasising improved access to users (Respondent 7), effectively
overcoming the previously identified challenge of recruiting suitable end-users (Bergvall-
Kareborn and Stahlbrost 2009). Furthermore, the ecosystem connects LLs with inno-
vation ideas, funding possibilities, or other ecosystem resources, thereby accelerating inno-
vation development (Respondent 1; Respondent 5; Respondent 6). The mutual benefits
extend to the creation of trusted relationships with stakeholders beyond individual initiat-
ives, fostering increased knowledge transfer, sustainable innovations for societal needs,
and overall ecosystem resilience (Respondent 4; Respondent 5). Overall, the mutual inter-
relationship by portraying LLs as forerunner for other cities to showcase how it should be
done, (...) while the regional innovation ecosystem is the potential adopter of the lessons
learned’ (Respondent 6). This finding is in line with scholarly work on the emergence of
innovation ecosystem and the role of (positive) feedback loops for sustainable transitions
and innovations (e.g. Suurs and Hekkert 2009; Walrave et al. 2018).

Opverall, the integration fosters regional innovation capacities through different impact
levels. This involves potential economic impact implications, mostly in terms of improved
cost efficiency and economic competitiveness (Respondent 2). Moreover, it enhances
innovation impact by increasing the feasibility and market potential of innovations by
closely targeting end-user needs to effectively address societal concerns (Respondent
2). This links up with the argument of LLs contributing to solving the European
Paradox. They accelerate the speed and value of innovation by fostering dedicated inno-
vations (Respondent 7). Finally, the LL integration has a significant societal impact by
promoting transparent and ethical innovation solutions that benefit all stakeholders
and address real-life challenges (Respondent 2; Respondent 3). The results show that
integrating LLs into the ecosystem has the potential to catalyse systemic innovation
and transform existing structures (Schaffers and Turkama 2012).

Discussion and implications

This research contributes to the understanding of integrating LLs into RIEs. The pro-
posed framework emphasises the roles, relationships, and key elements crucial for suc-
cessful integration, offering a holistic perspective on the dynamic interplay between
LLs and the broader ecosystem. Our findings emphasise the central role of LLs as orches-
trators in the ecosystem, fostering stakeholder collaboration, systemic innovation, and
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societal impact. These findings identify government policies, strategic integration, formal
collaborations, and the provision of proof of LLs’ success as key elements for integration.
These integration strategies, along with evidence-based insights, provide a fresh perspec-
tive on how to foster long-term sustainability of LLs and on their role in addressing the
‘European Paradox’.

Our study illustrates how LLs may potentially embody key dimensions of RI. Specifi-
cally, LLs support anticipation by facilitating iterative experimentation in controlled yet
realistic environments, which helps forecast future risks and opportunities. They
promote reflexivity and inclusion by adapting to the diverse needs of stakeholders and
incorporating user feedback, rather than solely focusing on technological solutions.
Additionally, LLs enhance responsiveness by continuously harmonising emerging
needs into adaptable and integrative solutions.

This framework provides a new lens for operationalising RI principles in real-world
innovation ecosystems. While previous studies have often examined LLs through
sector-specific case studies (Campos and Marin-Gonzélez 2023; Gardezi et al. 2024),
our framework offers a structured approach for how intermediaries can facilitate RI in
the RIE. It visualises the links between regional policies and funding on the one hand,
and between innovation inputs and outputs on the other. Through orchestration, LLs
can have an impact on innovation outcomes which enables a better transfer from aca-
demic knowledge to business and societal impact. Our proposed framework helps to pos-
ition the different LLs vis-a-vis RIE elements and serves as a lens to analyse and evaluate
other cases, which will enable more focused and robust impact assessment of LLs, RIEs
and the links between them. This enables researchers, practitioners and policy makers to
better understand and position LLs in RIE and use their capabilities of continued learn-
ing, adopting multiple perspectives, and facilitating productive collaboration (Fisher
et al. 2024).

The principal integration strategies align with the crucial success factors outlined in
earlier research on leading European regions (Committee of the Regions 2016).
However, in our study, ambiguities emerged based on the diverse perspectives of respon-
dents, particularly concerning the perceived role of government as initiator of the inte-
gration versus the perceived need for an increased bottom-up approach. This ambiguity
highlights the essential balance between the necessity of government policy and funding,
and stakeholder engagement for holistic innovation governance in transitional times.
The relevance of such balance has been a topic of interest in commercial innovation lit-
erature as well, where innovation models have evolved from linear technology push or
market pull models, to more interactive ones, ultimately embracing the open innovation
paradigm (Curley and Salmelin 2013). Our findings strengthen the view that such evol-
ution is of relevance in the RI discourse too and that it may help to disentangle these
ambiguities further (Timmermans 2017).

Our framework adds to this literature stream by providing a holistic integration
approach. Adaptability to other RIEs in Europe requires particular attention. Several
social, cultural, economic, and political aspects could influence its implementation and
effectiveness in different regional contexts. Our framework could help in clearly identify-
ing and assessing these aspects. The effectiveness of our framework assumes some form
of economic stability and the willingness of private and public sectors to invest in LLs.
Such investment will, at least partly, be dependent on the measurable socio-economic
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performance of LLs in the longer term (Paskaleva and Cooper 2021). Especially in tur-
bulent times, not all regions are inclined to invest heavily in innovation fostered by
LLs and rather conduct a savings policy, despite potential economic returns. On the
other hand, such investment may be favoured by regions with a strong tradition of com-
munity engagement and participatory governance.

From a policy perspective, a favourable regulatory environment that encourages inno-
vation and provides clear guidelines for LL operations is necessary. To this end, our
framework can help organise and structure discussion around LLs, their components,
and their integration in RIEs to address wicked problems (Hynes, Lees, and Miiller
2020). The effectiveness of the framework is contingent on strong policy and institutional
support, which might not be present in all regions. Cultural norms around collaboration
and sharing knowledge might also play a role in how LLs can function as orchestrators.
Moreover, some regions already have a long tradition of LL-activities whereas in other
regions the concept might be relatively new.

Policymakers can make use of the proposed integration strategies and framework to
formulate long-term policies and funding programmes to align initiatives across
different innovation approaches and support the integration of LLs. To this end,
our study aligns with existing initiatives, such as the European Digital Innovation
Hubs (European Commission 2020), and more recently, the AI Testing and Exper-
imentation Facilities (TEFs; European Commission 2023), aiming at integrating LLs
as tools for innovation testing in the surrounding ecosystem. In both initiatives,
imec plays a central role (Flanders Al EDIH and CitCom.ai). Industry and academic
representatives can actively engage with LLs to accelerate innovation development and
co-create interdisciplinary solutions addressing wicked problems. LLs and their host
organisations should focus on creating proof points for success and employing
effective impact measurement to attract further support and funding. Upon
funding, LLs should require performance evaluations and impact assessments (Paska-
leva and Cooper 2021). The active participation of society, especially end-users, is
crucial to obtaining feedback for informed decision-making about innovations addres-
sing societal needs.

Limitations and future research

Our study faces several limitations that need to be acknowledged to contextualise the
findings and the proposed framework further. First, the study is limited in geographic
scope focusing on the specific case of the Flemish Innovation Ecosystem, which may
limit the generalizability of the findings to other regions with different innovation
dynamics. Our empirical data relies on a limited yet qualitative set of interviews with
diverse experts. While we are confident that our integration effort is justified, some
actors, notably from connected (sub)ecosystems may not have been captured which
limits full diversity of perspectives. Indeed, practical applications may involve intercon-
nected ecosystems with various actors and roles (Valkokari 2015; Granstrand and Hol-
gersson 2020). We encourage scholars to explore policymakers’ perspectives on LLs
integration, especially concerning policy formulation, funding mechanisms, and
implementation barriers. This could provide invaluable insights for operationalising
the integration strategies. Our integration omits interactions among different actors,
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relations, infrastructures, and activities in these ecosystems for a focused research
approach, while a more complex representation should be considered for real-world
implementation.

Second, while the framework aims to represent Regional Innovation Ecosystems accu-
rately, it might oversimplify more nuanced and intangible elements like the interactions
between different LLs or their multi-level governance structure. For example, the frame-
work envisions the co-existence of multiple LL projects evolving based on specific
societal use cases. It simplifies connections between similar LLs but recognises unex-
plored interactions among them, with a remaining ambiguity on how different LLs col-
laborate in the ecosystem orchestration. At the same time, the project-based nature of
Living Labs implies potential role changes after project completion that require further
investigation. The connections highlight the desired dynamism and mobility among
LLs to overcome integration hurdles. Further research could focus on potential orches-
tration mechanisms across the macro-, meso-, and micro-structures of LLs (Schuurman
2015).

Third, the study inherently adopts a positive stance regarding the potential integration
of LLs, leveraging established advantages within the conceptual framework derived from
the chosen context. However, as highlighted by some contradictory perspectives with
regards to the effectiveness of LLs (e.g.Del Vecchio et al. 2017; Evans et al. 2015; Paska-
leva and Cooper 2021; Veeckman et al. 2013), it is crucial to acknowledge that the frame-
work needs further empirical validation across diverse cases for a more nuanced
understanding of the different integration possibilities. Hence, building further on our
discussion section, we encourage researchers to test the proposed framework in
diverse geographic and sectoral contexts to assess its broader applicability and adapta-
bility. Longitudinal studies could provide insights into how the integration of LLs and
RIEs evolves over time and under different conditions. This would also contribute to
the discussion on LLs ability to help solving the European Paradox.

Acknowledgements

The authors gratefully acknowledge Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB), Interuniversity Microelec-
tronics Centre (imec), and the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL) for the provided inputs,
contributions, and feedback included in this research article.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Notes on contributors

Janin Fauth is a graduate of the MSc in International Business from Vrije Universiteit Brussel
(VUB). The article submitted is an extension of her master’s thesis, which explored the Role of
Living Labs in the RIE in Flanders, Belgium. Focusing on the integration of Living Labs into the
RIE to address complex societal challenges, she provides a comprehensive framework for
regional innovation governance. As a former Research Assistant at Karlsruhe Institute of Tech-
nology (KIT), she actively contributed to research initiatives, focused on EU-project



20 (&) J.FAUTHETAL

implementation, and co-authored publications on topics at the interface of business, innovation,
and technology.

Kevin De Moortel is Assistant Professor of Digital Entrepreneurship and Innovation at the Depart-
ment of Business Technology and Operations (BUTO) of Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB). He
holds a PhD in business economics and pursues research on the nexus of knowledge and inno-
vation management and university technology transfer. In his research, he holds a particular inter-
est in delivering conceptual pieces and in using knowledge as a strategic resource. He teaches
several entrepreneurship courses which are positioned in a digital or high-technology context.
Within the university context, he engages in entrepreneurial and business development projects
with a focus on early-stage commercialisation.

Dimitri Schuurman is a university business developer at imec-MICT-Ghent University. He holds a
PhD in innovation management in Living Labs from Ghent University (UGent) and the Free Uni-
versity of Brussels (VUB) in Belgium. Together with his imec colleagues, Dimitri developed a
specific Innovation Management methodology with supporting innovation canvasses (under the
label ‘Innovatrix’), specifically designed for multi-stakeholder and multidisciplinary innovation
projects. He also leads a special interest group on Living Labs in the International Society for Pro-
fessional Innovation Management (ISPIM) and is active in the European Network of Living Labs
(ENoLL) as a Living Labs specialist. His main interests and research topics are in the areas of open
innovation, user innovation and innovation management.

Data availability statement

The participants of this study did not give written consent for their data to be shared publicly, so
due to the sensitive nature of the research supporting data is not available.

ORCID

Janin Fauth (© http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4356-328X
Kevin De Moortel (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2610-1649
Dimitri Schuurman (2 http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4006-0596

References

Adam, Barbara, and Chris Groves. 2011. “Futures Tended: Care and Future-Oriented
Responsibility.” Bulletin of Science, Technology ¢ Society 31 (1): 17-27. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0270467610391237.

Almirall, Esteve, and Jonathan Wareham. 2008. “Living Labs and Open Innovation: Roles and
Applicability.” The Electronic Journal for Virtual Organization & Networks 10:21-46.

Almirall, Esteve, and Jonathan Wareham. 2011. “Living Labs: Arbiters of Midand Ground-Level
Innovation.” Technology Analysis and Strategic Management 23 (1): 87-102. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09537325.2011.537110.

Asheim, Bjorn T. 2019. “Smart Specialisation, Innovation Policy and Regional Innovation Systems:
What about New Path Development in Less Innovative Regions?” Innovation: The European
Journal of Social Science Research 32 (1): 8-25. https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2018.1491001.

Asheim, Bjorn T., and Meric S. Gertler. 2006. “The Geography of Innovation: Regional Innovation
Systems.” In The Oxford Handbook of Innovation, edited by Jan Fagerberg, David Mowery, and
Richard Nelson, 291-317. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Asheim, Bjorn T., Arne Isaksen, and Michaela Trippl. 2020. “The Role of the Regional Innovation
System Approach in Contemporary Regional Policy: Is It Still Relevant in a Globalised World?”
Regions and Innovation Policies in Europe 12-29. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904161.
00006.


http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4356-328X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2610-1649
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4006-0596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0270467610391237
https://doi.org/10.1177/0270467610391237
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2011.537110
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2011.537110
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2018.1491001
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904161.00006
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781789904161.00006

JOURNAL OF RESPONSIBLE INNOVATION e 21

Ballon, Pieter, and Dimitri Schuurman. 2015. “Editorial Introduction Living Labs : Concepts,
Tools and Cases.” Info 17 (4): 9-15.

Ballon, Pieter, Miriam Van Hoed, and Dimitri Schuurman. 2018. “The Effectiveness of Involving
Users in Digital Innovation: Measuring the Impact of Living Labs.” Telematics and Informatics
35 (5): 1201-1214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.02.003.

Bergvall-Kareborn, Birgitta, Carina Ihlstrom, Anna Stdhlbrést, and Jesper Svensson. 2009. ““A
Milieu for Innovation - Defining Living Labs Carina Ihlstrom Eriksson Anna Stahlbrost
Jesper Svensson.” Network 2015:6-9.

Bergvall-Kareborn, Birgitta, and Anna Stahlbrost. 2009. “Living Lab: An Open and Citizen-Centric
Approach for Innovation.” International Journal of Innovation and Regional Development 1 (4):
356. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijird.2009.022727.

Bogner, Alexander, Beate Littig, and Wolfgang Menz. 2009. “Introduction: Expert interviews—An
Introduction to a New Methodological Debate.” In Interviewing Experts, edited by Alexander
Bogner, Beate Littig, and Wolfgang Menz, 1-13. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://
doi.org/10.1057/9780230244276_1.

Bulkeley, Harriet, Simon Marvin, Yuliya Voytenko Palgan, Kes McCormick, Marija Breitfuss-
Loidl, Lindsay Mai, Timo von Wirth, and Niki Frantzeskaki. 2019. “Urban Living
Laboratories: Conducting the Experimental City?” European Urban and Regional Studies
26:317-335. https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776418787222.

Burget, Mirjam, Emanuele Bardone, and Margus Pedaste. 2017. “Definitions and Conceptual
Dimensions of Responsible Research and Innovation: A Literature Review.” Science and
Engineering Ethics 23 (1): 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-016-9782-1.

Campos, Inés, and Esther Marin-Gonzalez. 2023. “Renewable Energy Living Labs through the Lenses
of Responsible Innovation: Building an Inclusive, Reflexive, and Sustainable Energy Transition.”
Journal of Responsible Innovation 10 (1): 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2213145.

Claudel, Matthew. 2018. “From Organizations to Organizational Fields: The Evolution of Civic
Innovation Ecosystems.” Technology Innovation Management Review 8 (6): 34-47. https://
doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1163.

Committee of the Regions. 2012. “The Role of Local and Regional Authorities in Achieving the
Objectives of the Europe 2020 Strategy.” Official Journal, C 9: 53-60. https://eur-lex.europa.
eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52011AR0072.

Committee of the Regions. 2016. “Regional Innovation Ecosystems - Learning from the EU’s Cities
and Regions.” CoR Guide, Publications Office of the European Union, 2016. https://data.
europa.eu/doi/10.2863335417.

Curley, Martin, and Bror Salmelin. 2013. “Open Innovation 2.0: A New Paradigm.” OISPG White
Paper, 1-12.

Del Vecchio, Pasquale, Gianluca Elia, Valentina Ndou, Giustina Secundo, and Fabrizio Specchia.
2017. “Living Lab as an Approach to Activate Dynamic Innovation Ecosystems and Networks:
An Empirical Study.” International Journal of Innovation and Technology Management 14 (5):
1-18. https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877017500249.

D’Hauwers, Ruben, Aron-Levi Herregodts, Annabel Georges, Lynn Coorevits, Dimitri
Schuurman, Olivier Rits, and Pieter Ballon. 2017. “Overcoming Barriers to Experimentation
in Business-to-Business Living Labs.” Technology Innovation Management Review 7 (2): 20—
26. https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview1054.

Dorussen, Han, Hartmut Lenz, and Spyros Blavoukos. 2005. “Assessing the Reliability and Validity
of Expert Interviews.” European Union Politics 6 (3): 315-337. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1465116505054835.

Edwards, Rosalind, and Janet Holland. 2013. What is Qualitative Interviewing? London:
Bloomsbury Academic.

Engels, Franziska, Alexander Wentland, and Sebastian M. Pfotenhauer. 2019. “Testing Future
Societies? Developing a Framework For Test Beds and Living Labs as Instruments of
Innovation Governance.” Research Policy 48 (9): 103826.

ENoLL (European Network of Living Labs). 2023. “What are Living Labs”. European Network of
Living Labs, Belgium. Accessed July 1, 2023. https://enoll.org/about-us/.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijird.2009.022727
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230244276_1
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230244276_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776418787222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-016-9782-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2213145
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1163
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1163
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52011AR0072
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52011AR0072
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2863/335417
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2863/335417
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877017500249
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview1054
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116505054835
https://doi.org/10.1177/1465116505054835
https://enoll.org/about-us/

22 (&) J.FAUTHETAL

Eriksson, Mats, Veli-Pekka Niitamo, and Seija Kulkki. 2005. “State-of-the-Art in Utilizing Living
Labs Approach to User- Centric ICT Innovation - a European Approach.” Technology (elms-
ford, N Y ) 1 (13): 1-13. http://openlivinglabs.i2cat.cat/documents/SOA_LivingLabs.pdf.

European Commission. 1996. “Green Paper on Innovation. Document Drawn up on the Basis of
COM(95) 688 Final, Bulletin of the European Union Supplement 5/95.” https://op.europa.eu/
en/publication-detail/-/publication/ad1d6£21-0b2e-423f-9301-c608035e906f.

European Commission. 2020. “European Digital Innovation Hubs in Digital Europe Programme.”
June 2020 https://www.ewivlaanderen.be/digital_innovation_hubs_in_digital europe_progra
mme.pdf.

European Commission. 2021. “Horizon Europe Work Programme 2021-2022. 10. European
Innovation Ecosystems (EIE).” June 2021. https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/
opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2021-2022/wp-10-european-innovation-ecosys
tems_horizon-2021-2022_en.pdf.

European Commission. 2023. “Sectorial Al Testing and Experimentation Facilities under the
Digital Europe Programme”. European Commission. Accessed November 30, 2023. https://
digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/testing-and-experimentation-facilities.

Evans, James, Ross Jones, Andrew Karvonen, Lucy Millard, and Jana Wendler. 2015. “Living
Labs and Co-Production: University Campuses as Platforms for Sustainability Science.”
Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 16:1-6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.
2015.06.005.

Fisher, Erik. 2021. “Responsible Innovation through a Multiplicity of Approaches.” Journal of
Responsible Innovation 8 (3): 339-341.

Fisher, Erik, Mareike Smolka, Richard Owen, Mario Pansera, David H. Guston, Armin Grunwald,
John P. Nelson, et al. 2024. “Responsible Innovation Scholarship: Normative, Empirical,
Theoretical, and Engaged.” Journal of Responsible Innovation 11 (1): 2309060.

Flemish Government. 2022. “STI in Flanders: Science, Technology & Innovation - Policy &
Key Figures 2022.” Department of Economy, Science and Innovation (EWI). March 2022.
https://www.ewi-vlaanderen.be/sites/default/files/bestanden/sti_in_flanders_-_policy_key_fi
gures_2022_-_for_web.pdf.

Foley, Rider W., Michael J. Bernstein, and Arnim Wiek. 2016. “Towards an Alignment of
Activities, Aspirations and Stakeholders for Responsible Innovation.” Journal of Responsible
Innovation 3 (3): 209-232. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2016.1257380.

Folstad, Asbjorn. 2008. “Living Labs for Innovation and Development of Information and
Communication Technology: A Literature Review.” The Electronic Journal of Virtual
Organizations and Networks 10:99-131.

Freeman, Chris. 1995. “The ‘National System of Innovation’ in Historical Perspective.” Cambridge
Journal of Economics 19 (1): 5-24. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.cje.a035309.

Gamidullaeva, Leyla. 2018. “Towards Combining the Innovation Ecosystem Concept with
Intermediary Approach to Regional Innovation Development.” MATEC Web of Conferences
212. https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201821209017.

Gardezi, Maaz, Halimeh Abuayyash, Paul R. Adler, Juan P. Alvez, Rubaina Anjum, Appala
Raju Badireddy, Skye Brugler, et al. 2024. “The Role of Living Labs in Cultivating Inclusive
and Responsible Innovation in Precision Agriculture.” Agricultural Systems 216:103908.

Gomes, Leonardo Augusto de Vasconcelos, Ana Lucia Figueiredo Facin, Mario Sergio Salerno, and
Rodrigo Kazuo Ikenami. 2018. “Unpacking the Innovation Ecosystem Construct: Evolution,
Gaps and Trends.” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 136:30-48. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009.

Granstrand, Ove, and Marcus Holgersson. 2020. “Innovation Ecosystems: A Conceptual Review
and a New Definition.” Technovation (June 2018): 90-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
technovation.2019.102098.

Head, Brian W., and John Alford. 2015. “Wicked Problems: Implications for Public Policy
and Management.” Administration and Society 47 (6): 711-739. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0095399713481601.


http://openlivinglabs.i2cat.cat/documents/SOA_LivingLabs.pdf.
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ad1d6f21-0b2e-423f-9301-c608035e906f
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/ad1d6f21-0b2e-423f-9301-c608035e906f
https://www.ewivlaanderen.be/digital_innovation_hubs_in_digital_europe_programme.pdf
https://www.ewivlaanderen.be/digital_innovation_hubs_in_digital_europe_programme.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2021-2022/wp-10-european-innovation-ecosystems_horizon-2021-2022_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2021-2022/wp-10-european-innovation-ecosystems_horizon-2021-2022_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/funding-tenders/opportunities/docs/2021-2027/horizon/wp-call/2021-2022/wp-10-european-innovation-ecosystems_horizon-2021-2022_en.pdf
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/testing-and-experimentation-facilities
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/testing-and-experimentation-facilities
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2015.06.005
https://www.ewi-vlaanderen.be/sites/default/files/bestanden/sti_in_flanders_-_policy_key_figures_2022_-_for_web.pdf
https://www.ewi-vlaanderen.be/sites/default/files/bestanden/sti_in_flanders_-_policy_key_figures_2022_-_for_web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2016.1257380
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.cje.a035309
https://doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201821209017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102098
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713481601
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399713481601

JOURNAL OF RESPONSIBLE INNOVATION e 23

Hennink, Monique, Inge Hutter, and Ajay Bailey. 2020. Qualitative Research Methods. London:
Sage.

Herranz, Neus, and Javier Ruiz-Castillo. 2013. “The End of the ‘European Paradox.”
Scientometrics 95 (1): 453-464. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-0865-8.

Hynes, William, Martin Lees, and Jan M. Miiller. 2020. New Approaches to Economic Challenges
Systemic Thinking for Policy Making. London: Routledge.

Imec (Interuniversity Microelectronics Centre). 2023. “Global R&D Hub and Flemish Innovation
Engine.” imec, Flanders. Accessed July 5, 2023. https://www.imec.be/nl.

Konig, Ariane, and James Evans. 2013. “Introduction: Experimenting for Sustainable
Development? Living Laboratories, Social Learning and the Role of the University.”
Regenerative Sustainable Development of Universities and Cities: The Role of Living
Laboratories 1-23. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781003640.00007.

Laborgne, Pia, Epongue Ekille, Jochen Wendel, Andrea Pierce, Monika Heyder, Joanna
Suchomska, ITulian Nichersu, et al. 2021. “Urban Living Labs: How to Enable Inclusive
Transdisciplinary Research?” Urban transformations 3 (1): 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1186/
$42854-021-00026-0.

Leminen, Seppo, Anna Greta Nystrom, and Mika Westerlund. 2020. “Change Processes in Open
Innovation Networks — Exploring Living Labs.” Industrial Marketing Management 91 (January
2017): 701-718. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.01.013.

Leminen, Seppo, Mervi Rajahonka, and Mika Westerlund. 2017. “Towards Third-Generation
Living Lab Networks in Cities.” Technology Innovation Management Review 7 (11): 21-35.
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1118.

Leminen, Seppo, and Mika Westerlund. 2012. “Towards Innovation in Living Labs Networks.”
International Journal of Product Development 17 (1-2): 43-59.

Leminen, Seppo, and Mika Westerlund. 2016. “A Framework for Understanding the Different
Research Avenues of Living Labs.” International Journal of Technology Marketing 11 (4):
399-420.

Leminen, Seppo, Mika Westerlund, and Anna-Greta Nystrom. 2012. “Living Labs as Open-
Innovation Networks.” Technology Innovation Management Review 2 (9): 6-11. https://doi.
org/10.22215/timreview602.

Lester, Jessica Nina, Yonjoo Cho, and Chad R. Lochmiller. 2020. “Learning to Do Qualitative Data
Analysis: A Starting Point.” Human Resource Development Review 19 (1): 94-106. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1534484320903890.

Ludwig, David, Vincent Blok, Marie Garnier, Phil Macnaghten, and Auke Pols. 2022. “What’s
Wrong with Global Challenges?” Journal of Responsible Innovation 9 (1): 6-27. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/23299460.2021.2000130.

Marsh, Jesse, and Ferdinando Trapani. 2011. “MEDLAB Sicilia Le occasioni per I'innovazione
sociale e territoriale” [MEDLAB in Sicily An opportunity for social and territorial innovation].
Gulotta Palermo, Italy. Accessed July 15, 2023. https://iris.unipa.it/retrieve/handle/10447/
74241/7420\0/Medlab.pdf.

Maying, Philipp, and Thomas Fenzl. 2014. “Qualitative Inhaltsanalyse” [Qualitative Content
Analysis]. In Handbuch Methoden der empirischen Sozialforschung [Handbook of methods of
empirical social research], edited by N. Baur and J. Blasius, Ist ed., 543-556. Wiesbaden:
Springer.

Mayring, Philipp. 2014. Qualitative Content Analysis: Theoretical Foundation, Basic Procedures
and Software Solution. Klagenfurt. https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173.
Mayring, Philipp. 2015. Qualitative Content Analysis: Theoretical background and Procedures.
Approaches to qualitative research in mathematics education: Examples of methodology and

methods. 365-380.

Menny, Mascha, Yuliya Voytenko Palgan, and Kes McCormick. 2018. “Urban Living Labs and the
Role of Users in Co-Creation.” GAIA-Ecological Perspectives for Science and Society 27 (1): 68—
77. https://doi.org/10.14512/gaia.27.S1.14.

Midgley, Gerald, and Erik Lindhult. 2021. “A Systems Perspective on Systemic Innovation.”
Systems Research and Behavioral Science 38 (5): 635-670. https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2819.

>


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-012-0865-8
https://www.imec.be/nl
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781003640.00007
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42854-021-00026-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42854-021-00026-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.01.013
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1118
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview602
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview602
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484320903890
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484320903890
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2021.2000130
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2021.2000130
https://iris.unipa.it/retrieve/handle/10447/74241/7420\0/Medlab.pdf
https://iris.unipa.it/retrieve/handle/10447/74241/7420\0/Medlab.pdf
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-395173
https://doi.org/10.14512/gaia.27.S1.14
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.2819

24 (&) J.FAUTHETAL

Nguyen, Huong Thu, and Pilar Marques. 2021. “The Promise of Living Labs to the Quadruple
Helix Stakeholders: Exploring the Sources of (Dis)Satisfaction.” European Planning Studies 30
(6): 1124-1143. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1968798.

Nguyen, Huong Thu, Pilar Marques, and Paul Benneworth. 2022. “Living labs: Challenging and
Changing the Smart City Power Relations?” Technological Forecasting and Social Change
183:121866. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121866.

Paskaleva, Krassimira, and Ian Cooper. 2021. “Are Living Labs Effective? Exploring the Evidence.”
Technovation 106:102311. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102311.

Peters, B. Guy. 2017. “What is so Wicked about Wicked Problems? A Conceptual Analysis and a
Research Program.” Policy and Society 36 (3): 385-396. https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.
1361633.

Plewa, Carolin, Nisha Korff, Claire Johnson, Gregory MacPherson, Thomas Baaken, and Giselle
Camille Rampersad. 2013. “The Evolution of University-Industry Linkages - A Framework.”
Journal of Engineering and Technology Management - JET-M 30 (1): 21-44. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jengtecman.2012.11.005.

Reichert, Sybille. 2019. The Role of Universities in RIEs. Brussels, Belgium: European University
Association.

Robaczewska, Joanna, Wim Vanhaverbeke, and Annika Lorenz. 2019. “Applying Open Innovation
Strategies in the Context of a RIE: The Case of Janssen Pharmaceuticals.” Global Transitions
1:120-131. https://doi.org/10.1016/}.g1t.2019.05.001.

Robaeyst, Ben, Nell Van Hansewyck, Bastiaan Baccarne, and Dimitri Schuurman. 2023. “A
Qualitative Analysis of the Value Creation of Urban Living Labs.” International Journal of
Innovation Management 27 (5): 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1142/s1363919623400078.

Rush, Elaine. 2019. “Wicked Problems: The Challenge of Food Safety versus Food Security—
Working towards the SDG Goals?” European Journal of Clinical Nutrition 73 (8): 1091-1094.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-018-0352-2.

Schaffers, Hans, and Petra Turkama. 2012. “Living Labs for Cross-Border Systemic Innovation.”
Technology Innovation Management Review 2 (9): 25-30. https://doi.org/10.22215/
timreview605.

Schiuma, Giovanni, and Antonio Lerro. 2008. “Knowledge-Based Capital in Building Regional
Innovation Capacity.” Journal of Knowledge Management 12 (5): 121-136. https://doi.org/10.
1108/13673270810902984.

Schuurman, Dimitri. 2015. “Bridging the Gap between Open and User Innovation?”. PhD diss.,
Ghent University. https://biblio.ugent.be/publication/5931264/file/5931265.pdf.

Schuurman, Dimitri. 2023. “Living Labs: Voorbij de Hype.” [Living Labs: Beyond the Hype].
Holland Management Review 40 (206): 62-72. Mediawerf Uitgevers.

Schuurman, Dimitri, Katrien De Moor, Lieven De Marez, and Tom Evens. 2011. “A Living Lab
Research Approach for Mobile TV.” Telematics and Informatics 28 (4): 271-282. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.tele.2010.11.004.

Schuurman, Dimitri, Tom Evens, and Lieven De Marez. 2009. “A Living Lab Research Approach
for Mobile TV.” Proceedings of the 7th European Conference on Interactive TV and Video, 189-
196.

Schuurman, Dimitri, Bram Lievens, Carina Veeckman, Lieven De Marez, and Pieter Ballon. 2016.
“Open Innovation Networks: Exploring Actor Roles and Network Orchestration in Living Lab”.
In Open Innovation: A Multifaceted Perspective: Part I, 207-239.

Smolka, Mareike, and Stefan Boschen. 2023. “Responsible Innovation Ecosystem Governance:
Socio-Technical Integration Research for Systems-Level Capacity Building.” Journal of
Responsible Innovation 10 (1): 1. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2207937.

Steen, Kris, and Ellen van Bueren. 2017. “The Defining Characteristics of Urban Living Labs.”
Technology Innovation Management Review 7 (7): 21-33. https://doi.org/10.22215/
timreview1088.

Stilgoe, Jack, Richard Owen, and Phil Macnaghten. 2013. “Developing a Framework for
Responsible Innovation.” Research Policy 42 (9): 1568-1580. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.
2013.05.008.


https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2021.1968798
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121866
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102311
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1361633
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2017.1361633
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2012.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2012.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.glt.2019.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1142/s1363919623400078
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41430-018-0352-2
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview605
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview605
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810902984
https://doi.org/10.1108/13673270810902984
https://biblio.ugent.be/publication/5931264/file/5931265.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2010.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2010.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2023.2207937
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview1088
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview1088
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.05.008

JOURNAL OF RESPONSIBLE INNOVATION e 25

Suurs, Roald AA, and Marko P. Hekkert. 2009. “Cumulative Causation in the Formation of a
Technological Innovation System: The Case of Biofuels in the Netherlands.” Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 76 (8): 1003-1020. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2009.03.
002.

Timmermans, J. 2017. “Mapping the RRI Landscape: An Overview of Organisations, Projects,
Persons, Areas and Topics.” In Responsible Innovation 3, edited by L. Asveld, R. van Dam-
Mieras, T. Swierstra, S. Lavrijssen, K. Linse, and J. van den Hoven, 21-47. Cham: Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-64834-7_3.

Toffolini, Quentin, Mathieu Capitaine, Mourad Hannachi, and Marianne Cerf. 2021.
“Implementing Agricultural Living Labs that Renew Actors’ Roles within Existing Innovation
Systems: A Case Study in France.” Journal of Rural Studies 88:157-168. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jrurstud.2021.10.015.

Valkokari, Katri. 2015. “Business, Innovation, and Knowledge Ecosystems: How they Differ and
how to Survive and Thrive within them.” Technology Innovation Management Review 5 (8):
17-24. https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview919.

Van Geenhuizen, Marina. 2013. “From Ivory Tower to Living Lab: Accelerating the Use of
University Knowledge.” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 31 (6): 1115-
1132. https://doi.org/10.1068/c1175b.

Van Oudheusden, Michiel. 2014. “Where are the Politics in Responsible Innovation? European
Governance, Technology Assessments, and Beyond.” Journal of Responsible Innovation 1 (1):
67-86. https://doi.org/10.1080/23299460.2014.882097.

Veeckman, Carina, Dimitri Schuurman, Seppo Leminen, and Mika Westerlund. 2013. “Linking
Living Lab Characteristics and their Outcomes: Towards a Conceptual Framework.”
Technology Innovation Management Review 3:6-15. https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/748.

Visnjic, Ivanka, Andy Neely, Carmelo Cennamo, and Nikola Visnjic. 2016. “Governing the City:
Unleashing Value from the Business Ecosystem.” California Management Review 59 (1): 109-
140. https://doi.org/10.1177/0008125616683955.

Walrave, Bob, Madis Talmar, Ksenia S. Podoynitsyna, A. Georges, L. Romme, and Geert PJ
Verbong. 2018. “A Multi-Level Perspective on Innovation Ecosystems for Path-Breaking
Innovation.” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 136:103-113.

Wanner, Matthias, Annaliesa Hilger, Janina Westerkowski, Michael Rose, Franziska Stelzer, and
Niko Schiapke. 2018. “Towards a Cyclical Concept of Real-World Laboratories: a
Transdisciplinary Research Practice for Sustainability Transitions.” disP-The Planning Review
54 (2): 94-114. https://doi.org/10.1080/02513625.2018.1487651.

Zivkovic, Sharon. 2018. “Systemic Innovation Labs: A Lab for Wicked Problems.” Social Enterprise
Journal 14 (3): 348-366. https://doi.org/10.1108/SE]-04-2018-0036.

Appendix: Semi-structured interview guideline

Introduction: Brief overview of study - Interview procedure - Practical (incl. consent form, interview recording, data ethics)

Conceptualization: Definitions and boundaries on living labs and (regional) innovation ecosystems.

Exploring LLs roles in RIE: What is their general role? - Follow-up questions: Role of imec, role as ‘vlaamse Innovatie motor’
Control questions: Subordinate roles, rephrase identified role

Exploring LLs functions in RIE: Which functions do they fulfil? « Follow-up questions: attach importance to identified and
known functions « Control questions: specify, other functions, suitability of functions, differences and similarities

Exploring integration LLs and RIEs: How do you see this integration? « Follow-up questions: current state of integration at
imec, how to better integrate in practice, tools and mechanisms « Control questions: justify level of integration, how to
tools and mechanisms support

Exploring integration benefits: Benefits from enhanced integration? « Follow-up questions: specific benefits for imec,
benefits for RIE « Control questions: examples, elaborate

Exploring impact on complex challenges: Assess impact? « Follow-up questions: how to strengthen regional innovation
capacity « Control questions: examples, elaborate

Closing: Double check interviewee details and expertise « Referrals
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