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Abstract
In this letter from Academia, we aim to identify emerging research directions in the field of living labs and
collaborative innovation. This paper reviews existing literature on living labs and highlights recent articles
on living labs as collaborative innovation published in the special issue of the Journal of Innovation. Our
goal is to stimulate further research to deepen the understanding of living labs and collaborative innovation
by addressing four types of living lab studies: contextualization, holization, revitalization, and reformation.
We propose four research questions for each of these research avenues. We encourage future studies to
focus on the challenges and opportunities inspired by suggested research avenues and research questions
within the field of living labs.
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reformation.
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” The only way to discover the limits of the possible is to go beyond them into the
impossible.”
Arthur C. Clark

1 Introduction

Living abs are gaining popularity as innovation platforms (Greve et al., 2020, 2021; Leminen
et al., 2012; Ballon et al., 2018; Westerlund et al., 2018a). These platforms utilize shared
resources to organize stakeholders into collaborative networks that depend on representative
governance, participation, open standards, and a variety of activities and methods to gather,
create, communicate, and deliver new knowledge, validated solutions, professional development,
and social impact in real-life contexts (Westerlund et al., 2018b; Paskaleva & Cooper, 2021).
Acting as intermediaries of open innovation, living labs connect the domains of open and user
innovation and encompass three distinct but interconnected levels of analysis: the living lab
organization, living lab projects, and user and stakeholder involvement activities (Hossain et al.,
2019).

Living labs have demonstrated their ability to develop innovations and integrate resources
to benefit diverse stakeholders in cities (Leminen & Westerlund, 2012; Nyström et al., 2014;

Journal of Innovation Management
DOI: https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_013.001_L002

XXXII

https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_013.001_L002
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_013.001_L002


Leminen, Westerlund

Leminen & Westerlund, 2019; Robaeyst et al., 2023) and to provide environmental and social
improvements (Hossain et al., 2019; Nevens et al., 2013; Voytenko et al., 2016). As a result, living
labs in both the public and private sectors play a vital role in fostering innovation across diverse
ecosystems and industries (Gascó, 2017; Shin, 2019). They are also recognized as venues where
innovations occur (Bergvall-Kåreborn et al., 2015; Della Santa et al., 2022, 2024; Leminen &
Westerlund, 2019). In urban contexts, studies view cities and their neighbourhoods as platforms
that enhance diverse forms of innovation (Leminen et al., 2017), especially allowing stakeholders
such as municipalities and companies to open their data, needs, and operations to foster innovation
and urban development (Leminen et al., 2020). Similarly, in rural, environmental, and agricultural
contexts, living labs are increasingly seen as a means to accelerate the co-creation and adoption
of innovations, promote sustainability, and facilitate system transitions (Gamache et al., 2020;
Beaudoin et al., 2022).

This letter from academia examines the conceptual and theoretical foundations of living
labs. It draws significant insights from thirteen special issue articles published in 2024 and 2025
in the Journal of Innovation Management, aiming to advance historical achievements, current
developments, and future directions.

2 A Framework for Understanding the Living Lab Research Field

After a brief introduction to innovation paradigm and innovation endeavours, we present a
framework to enhance the understanding of the living lab research field, based on two dimensions
identified through a review of living labs: innovation paradigm (“reductionism” versus “systemic”)
and living lab endeavours (“accretive” versus “renewal”). In the realm of innovation, reductionism
and systemic perspectives offer distinct paradigms to understanding and contextualizing innovation.
The systemic perspective examines the system as a whole and the connections between its parts,
which is crucial in business and innovation studies (Doz & Prahalad, 1991), whilst reductionism
dissects complex systems into individual parts to comprehend their workings. By studying these
parts separately, we can learn about the mechanisms and interactions that drive the entire system
(Burgelman, 2011). Reductionism is beneficial in various scientific fields, including business
studies, for understanding organizational and strategic processes (Eisenhardt, 1989). However,
critics argue that reductionism can overlook emergent properties arising from interactions between
parts (Pettigrew, 1990). By breaking down the innovation process into its individual components
and studying each part in isolation, reductionism stresses the importance of understanding each
element separately. It assumes that the behaviour of the entire system can be understood by
summing the behaviours of its parts (Ballon & Schuurman, 2015). Typically, reductionism assumes
linear interactions between components, which can oversimplify the complexity of real-world
systems. This perspective is often used in more predictable and controlled environments where
the interactions between parts are well understood and relatively simple (Richardson & Stephan,
2009).

Systemic management integrates different functional areas to achieve overall effectiveness and
tackle complex global challenges (Senge, 1990; Mintzberg, 1994). Linkages within an ecosystem
of organizations emphasize external relationships and interdependencies, fostering innovation and
adaptability (Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020). They promote resource sharing, collaboration, and
network effects, enhancing organizational effectiveness (Davis et al., 2020; de Vasconcelos Gomes
et al., 2018). Finally, ecosystem thinking focuses on holistic value creation for all stakeholders,
leading to sustainable and inclusive growth (Lindhult, 2023). According to Oxford Languages,
"accretive" refers to being characterized by gradual growth or increase. Extending this definition to

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XXXIII

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Leminen, Westerlund
 

 

 

 

            

            

    

 

 

Renewal 

Accretive 

Reductionism Systemic 

Innovation paradigm 

Living lab as 

revitalization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Living lab as reformation 

 

 

 

 

Living lab as 

contextualization 
 

Living lab as holization 

(holism) 

 

 

 

 L
iv

in
g

 l
a
b

 e
n

d
e
a
v
o

u
rs

 

Figure 1. RSAR framework for living labs
Source: Authors

business studies, we understand that "accretive" describes business practices or strategies that lead
to gradual and incremental growth or improvement over time. This often involves contemporary
or modern business practices and trends, incorporating prevailing ideas, strategies, and discussions
within the business community at a given time.

In essence, an accretive perspective in business focuses on steady, incremental gains that
enhance overall value and performance. In contrast, “renewal” is a multifaceted concept that
encompasses the revitalization or rejuvenation of something to make it new, fresh, or strong again
(modified from Cambridge Dictionary and Meriam-Webster). This can involve resuming activities
such as modernizing and enhancing existing systems or structures. Additionally, renewal may
signify emotional rejuvenation of individuals or communities.

Figure 1 incorporates the Reductionism-Systemic-Accretive-Renewal (RSAR) Framework for
living labs, also known simply as the RSAR Framework for living labs. The selected unique living
lab types should not be interpreted as indicating that one type is superior to another; rather, they
illustrate the role of the chosen paradigm and the endeavors of each living lab. Next, we provide a
brief explanation of the diversity of living labs (see Fig. 1).

Living lab as contextualization adopts a reductionism perspective to frame its current
activities. Typically, this involves breaking down the innovation process into individual components
and examining each part separately to gain a thorough understanding. The studies, which adopt
the perspective of a living lab for contextualization, emphasize the various contexts and roles
within the overall system. For example, Bary et al. (2024) view living labs as user-centric,
open-innovation environments that improve the acceptability of products and services through
stakeholder collaboration and focusing on specific variables without considering the interconnect-
edness of broader systems. While Leminen (2013) study coordination and participation in living
lab. Living labs design and test solutions in real-world settings, focusing on the unique needs,
characteristics, and cultural contexts of the local community (Bergvall-Kåreborn et al., 2009).
They engage local stakeholders in the co-creation process, ensuring that innovations are relevant,
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adaptable, and culturally sensitive (Følstad, 2008). By leveraging contextual data and continuous
feedback, living labs strive to develop sustainable and effective solutions that are deeply integrated
into the specific environment or context they serve (Hossain et al., 2019). Although reductionism
can efficiently address well-defined problems with clear boundaries, it may struggle with complex,
interconnected issues (Leal Filho et al., 2022; Voytenko et al., 2016).

Living lab as holization adopts a systemic perspective on innovation and focuses on accretive
innovation endeavours. Holization addresses complex systems or phenomena by recognizing and
integrating the interconnectedness and interdependence of all parts within a whole, ensuring that
the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. Systemic thinking recognizes that new properties
and behaviours can emerge from these interactions, which cannot be understood by examining
individual parts alone (Gharajedaghi, 2011). This approach aligns well with the principles of living
labs, which emphasizes real-life experimentation, user co-creation, and iteration to address complex,
adaptive challenges (Ballon & Schuurman, 2015; Leal Filho et al., 2022; Voytenko et al., 2016).
Typically, living labs consider the innovation process in its entirety, emphasizing the interactions
and relationships between different components within an ecosystem. For example, Leal Filho et
al. (2022) highlight the importance of the multidisciplinary nature of living labs to maximize their
impact. Their study underscores the interactions and relationships between various components
within the ecosystem, focusing on quality education and sustainable cities and communities.
Zivkovic (2018) describes how addressing “wicked problems” involves adopting a place-based and
transition approach. This approach facilitates coherent action among diverse actors, involves users
as co-creators, and supports networked governance and aids in understanding and addressing the
complex interdependence within the innovation ecosystem. Valkokari et al. (2024) highlighted the
need to understand impacts beyond short-term techno-economic outcomes, focusing on long-term
systemic and societal renewal. Consequently, they suggested a comprehensive impact indicator
framework to ensure ecosystem success. Rojas Gómez et al. (2025) use a systemic perspective
to show that the biocultural approach reveals non-human components, beside human, as active
participants in innovation, not just passive resources.

Living lab as revitalization adopts a reductionism view and focuses on renewing its efforts
in various accretive ways by deconstructing innovation endeavors into manageable components,
incorporating advanced technologies, and implementing innovative solutions to tackle both cur-
rent and future challenges, thereby renewing living lab activities. Such studies break down the
innovation process into smaller, manageable parts to thoroughly understand each component
(Bergvall-Kåreborn et al., 2009). To revitalise, the living lab integrates advanced technologies
such as quantum computing to enhance its capabilities (Leminen et al., 2023) and adopts ideas
such as analyzing social contracts and power relations for collective problem-solving (John, 2024).
These living labs introduce innovative solutions that go beyond projects, addressing emerging
challenges and exploring deeper engagement and new opportunities, such as developing advanced
flood management systems and resilient infrastructure to better adapt to climate change impacts
(UNaLab Handbook, 2020). Activities include implementing smart city technologies to tackle
urban issues like traffic congestion, energy management, and public safety (Leminen et al., 2020;
Greve et al., 2021), engaging in cross-sector partnerships to combine expertise from different fields
(Leminen & Westerlund, 2012), and adopting new methodologies to quickly iterate and improve
solutions based on real-time feedback from stakeholders (Leminen & Westerlund, 2017). By
incorporating these innovative novelties, the living lab not only addresses needs but also anticipates
and prepares for future opportunities, ensuring its endeavours remain relevant and impactful (Bary
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et al., 2024; Leminen et al., 2020, 2023).

Living lab as reformation adopts a systemic perspective to continuously reform its efforts,
integrating various processes and considering social, environmental, and economic factors to address
complex challenges and drive comprehensive systemic change, ultimately achieving innovative
solutions. For example, Voytenko et al. (2016) highlight the importance of managing complex urban
interactions to create sustainable and adaptable solutions by focusing on the interdependencies
among stakeholders, technologies, and infrastructure. Such living labs emphasize the importance
of fostering collaboration among diverse stakeholders to drive systemic innovation (Edwards-
Schachter, 2019). Secondly, they highlight the integration of various innovation processes and
stakeholders to achieve holistic outcomes (Bergvall-Kåreborn et al., 2009). The living labs focus
on co-creation, where systemic innovation is achieved through collaborative efforts (Følstad, 2008).
A living lab as reformation reflects the comprehensive nature of addressing complex challenges
through systemic and inclusive innovation approaches (Greve et al., 2021). Living labs consider
various aspects of the system, such as social, environmental, and economic factors (Leal Filho
et al., 2022). Bary et al. (2024) emphasize that this process is steered by facilitators, enriched
by user insights, and bolstered by researchers generating new understandings and revitalizing
living labs and their theories. (pp. 215, 220). Beckett and O’Loughlin (2024) framed living lab
operations using socio-technical and cultural-historical models, viewing Australian living labs as
systems within a broader ecosystem. Rosetti et al. (2025) also view living labs as interconnected
systems within broader ecosystems when focusing on general definitions and applications within
the cultural and heritage sector.

3 Conclusions

By fostering collaboration and innovation, living labs can effectively address complex urban
challenges and promote sustainable development. This letter aims to underscore the significance
of interdisciplinary approaches and community engagement in crafting impactful solutions. To
this end, we propose four research questions for each of the identified research avenues of living
lab studies—contextualization, holization, revitalization, and reformation (see Fig. 2). These
questions aim to support both scholars and professionals engaged in living labs.

3.1 Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Contextualization
The living labs as contextualization employ reductionism to structure its activities by breaking
down the innovation process into individual components. This facilitates thorough examination
and comprehensive understanding. Gradual improvements enhance research opportunities and
serve the stakeholders of living labs, thereby strengthening the theoretical focus of living lab
research.

How does the reductionism perspective impact the innovation activities in living labs?
Understanding the impact of reductionism on innovation activities within living labs is essential,
as it can uncover both the advantages and drawbacks of this approach. While reductionism
facilitates a detailed analysis of individual components, it may overlook the complexity and
interconnectedness of broader systems. Examining this impact can aid in optimizing innovation
strategies, ensuring they are both comprehensive and effective. Such research is significant because
it leads to the further development of innovation activities that address the multifaceted nature
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Figure 2. Research avenues of living lab studies

of real-world problems. Ultimately, this can enhance the overall effectiveness of living labs in
promoting innovation.

What are roles stakeholders make and take in the co-creation process in living labs?
Exploring the roles of local stakeholders in the co-creation process is essential because their
involvement ensures that innovations are relevant and culturally sensitive. Stakeholder collaboration
enhances the acceptability and success of new products and services. By understanding these roles,
researchers can improve the effectiveness of living labs in real-world settings. Such research is
important as it highlights the value of integrating the unique needs and characteristics of the local
community into the innovation process. It can lead to more sustainable and impactful innovations
that are better suited to the specific contexts they serve.

How can living labs leverage contextual data and continuous feedback to develop sustain-
able solutions?
Investigating how living labs can leverage contextual data and continuous feedback is vital for
developing sustainable solutions. Contextual data provides insights into the specific environments
served by living labs, while continuous feedback allows for the refinement and adaptation of
solutions to meet evolving needs. Such research is relevant as it can contribute to the development
of more impactful living lab initiatives. Understanding these mechanisms is crucial for creating
adaptive and resilient solutions that are deeply integrated into the local context. This can enhance
the overall effectiveness and sustainability of living labs.

What factors contribute to the success of industry-focused Living Labs in transforming
various sectors?
Understanding the elements that drive the success of industry-focused Living Labs is essential for
achieving sustainability, climate adaptability, economic stability, and social equity. These labs play
a pivotal role in empowering communities and enhancing performance across ecological, economic,
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and social dimensions. Investigating these factors is crucial as it can optimize the effectiveness
of Living Labs, ensuring they deliver impactful and transformative initiatives. This research is
relevant because it addresses the urgent challenges faced by contemporary industries, providing
insights that can lead to profound and lasting improvements. Ultimately, identifying these driving
elements can help develop innovative solutions that are both sustainable and responsive to the
needs of diverse sectors.

3.2 Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Holization
Living labs as holization adopt a systemic perspective on innovation emphasizing accretive endeavors.
Systemic thinking acknowledges that new properties and behaviors emerge from interactions within
the system, which cannot be fully understood by examining individual components in isolation.
Consequently, this paper proposes four research questions to further explore these dynamics.

How does shifting from examining individual components to systemic thinking change
living lab research?
Investigating this shift is crucial as it emphasizes viewing living labs as interconnected components
rather than isolated entities. This perspective enhances understanding of the effects of various
variables on the living lab by broader system, enabling researchers to develop more comprehensive
and effective strategies. Recognizing this interconnectedness can lead to more impactful and
sustainable innovations, contributing to long-term systemic change. Additionally, this approach
aligns with the principles of real-life experimentation and user co-creation, which are central to
living labs. Ultimately, adopting systemic thinking can significantly improve the overall effectiveness
and relevance of living lab research.

What is systemic perspective(s) of innovation activities in living labs?
Investigating the enhancement of innovation processes through systemic perspectives is crucial
because it acknowledges the emergence of new properties and behaviours from interactions within
the innovation ecosystem. This approach aligns with the principles of living labs, which emphasize
real-life experimentation, user co-creation, and iterative processes to tackle complex, adaptive
challenges. Understanding how systemic perspectives contribute to innovation can provide valuable
insights into optimizing these processes, leading to more effective and holistic strategies. This
research is important as it addresses the multifaceted nature of real-world problems, ultimately
improving the overall impact and success of living labs.

How can living labs effectively address "wicked problems" through place-based and
transition approaches?
Addressing "wicked problems" through place-based and transition approaches in living labs is vital
because these complex issues require coherent action among diverse actors and support networked
governance. By involving users as co-creators, living labs can manage complex interdependencies
within the innovation ecosystem. Investigating these approaches can provide valuable insights into
developing strategies that are responsive to local contexts and adaptive to changing conditions.
Such research is crucial as it enhances the effectiveness of living labs in solving complex societal
challenges, leading to more resilient and adaptive solutions.

What role does non-human actors play in living labs?
Examining the collaboration between non-human and human actors in living labs is crucial as
it combines diverse expertise to solve complex issues. The diversity of actors emphasizes the
interactions and relationships among various stakeholders within the ecosystem, promoting a more
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comprehensive understanding of the innovation process. Studying how different actors contribute
to living labs can uncover best practices for effective collaboration. Such research is important as
it can improve the capacity of living labs to address multifaceted challenges, resulting in more
impactful outcomes.

3.3 Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Revitalization
Living labs, viewed through the lens of revitalization, adopt a reductionist perspective by breaking
down innovation endeavors into manageable components. They incorporate advanced technologies
and implement innovative solutions to address current and future challenges. Consequently, this
paper proposes four research questions to further explore these dynamics.

How does the integration of advanced technologies, such as artificial intelligence and
quantum computing, enhance the capabilities of living labs?
Investigating the integration of advanced technologies is crucial because it can significantly
enhance the capabilities of living labs. Quantum computing, for example, offers unprecedented
computational power that can solve complex problems more efficiently. Understanding how these
technologies can be incorporated into living labs can lead to innovative solutions that address
both current and future challenges. Such research is important as it can help living lab research
stay at the forefront of technological advancements, ensuring their activities remain relevant
and impactful. Ultimately, this can drive the continuous renewal and improvement of living lab
initiatives.

How do the social dynamics and stakeholder engagement enhance the effectiveness of
living labs?
Investigating the social dynamics and stakeholder engagement is crucial because it ensures that
living labs address the needs and expectations of all involved actors. Analyzing social contracts and
power relations within living labs can reveal their role in collective problem-solving. Understanding
how stakeholder engagement can be integrated into living labs can provide insights into improving
their effectiveness. Such research is important as it can lead to more inclusive and participatory
innovation processes. By fostering social inclusion, living labs can achieve more significant and
impactful results.

How do smart city technologies implemented in living labs address urban issues like traffic
congestion, energy management, and public safety?
Investigating the implementation of smart city technologies in living labs is important because it
tackles pressing urban issues. Technologies such as traffic management systems, energy-efficient
solutions, and public safety enhancements can significantly improve the quality of urban life.
Understanding how these technologies can be integrated into living labs can provide insights
into optimizing urban management. This research is crucial as it may lead to more efficient
and sustainable urban solutions. By addressing these issues, living labs can contribute to the
development of smarter and more livable cities.

What impact do innovative solutions, such as advanced flood management systems, have
on the adaptability of living labs to climate change?
Exploring the impact of innovative solutions on the adaptability of living labs to climate change is
essential because it addresses emerging environmental challenges. Advanced flood management
systems and resilient infrastructure are critical for mitigating the impacts of climate change.
Understanding how these solutions can be implemented within living labs can provide valuable
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insights into enhancing their adaptability. Such research is crucial as it can lead to the development
of more effective strategies for climate resilience. By addressing these challenges, living labs can
contribute to sustainable urban development and environmental protection.

3.4 Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Reformation
Living labs, viewed through the lens of reformation, adopt a systemic perspective to continuously
refine their efforts. By integrating diverse processes and considering social, environmental, and
economic factors, they address complex challenges and drive comprehensive systemic change. This
paper proposes four research questions to further investigate living labs from the perspective of
reformation, aiming to benefit both academics and practitioners interested in Living Lab research.

How do living labs integrate social, environmental, and economic factors to address
complex challenges and drive systemic change?
Investigating the integration of social, environmental, and economic factors is crucial as it enables
living labs to address multifaceted challenges comprehensively. This aligns with systemic thinking,
which recognizes the interdependencies among various components within the innovation ecosystem.
Understanding how living labs incorporate these factors can provide insights into developing holistic
solutions that drive systemic change. Such research is important as it can enhance the effectiveness
of living labs in creating sustainable and adaptable solutions. Ultimately, it can lead to more
impactful and long-lasting innovations.

How living labs do apply socio-technical system models to enhance their operations and
outcomes?
Investigating the application of socio-technical system models is crucial because it provides a
framework for understanding the interactions between social and technical components within living
labs. These models can guide the design and implementation of living lab activities, ensuring that
they are both comprehensive and effective. Understanding how living labs can apply socio-technical
system models can provide valuable insights into optimizing their operations. This research is
important as it can enhance the ability of living labs to address complex challenges. By adopting
these models, living labs can achieve more impactful and sustainable outcomes.

What role does stakeholder collaboration play in fostering systemic innovation within
living labs?
Exploring the role of stakeholder collaboration is essential because it brings together diverse
expertise to address complex problems. Collaboration among stakeholders can lead to innovative
solutions that are more comprehensive and effective. Understanding how stakeholder collaboration
can be fostered within living labs can provide valuable insights into optimizing these efforts. This
research is crucial as it can enhance the ability of living labs to tackle multifaceted challenges. By
leveraging diverse perspectives, living labs can achieve more significant and sustainable outcomes.

How can living labs utilize co-creation processes to achieve holistic innovation outcomes
Investigating the utilization of co-creation processes is important because it involves collaborative
efforts to achieve systemic innovation. Co-creation allows for the integration of diverse insights and
expertise, leading to more comprehensive solutions. Understanding how living labs can effectively
implement co-creation processes can provide valuable insights into optimizing these efforts. Such
research is crucial as it can enhance the ability of living labs to address complex challenges. By
fostering collaborative innovation, living labs can achieve more impactful and sustainable outcomes.
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We hope this Letter from Academia serves as a source of inspiration for both researchers and
practitioners engaged in the exciting and impactful field of living labs.

Acknowledgment
The authors received no financial support for this article's research, authorship, and/or publication.
The author would like to express sincere gratitude to the anonymous reviewers and the Editor-in-
Chief, Anne-Laure Mention, for their insightful comments that significantly enhanced this paper.
We also extend our thanks to Kerry O’Connor for creating the visual and for carefully identifying
typographical errors in the text.

4 References

Ballon, P., & Schuurman, D. (2015). Living labs: concepts, tools and cases, info, 17(4).
https://doi.org/10.1108/info-04-2015-0024
Ballon, P., Van Hoed, M., & Schuurman, D. (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
Bary, R., Morel, L., & Labouheure, V. (2024). Innovation Capacities and Living Labs in Europe:
A Competency-Based Approach Derived from a Systematic Literature Review. In R. Dekkers,
& L. Morel (Eds.), European Perspectives on Innovation Management. Springer Cham. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-41796-2
Beckett, R. C., & O’Loughlin, A. M. (2024). Situated Living Labs: Multi-level Theoretical
Foundations with Illustrative Case Examples, Journal of Innovation Management, 12(3), 226–250.
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0010
Bergvall-Kåreborn, B., Eriksson, C. I., Ståhlbröst, A., & Svensson, J. (2009). A milieu for
innovation – Defining living labs. In K. R. E. Huizingh, S. Conn, M. Torkkeli, & I. Bitran (Eds.),
Proceedings of the 2nd ISPIM innovation symposium: Simulating recovery - the Role of innovation
management. New York City, USA, 6-9 December 2009.
Bergvall-Kåreborn, B., Ihlström Eriksson, C., & Ståhlbröst, A. (2015). Places and Spaces within
Living Labs. Technology Innovation Management Review, 5(12), 37–47. http://doi.org/10.22215
/timreview/951
Beaudoin, C. Joncoux, S., Jasmin, J.-F., Berberi, A., McPhee, C., Schillo, R. S., & Nguyen,
V. M. (2022). A research agenda for evaluating living labs as an open innovation model for
environmental and agricultural sustainability. Environmental Challenges, 7, 100505. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2022.100505
Burgelman, R. A. (2011). Bridging History and Reductionism: A Key Role for Longitudinal
Qualitative Research, Journal of International Business Studies, 42(5), 591–601. https://doi.org/
10.1057/jibs.2011.12
Cambridge Dictionary. (n.d.). Renewal. Available at: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionar
y/english/renewal (Accessed: 18 November 2024).
Davis, S. T., Suzuki, S., & Sasaki, H., 2020. Business Ecosystems. In S. Idowu, R. Schmidpeter,
N. Capaldi, L. Zu, M. Del Baldo, & R. Abreu (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Sustainable Management.
Springer Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02006-4

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XLI

https://doi.org/10.1108/info-04-2015-0024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2018.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-41796-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-41796-2
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0010
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/951
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2022.100505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2022.100505
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2011.12
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2011.12
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/renewal
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/renewal
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/978-3-030-02006-4
http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Leminen, Westerlund

de Vasconcelos Gomes, L. A., Facin, A. L. F., Salerno, M. S. & Ikenami, R. K., (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
Della Santa, S., Tagliazucchi, G., & Marchi, G. (2022). How does the space influence Living
Labs? Evidence from two automotive experiences. R&D Management, 54(2), 227–242. https:
//doi.org/10.1111/radm.12554
Della Santa, S., Tagliazucchi, G., & Marchi, G. (2024). From Practice to Theory Gaps: Roadmap
from Case Studies Analysis on Living Labs. Journal of Innovation Management, 12(3), 202–225.
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0009
Doz, Y. L., & Prahalad, C. K. (1991). Managing DMNCs: A Search for a New Paradigm. Strategic
Management Journal, 12(S1), 145–164. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120911
Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building Theories from Case Study Research. Academy of Management
Review, 14(4), 532–550. https://doi.org/10.2307/258557
Edwards-Schachter, M. (2019). Living Labs for Social Innovation. In J. Howaldt, C. Kaletka,
A. Schröder, & M. Zirngiebl (Eds.). Atlas of Social Innovation. 2nd Volume - A World of New
Practices (pp. 139–143). Munich: oekom Verlag GmbH. https://doi.org/10.14512/97839623868
87
Følstad, A. (2008). Living Labs for innovation and development of information and communication
technology: A literature review. Electronic Journal of Virtual Organisations and Networks, 10,
99–131.
Gamache, G., Anglade, J., Feche, R., Barataud, F., Mignolet, C., Coquil, X. (2020). Can living
labs offer a pathway to support local agri-food sustainability transitions? Environmental Innovation
and Societal Transitions, 37, 93–107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2020.08.002
Gascó, M. (2017). Living labs: Implementing open innovation in the public sector. Government
Information Quarterly, 34(1), 90-98. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2016.09.003
Gharajedaghi, J. (2011). Systems Thinking: Managing Chaos and Complexity: A Platform for
Designing Business Architecture (3rd ed.). Morgan Kaufmann. ISBN: 978-0-12-385915-0.
Greve, K., De Vita, R., Leminen, S., & Westerlund, M. (2021). Living Labs: From niche to
mainstream innovation management. Sustainability, 13(2), 791. https://doi.org/10.3390/su1302
079
Greve, K., Leminen, S., De Vita, R., & Westerlund, M. (2020). Unveiling the diversity of scholarly
debate on living labs: A bibliometric approach. International Journal of Innovation Management,
24(8), 2040003. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919620400034
Hossain, M., Leminen, S., & Westerlund, M. (2019). A Systematic Review of Living Lab Literature.
Journal of Cleaner Production, 213, 976–988. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.257
John, S., (2024). Living Labs: Knowledge Infrastructures to Forge a New Social Contract of
Science? Journal of Innovation Management, 12(3), 175-201. https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0
606_012.003_0008
Leal Filho, W., Ozuyar, P. G., Dinis, M. A. P., Azul, A. M., Alvarez, M. G., Neiva, S. S.,
Salvia, A. L., Borsari, B., Danila, A., & Vasconcelos, C. R. (2022). Living labs in the context of
the UN sustainable development goals: state of the art, Sustainability Science, 18, 1163–1179.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01240-w

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XLII

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12554
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12554
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0009
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250120911
https://doi.org/10.2307/258557
https://doi.org/10.14512/9783962386887
https://doi.org/10.14512/9783962386887
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2020.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2016.09.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su1302079
https://doi.org/10.3390/su1302079
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919620400034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.12.257
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0008
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-022-01240-w
http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Leminen, Westerlund

Leminen, S. (2013) Coordination and Participation in Living Lab Networks. Technology Innovation
Management Review, 3(11), 5–14. http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/740
Leminen, S., Nyström, A.-G., & Westerlund, M. (2020). Change processes in open innovation
networks – exploring living labs. Industrial Marketing Management, 91, 701–718. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.01.013
Leminen, S., Rajahonka, M., & Westerlund, M. (2023). Innovation in Living Labs: A Quantum
Approach, Journal of Innovation Management, 11(4), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-060
6_011.004_0001
Leminen, S., & Westerlund, M. (2012). Towards Innovation in Living Labs Network. International
Journal of Product Development, 17(1/2), 43–59. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPD.2012.051161
Leminen, S., & Westerlund, M. (2017). Categorization of Innovation Tools in Living Lab.
Technology Innovation Management Review, 7(1), 15–25. http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1
046
Leminen, S., & Westerlund, M. (2019). Living labs: From Scattered Initiatives to Global Movement.
Creativity and Innovation Management, 28(2), 250–264. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12310
Leminen, S., Westerlund, M., & Nyström A.-G. (2012). Living Labs as Open Innovation Networks,
Technology Innovation Management Review, 2(9), 6–11. http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/602
Leminen, S., Rajahonka, M., & Westerlund, M. (2017). Towards Third-Generation Living
Lab Networks in Cities. Technology Innovation Management Review, 7(11), 21–35. http:
//doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1118
Lindhult, E. (2023). Systemic Innovation. Journal of Systems Thinking, 3, 1–14. https:
//doi.org./10.54120/jost.0000022
Granstrand, O., & Holgersson, M. (2020). Innovation ecosystems: A conceptual review and a new
definition. Technovation, 90–91, 102098. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102098
Mintzberg, H. (1994). The Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning. New York: Free Press. ISBN
978-1476754765
Nevens, F., Frantzeskaki, N., Gorissen, L., & Loorbach, D. (2013). Urban Transition Labs: co-
creating transformative action for sustainable cities. Journal of Cleaner Production, 50, 111–122.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.12.001
Nyström, A-G, Leminen, S., Westerlund, M., & Kortelainen, M. (2014). Actor roles and role
patterns influencing innovation in living labs. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(3), 483–495.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.12.016
Oxford Languages (n.d.). https://languages.oup.com/research/oxford-english-dictionary/accretive
(Accessed: 18 December 2024)
Paskaleva, K., & Cooper, I. (2021). Are living labs effective? Exploring the evidence. Technovation,
106, 102311. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102311
Pettigrew, A. M. (1990). Longitudinal Field Research on Change: Theory and Practice. Organiza-
tion Science, 1(3), 267–292.
Richardson, R. C., & Stephan, A. (2009). Reductionism (Anti-Reductionism, Reductive Explana-
tion). In Binder, M.D., Hirokawa, N., Windhorst, U. (Eds.). Encyclopedia of Neuroscience (pp.
3395–3398). Berlin: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-29678-2_4991

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XLIII

http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.01.013
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_011.004_0001
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_011.004_0001
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPD.2012.051161
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1046
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1046
https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12310
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/602
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1118
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1118
https://doi.org./10.54120/jost.0000022
https://doi.org./10.54120/jost.0000022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2019.102098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2013.12.016
https://languages.oup.com/research/oxford-english-dictionary/accretive
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2021.102311
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-29678-2_4991
http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Leminen, Westerlund

Robaeyst, B., Van hansewyck, N., Baccarne, B., & Schuurman, D. (2023). A qualitative analysis
of the value creation of Urban Living Labs. International Journal of Innovation Management,
27(5), 2340007. https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919623400078
Rojas-Gómez, J. C., (2024). Rethinking Innovation in Agroecosystem Living Labs: Insights from a
Biocultural Perspective and Participatory Action Research in Agroecology, Journal of Innovation
Management, 12(4), 138-164.
Rosetti, I., Navarrete, T., (2025). Modelling Cultural Living Labs: A process-based review, Journal
of Innovation Management, 13(1)
Shin, D. (2019). A living lab as socio-technical ecosystem: Evaluating the Korean living lab of
internet of things. Government Information Quarterly, 36(2), 264–275. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.giq.2018.08.001
Senge, P. M. (1990.) The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization.
Doubleday.
Valkokari, K, Hyytinen, K., & Leväsluoto, J. (2024). Living Labs as Enablers for Collaborative
Innovation– Exploring Success Factors and Impacts, Journal of Innovation Management, 12(3),
158–174. https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0007
UNaLab Handbook (2020). Living Lab Handbook for Urban Living Labs Developing Nature-based
Solutions. Available at: https://unalab.eu/system/files/2020-07/living-lab-handbook2020-07-09.
pdf
Voytenko, Y., McCormick, K., Evans, J., & Schliwa, G. (2016). Urban living labs for sustainability
and low carbon cities in Europe: Towards a research agenda. Journal of Cleaner Production, 123,
45–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.08.053
Webster. (n.d.). Renewal. Available at: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/renewal
(Accessed: 18 November 2024)
Westerlund, M., Leminen, S., & Habib, C. (2018a). Key Constructs and a Definition of Living
Labs as Innovation Platforms. Technology Innovation Management Review, 8(12), 51–62. http:
//doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1205
Westerlund, M., Leminen, S., & Rajahonka, M. (2018b). A Topic Modeling Analysis of Living
Labs Research. Technology Innovation Management Review, 8(7), 40–51. http://doi.org/10.222
15/timreview/1170

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XLIV

https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919623400078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.24840/2183-0606_012.003_0007
https://unalab.eu/system/files/2020-07/living-lab-handbook2020-07-09.pdf
https://unalab.eu/system/files/2020-07/living-lab-handbook2020-07-09.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.08.053
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/renewal
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1205
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1205
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1170
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/1170
http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0


Leminen, Westerlund

Biographies

Seppo Leminen. Seppo Leminen is an Affiliated researcher at Åbo Akademi University and
Adjunct Professor of Business Development at Aalto University in Finland. He has been
Drammen City Municipality chaired (Full) Professor of Innovation and Entrepreneurship in the
USN School of Business at the University of South- Eastern Norway in Norway and an Adjunct
Research Professor at Carleton University in Canada. He holds a doctoral degree in Marketing
from the Hanken School of Economics and a doctoral degree in Industrial Engineering and

Management in the School of Science at Aalto University. He is an Area Editor in Techovation. His current research
topics includes living labs, digital business models and ecosystems, ecosystem strategy, collaborative models of
innovations, as well as management and marketing models for different types of companies. Results from his research
have been reported in the Technovation, the Industrial Marketing Management, the Technological Forecasting&
Social Change, the Journal of Cleaner Production, the Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, the
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Management Decision, the Journal of Innovation and the International
Journal of Innovation Management, among many others.
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2918-0020
CRediT Statement: Conceptualization, Writing - original draft, Writing - review & editing

Mika Westerlund. Mika Westerlund (D.Sc.) is an innovation researcher specializing in emerging
technologies, practices, and phenomena that may have significant social, economic, ecological,
or other implications for current and future societies. He teaches technology innovation
management and entrepreneurship at Carleton University in Canada. His research employs
mixed methods, combining qualitative, quantitative, and machine learning techniques. He has
published extensively on innovation in academic journals

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0469-0438
CRediT Statement: Conceptualization, Writing - original draft, Writing - review & editing

http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

XLV

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2918-0020
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0469-0438
http://www.open-jim.org
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0

	Introduction
	A Framework for Understanding the Living Lab Research Field
	Conclusions
	Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Contextualization
	How does the reductionism perspective impact the innovation activities in living labs?
	What are roles stakeholders make and take in the co-creation process in living labs?
	How can living labs leverage contextual data and continuous feedback to develop sustainable solutions?
	What factors contribute to the success of industry-focused Living Labs in transforming various sectors? 

	Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Holization
	How does shifting from examining individual components to systemic thinking change living lab research? 
	What is systemic perspective(s) of innovation activities in living labs?
	How can living labs effectively address "wicked problems" through place-based and transition approaches?
	What role does non-human actors play in living labs?

	Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Revitalization
	How does the integration of advanced technologies, such as artificial intelligence and quantum computing, enhance the capabilities of living labs?
	How do the social dynamics and stakeholder engagement enhance the effectiveness of living labs?
	How do smart city technologies implemented in living labs address urban issues like traffic congestion, energy management, and public safety?
	What impact do innovative solutions, such as advanced flood management systems, have on the adaptability of living labs to climate change?

	Future Research Avenues for Living Labs as Reformation
	How do living labs integrate social, environmental, and economic factors to address complex challenges and drive systemic change?
	How living labs do apply socio-technical system models to enhance their operations and outcomes?
	What role does stakeholder collaboration play in fostering systemic innovation within living labs?
	How can living labs utilize co-creation processes to achieve holistic innovation outcomes
	Acknowledgment


	References

