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Abstract - Public spaces play a vital role in urban democracy since they enable 
collective usage and reflection. One of the ways to make open public spaces more 
attractive and inclusive in modern times full of busyness is through the use of 
innovative digital technologies. Mobile and Internet-based interventions into public 
spaces deploy a number of strategies – from gathering data through GIS, syntax 
mapping to using digital tools to collect ideas and opinions of stakeholders. Digitiza-
tion may often lead to bottom-up initiatives where the citizens and other stakeholders 
voluntarily employ their talent and resources to enhance the quality of life and solve 
problems of urbanized societies. This chapter presents methodological Digital  
Co-Creation Assessment Framework which considers a variety of aspects in the trans-
formation of open spaces to co-creative systems: socio-cultural contexts, multi-stake-
holder perspective, diversity in needs, incentives for participation of different groups 
and cooperation capabilities. The framework provides a useful approach to explore 
initiatives of digital co-creation as it allows to identify potential areas of improvement 
and to compare case studies on common indicators. However, definition of complex 
socio-technical systems, such as digital co-creation, is unavoidably partial, context-
specific and temporary. To test the applicability of the evaluation tool, the authors have 
chosen to analyse the transformation of Aukštamiestis district in Vilnius from a 
private space to a public place by conducting a case study analysis. The transforma-
tional nature of selected case study allowed to identify the limitations of proposed 
model and define the areas of improvement for applicability in varied contexts.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Urban innovation is a rapidly growing priority for countries everywhere with an 

increasingly urbanized world’s population. Open spaces can be a source of social  

capital due to its’ political, social and symbolic role in the society (Varna & Tiesdell, 

2010). Politically, the public spaces enable plurality and the ability to express the 

views. The social value occurs because the public spaces enable social interactions  

between non-homogenous groups of people. Attractive and inclusive public spaces 

can serve as a balance for negative aspects of urbanized life (Birch, 2016). Lastly, the 

public places serve as symbols of the larger collective identity by signalling the  

cultural norms. Martinus (2014) explores the public opens spaces as platforms for 

strengthening the social capital networks and supporting social innovation systems. 

The author suggests that "there is an economic and policy imperative to better 

understand the design, location and user perception aspects of urban space as  

determinants of user attraction" (Martinus, 2014: 44). Finally, Birch (2016: 123) 

suggests that “how people access, use, and modify public space often provides an  

environment in which to study community organization”. Hence, the institute of 

public space enabled to analyse contemporary societal shifts amplified by increased 

mobility and technology use. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the ways to make open public spaces more attractive and inclusive is the use 

of innovative digital technologies (Fig. 1). Mobile and internet-technology based 

interventions tackling the problem of inclusive public spaces deploy a number of 

strategies and combine a number of different objectives – from gathering data 

through GIS, syntax mapping to using digital tools to gather ideas and opinions of 

stakeholders. Digitization often leads to bottom-up initiatives where the citizens and 

civic organizations voluntarily lend their talent and resources to help the public 

entities in solving social problems and enhancing the quality of life. Stewart-Weeks 

(2010: 83) suggests that “citizens are increasingly willing and able to translate their 

day-to-day experience into ideas, preferences, and insights that can become powerful 

resources for innovation”. Researchers (Polin et al., 2017; Shenk et al., 2016) suggest 

that the inclusion of citizens, especially those who are underrepresented, into urban 

planning processes is crucial if the cities seek next-generation solutions and more 

Fig. 1: Transforming public spaces through digital co-creation. Source: Authors.



41

Co-Creation of Public Spaces

connected communities. According to Faga (2006), increased inclusiveness often 

leads to a stronger sense of ownership in the area. 

The co-creative approach is intrinsically user-oriented because it helps the people 

and organizations to promote their own decisions, develop capacities for open-ended 

social innovations, rather than invites citizens to participate in existing initiatives 

(Mačiulienė, 2018). However, the multiple studies on co-creation (Bason, 2015;  

Bulc, 2012; Brabham, 2009; Franz, 2015; Mulder, 2012), digital tools (Baldersheim & 

Kersting, 2012; Cheliotis, 2015; Certomà, Dyer, Pocatilu & Rizzi, 2017; Poplin, 2012) 

and their application in developing public open spaces (POS) as separate subject lack 

a holistic perspective. In response to the issues discussed herein, following sections 

demonstrate the relevance of ICT in transforming public spaces by presenting  

the Digital Co-Creation Assessment Methodology and applying it in studying the 

transformation of Aukštamiestis in Vilnius City, Lithuania.  

DIGITAL CO-CREATION OF PUBLIC SPACES: METHODOLOGICAL  
ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK 

The advent of ICT-based engagement tools brings with it both opportunities and 

challenges. On the one hand, technology has the potential to play a key role in 

engaging stakeholders and extracting key data. On the other, it may encourage new 

forms of exclusion – many citizens and potential stakeholders of digital tools have 

limited or no online access, so the tools may further marginalize those already 

limited in exerting power. It also continues to focus on segments of society which is 

already high on privilege scale based on education, tech skills, social class and even 

race (Rumbul, 2016) thus limiting the expected recreation of civic society. The use 

of any digital application also involves risks related to information security, privacy, 

and data protection. Some types of platforms gather personal information of citizens 

(e.g., location, activities, even political views). If multiple data sets are combined, they 

might reveal sensitive information. Hence, careful screening and regulations are 

needed. The use of ICT also has an influence on how we perceive public space. On 

one hand, the researchers (Castells, 2000) propose that the virtual space might 

replace physical public spaces since the social interactions mostly occur online.  

Alternatively, urban planners are opening up the planning processes to involve the 

citizens in designing public places through direct participation, public meetings,  

negotiations, and other co-creative measures.  

No single factor alone causes the change towards more inclusive and engaging  

public spaces through digital means. Rather a combination of drivers operates at 

different levels. Hence, a multi-layered framework is needed to assess co-creative 

initiatives in public places and detect factors leading to positive urban transforma-

tions. For this purpose, a multi-layered evaluation framework – Digital Co-Creation 

Index – has been designed by C3Places research group. The design of the index 

adopted a pragmatic mixed research method detailed in this section. The first step 
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was to construct a conceptual framework by capturing theoretical influences through 

analysis of previous research efforts. This exercise provided a structure for frame-

work dimensions. The findings of previous studies such as Collective Intelligence  

Potential Index (Skaržauskienė et al., 2015), Quality of Experience framework (Möller 

& Raake, 2014), Social Networking Adoption Model (Griggs & Wild, 2013) and 

Dimensions of Space framework (Project for Public Spaces, 2009) were incorpo-

rated into further works. Refer to Mačiulienė, Skaržauskienė & Botteldooren (2018) 

for an in-depth review of relevant literature.  

The theoretical frameworks provide an interpretative approach to the social reality 

and empirical investigations are needed to test their consistency with the reality 

(Jabareen, 2009). Based on the literature review, we hypothesize that a set of  

dimensions are influencing the digital co-creation outcomes. However, there may  

be different configurations and additional preconditions. So, the second step of the 

process was the expert interviews. The in-depth knowledge provided by the  

experts on the key evaluation points is particularly suited for broadening the theo-

retical framework. Nine purposively sampled semi‐structured face-to-face expert 

interviews were conducted to check and improve the theoretical model. The final 

step towards the completion of the methodological framework was the preparation 

of assessment methodology – design of updated framework (See Fig. 2), selection of 

evaluation criteria and proposal of assessment guidelines. The qualitative data 

collected during the interviews were analysed in the context of respondents’ ideas, 

arguments and opinions in order to deepen the researchers’ understanding of the 

analysed issues. The findings allowed us to explain the processes of digital co-creation 

in specific context i.e. design and improvement of public spaces. 

Fig. 2: Digital Co-Creation Index. Source: Mačiulienė, Skaržauskienė & Botteldooren, 2018
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The POS Quality dimension connects the factors enhancing the social integration and 

communities’ satisfaction with the public place generated by digital co-creation 

initiative. The assessment of place quality provides the context of digital initiatives 

and offers an operational canvas to describe and compare different case studies. 

In evaluating the access and linkages dimension, the importance of readability, 

convenience for movement and accessibility is key. Comfort and refers to the level 

of captivation, comfort, cleanness, and safety in the analysed space. Uses and activi-

ties dimension divides into the level of equipment, level of vitality and variety of  

activities available in the public space. In the analysis of sociability the factors of 

welcoming, level of publicness, interactivity and diversity influence the co-creative 

outcomes.  

The Digital Inclusiveness of co-creative initiatives can be assessed through five  

interrelated levers. In evaluating risk-related technologies, the experts stressed the 

importance of security and privacy assurance tools. Expansion-related technologies 

refer to the availability of networking and collaboration technologies. The social value 

of technologies divides into the following evaluation criteria based on the expert  

insights: availability of data collection and access technologies, knowledge-creation 

technologies and decision-making technologies. The pervasiveness of ICT tools refers 

to the ability of the digital tools to easily function when and where needed and  

appropriateness of tools refers the capabilities of digitals tools in solving the issues 

put forward by the stakeholder groups related to the public space.  

In reflecting on the Social Responsiveness dimension, the interviews led to the 

identification of eleven evaluation criteria. Dynamism, openness and flexibility 

dimension divides into criteria of interaction and engagement degree, the supply of 

critical mass and degree of diversity in the source of ideas. In discussing transparency 

issues in digital tools, two criteria were established the development of transparent 

structure and degree of independence. Decentralization and self-organization  

dimension evaluates by determining its’ degree (availability of common norms and 

shared mental models). The social maturity dimension analyses the issues of social 

impact on community stakeholders, social motivation and social orientation. In 

evaluating generated public value two criteria are important– efficiency of problem-

solving and new qualities in form of ideas, structured opinions.  

The selection of criteria was performed based on possibilities for implementation, 

feasibility and adaptability of the framework. It must be noted that the subjectivity  

in the choice of dimensions and criteria is inevitable given the diffuse nature of the 

concept of co-creation and the lack of more straightforward definitions. However, 

the goal was to offer a generalized approach to undertaking the evaluation of digital  

co-creation initiatives. The overall intention was to ensure that the key dimensions 

of concern are assessed in similar ways. The assessment criteria provide a context 

for measurable impacts and offer an operational tool to describe and to compare the 

different public open spaces. The proposed criteria are interdependent and not 
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mutually exclusive. The framework was not intended to be prescriptive but should 

offer an organizing framework which can be adapted to the needs of the user. The 

assessment is a crucial aspect of the implementation of any initiative, as it provides 

the context for its impacts to be measurable and offers the operational tools to 

compare the different cases, as well as the same case before and after the strategy 

implementation.  

CASE STUDY CONTEXT AND METHOD  

Context of the Aukštamiestis Transformation 

Möller (2017) states that in investigation of new and complex topics (e.g. digital 

co-creation, living labs), it is appropriate to include the context of the examination 

object in the study. The case study chosen for testing the methodological assessment 

framework is the Aukštamiestis Living Lab. Living Lab is a place-based concept that 

utilises the place as a test-bed for innovation and knowledge generation through  

experiential learning, a combination of concrete experiences, observations, reflections, 

and the formation and testing of new concepts. Such an approach turns the users into 

value creators and enables them to explore emerging ideas, innovative concepts, and 

breakthrough scenarios together with the facilitators (Steen & Bueren, 2017). The 

selected Living Lab is located in the industrial district of Naujamiestis (New Town) 

in Vilnius, Lithuania. The Lab was chosen for several reasons, mostly because the 

transformation of the district is conducted through bottom-up initiatives by creative 

communities residing in the area. The community implements a wide variety of local 

experimental projects of a participatory nature – workshops, seminars, festivals, 

open galleries – with the aim is to develop innovative urban solutions. Hence, it has 

huge co-creation capacity. Also, the initiators of the Living Lab synthesize the 

physical and virtual interactions in the space to reach desired outcomes. The Living 

Lab serves as a platform and a breeding ground for transformative innovations  

by providing supportive conditions.  

The case is unique because it illustrates the transformation of urban space from 

private to public. The Aukštamiestis Living Lab exemplifies the modern problem  

of defining the private and public spaces. In the basic sense, the difference between 

private and open space is defined by its accessibility to outsiders – public space is 

open to everyone for their use and the private place is open to those permitted 

by law or custom (Jackson, 1974). However, in reality, this difference is way more 

complicated – rarely is a space either public or private. The line differentiating private 

and public spaces is often blurred and spans on a continuum. The Aukštamiestis 

Living Lab is a great example of such indistinctness. Kohn (2004) defines such spaces 

as privately owned social spaces and refers to art centres, markets, and shopping 

malls. Privately owned social spaces combine the elements of both (open/private) and 

have a set of limits on who can use it and for what reason (Kohn, 2004). 
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The selection of the case study object imposes several limitations. The lack of 

publicly available, reliable information complicated the analysis efforts. The main 

source of knowledge on the Living Lab, it’s community and activities, is the digital 

media. Also, the research on the object is rather limited especially from a perspec-

tive of social sciences. However, two workshops for urban planners, architects and 

stakeholders were organized in 2015 and 2016 in the scope of the Living Lab, which 

provided new research-based insights. 

Method for Case Study Analysis 

The goal of the chapter is to explore the applicability of methodological assessment 

framework in selected case. The research environment (i.e. lacks clearly defined 

stakeholders, limited amount of documentation) cannot be clearly specified. For this 

purpose, exploratory case study approach has been adapted. The exploratory case 

study explores situations with no clear, or single, sets of outcomes. In social  

research, according to Gallivan (1997), the use of one method can be considered as 

one-sided and non-inclusive. Hence, the analysis of the transformational processes 

in Aukštamiestis required the analysis of different sources of information (observa-

tion, interviews, questionnaires, documents, artefacts etc.). The study employed 

three research methods of qualitative nature: Stakeholder Interviews, Digital  

Monitoring and Document Analysis.  

Digital monitoring. First of the empirical methods applied to research the Living Lab 

was non-formal and non-participatory digital data monitoring. Non-formal observa-

tion aims to gain data when there is little knowledge of the situation investigated. In 

such research, genuineness is an important feature – natural environment and data 

are collected in real-life situations and adapted to the natural course of events.  

Digital monitoring required to develop a research instrument – data collection 

template – based on the assessment framework presented in Section 2. A data  

collection template makes the web-based monitoring process uniform and allows 

to discern the patterns between places, people and technologies. The fieldwork was 

done in the period of May 2018 – August 2018 by the C3Places research group in 

Vilnius. The website content analysis provided insights on various aspects of website 

content, features and the presence of web analytic code. The research group  

monitored the activity of Aukštamiestis community in online social networks and 

content changes on their websites. In addition, publications on Loftas events and 

philosophy were collected to get familiar with the context of the study. The data 

were collected using manual and automated web-scrapping techniques. 

Stakeholder interviews. The main method used to conduct stakeholder interviews 

was a semi-structured interview. Semi-structured interviews permit the researcher 

to have a list of theme and questions to covered in the interview, but it may have a 

flexible and fluid-structure depending on the flow of the conversation (Mason, 2002). 

The interview method enables evaluation of broader context and provides innovative 
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and flexible ways to interpret the situation. The interviews were conducted in the 

period of May-August 2018. The data were transcribed and coded. 

Considering that the randomized sampling is not suitable for qualitative research 

(Hennink, Hutter, & Bailey, 2011), expert sampling was employed. In the context  

of this study, the validity and significance of the results are based more on to the 

richness of the data collected and the sample selected and the competencies of  

the researchers to analyse the data than on the size of the sample (Patton, 2002).  

Five interviews with the stakeholders of Aukštamiestis were conducted, detailed in 

Table 1. The snowballing method, asking interviewees for suggestions of additional  

stakeholders, was then used to identify additional contacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Document analysis. In-depth examination of the documents included identifying its 

overall purpose, parties involved, inclusion goals, mechanisms for achieving those 

goals, detailed action steps, and evaluation plans of the Living Lab and the district.  

The qualitative research methods gain growing importance in contemporary social 

sciences. Qualitative research process aims to obtain insights on processes and value 

individuals assign to social situations (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006). In the context of 

this research project, qualitative research allows to collect and analyse the empirical 

evidence from different stakeholders’ perspectives. The case study approach also 

has limitations. Mostly because it introduces layers of subjectivity during the 

implementation, evaluation and presentation of the results. However, the research 

environment limits the choice of other methodological approach. 

DISCUSSION ON CASE STUDY RESULTS 

This section details the results of the three research studies. The goal of this 

empirical research exercise was to evaluate the patterns of content in relation to 

the conceptual model presented in Section 2. The analysis of collected qualitative 

content linked the insights of the literature review with the outputs of empirical 

research – data, categories, context. 

POS Quality Aspects in Aukštamiestis Living Lab 

The POS Quality Index connects the factors enhancing the social integration  

Table 1: Interview participants

Code Expertise, relation to Aukštamiestis Living Lab

P1 Strategic manager at Art Factory Loftas, initiator and manager for Aukštamiestis Lab community

P2 Head of Naujamiestis Seniors club, active participant in Aukštamiestis Living Lab events

P3 Active senior participant in Aukštamiestis Living Lab events, member of club “Life is beautiful”

P4 Architect, participant of the workshops for renewing Aukštamiestis

P5 Urban planner, participant of the workshops for renewing Aukštamiestis
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and communities’ satisfaction with the public place generated by digital co-creation 

initiative. According to Puerari et al. (2018:12) the Living Labs “that make use of 

existing urban buildings and constructions actively shape the place’s meaning and the 

socio-spatial context with the activities that they are running, both at the prominent 

site and beyond”. Hence, the assessment of place quality provides the context of 

digital initiatives. In evaluating the access and linkages dimension, the importance  

of readability, convenience for movement and accessibility is key. The analysis of data 

collected through the use of POS Quality Index revealed the Living Lab is an 

established organization with a managerial centre – Loftas Art Factory. The space is 

open and accessible to variety of stakeholder groups (P4). However, it is perceived 

as a place for youth. Comfort and image refers to the level of captivation, comfort, 

cleanness and safety in the analysed space. Poplin et al. (2017) suggests that the  

description of a place cannot be reduced to its objects, but also must contain  

descriptions of the atmosphere felt at these places. Hence, the background of this 

territory is an important feature. The centre of Living Lab – Loftas Art Factory –  

is based in an old radio factory. This historical feature is highly marketed in the  

communications of the community (P5). Background of this territory is an important 

topic. This fact was mentioned in the interview with senior participant (P3): “Yes,  

I have been to Elfa factory and research centre. They made innovative ultrasound 

engines and other devices. I have pleasant memories about this place, modern 

production processes and high level popular products”. The experience at these 

places was very important to the participants. Goodchild (2011:1) claims that there 

is a “fundamental tension with the informal world of human discourse, and nowhere 

is this more apparent than over the vague concept of place.” 

Uses and activities dimension divides into level of equipment, level of vitality and  

variety of activities available in the public space. The community hosts variety of 

events – festivals, discussions and workshops. The contextual conditions allow the 

Living Lab to be active in different domains and on various topics (P4). In analysis 

of sociability the factors of welcoming, level of publicness, interactivity and diversity 

influence the co-creative outcomes. The Aukštamiestis Living Lab is a setting for 

community activities, public life, community organization. The Aukštamiestis district 

is currently undergoing a creative conversion from a private space to a public space. 

This part of town has extensive industrial heritage and therefore a huge creative 

potential (P5). Jia (2010) states that the transformations of industrial districts may 

bring a renaissance in the neighbourhood. The author provides the examples of Ruhr 

Park, High Line in New York and Art District in Beijing to illustrate this trend. The 

vision of Aukštamiestis too is a metropolitan industrial district with creative and  

entertaining solutions. 

Limitations identified for the methodological framework. In the context of the 

Living Lab where the social and urban processes are organized in more abstract 

manner and on a larger scale, it was hard to determine the spatial dimensions of 
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evaluation. In addition, the evaluation framework needs a clearer view on what are 

the necessary and desirable aspects of a functioning co-creation space i.e. providing 

benchmarking guidelines on how physical spaces could enable real-time participation.  

Digital Inclusiveness Aspects in Aukštamiestis Living Lab 

We are living in the digital age, a period in which digital technologies serve as 

the infrastructure of our communications. The influence of information and  

communication technologies is perceptible in all spheres of life including governance, 

education, economy, and private lifestyles. The digital tools of co-creative initiatives 

are crucial in urban transformations. According to Eberlain (2018), first-hand 

information from the citizens collected through digital means is instrumental in 

shaping urban spaces because it provides previously unknown data points and 

creates new awareness and incentives for the community to become engaged. The 

Digital Inclusiveness of co-creative initiatives in Aukštamiestis Living Lab was assessed 

through five interrelated levers. Although, the Living Lab activities are implemented 

via the concept of networked community, the initiative lacks the functionalities of 

risk-aversion, expansion and social value creation. The digital aspects of the initiative 

are quite basic at the moment – a system of Facebook profiles is designed to 

announce various activities of the community.  

In evaluating risk-related technologies, the measures of security and privacy 

assurance have to be discussed. The security of digital data depends on Facebook 

Privacy Policy. The flow of messages and comments on the Facebook Pages are not 

controlled or monitored. However, the interview with community leader (P1) that 

if any security or privacy issues would arise because of their fault – they would  

fix and apologize. However, they cannot control the flow of communication from 

website visitors. Expansion-related technologies refer to the availability of networking 

and collaboration technologies. Strategist of Loftas (P1) explained that expansion to 

their target groups is achieved through maintaining separate accounts for separate 

activities of the community. However, more advanced solutions – chats, data collection 

and evaluation tools, idea collection tools – are not available. The social value of 

technologies divides into the following evaluation criteria based on the: availability 

of data collection and access technologies, knowledge-creation technologies and de-

cision-making technologies. The interviews revealed a great interest of initiators 

of the Living Lab to reach various stakeholders of the district through the means of 

mass media, social media and events. This need has two roots – commercial and 

community-building. The first one comes from the need to finance the structural 

changes in the district, pay for the logistics of the events and administration fees. 

The livelier is the district, the more people and businesses it attracts. Hence, the 

community-building, social awareness and partnerships in the area are of key 

importance. The pervasiveness of ICT tools refers to the ability of the digital tools 

to easily function when and where needed. The appropriateness of tools refers the 
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capabilities of digitals tools in solving the issues put forward by the stakeholder 

groups related to the public space. The data analysis revealed that more pervasive 

digital strategy is missing. The strategist of Aukštamiestis (P1) explained that  

Aukštamiestis is an absolute grassroot movement started by enthusiasts, businesses 

and habitants of the district. So, more advanced platforms and tools are too  

expensive to be developed due to lack of financial and time resources.  

Limitations identified for the methodological framework. The application of the 

methodological framework in analysis of the case study, showed the need to update 

the framework to fit the needs of digital initiatives of smaller scale i.e. those who only 

use social networks for people to join the events or have a website with core 

information. The tools and platforms enabling co-creative processes bring a number 

of advantages to the communities, governments and other involved stakeholders. 

Nevertheless, limited number of projects have limited technical skills needed to 

develop advanced tools. Besides knowing what different aspects the initiators should 

consider, it would be useful to add benchmarks allowing to evaluate the performance 

of current tools and applicability of tools in varying contexts.  

Social Responsiveness Aspects in Aukštamiestis Living Lab 

The Aukštamiestis Living Lab is developed through projects, initiatives and work-

shops including community members, architects, urbanists, students, municipality 

and other interested parties. The involved stakeholder groups and individuals thus 

become the sources of creativity, insight and initiative in the ever changing district. 

The initiative mainly relates to three groups of stakeholders: residents and their 

communities; owners of business and cultural spots; municipality entities. Based  

on the interview material, they certainly express the need for more inclusion. 

Dynamism, openness and flexibility dimension refers to the openness and diversity 

of the initiative. In co-creative processes, there is a strong need to combine different 

types of knowledge to better deal with complex issues, exploring visions, possibili-

ties, and finding agreements between stakeholders. The digital initiative is open to all  

citizens. Due to lack of dissemination, the networked community does not include 

more isolated societal groups (e.g. seniors). This social disconnection is a key barrier 

to new collaborative forms of developing urban transformations. In analysing the 

transparency structures of the Living Lab, their leader (P1) explained that the main 

way to engage in co-creative activities is to start living and/or working in the area. 

Community consists of separate house communities and socially active entities can 

get involved quickly. What unites Aukštamiestis is bigger ideas and purposes e.g. 

Open Gallery project changes the quality of life to everyone who is located around 

by adding more colours, traffic and liveability. Because of the increased traffic, the 

businesses are keen to get involved and even finance different projects. Decentrali -

zation and self-organization dimension evaluates the organizational structures of 

initiatives. The organizational structure of the Living Lab is in place – the initiators 
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have know-how on event organization and community building. However, they are 

missing skills and/or drive for inclusion of varied stakeholder groups. Yet only leaders 

are clear in both online and offline community, neither hierarchy nor funding is  

guaranteed for Aukštamiestis community. 

The social maturity dimension analyses the issues of social impact on community 

stakeholders, social motivation and social orientation. According to Rohe (2004), 

the collective actions at the level of district provides a self-reinforcing model of civic 

engagement and social capital – engagement begets new relations, which leads to 

greater trust and trust brings effective collective actions resulting in individual and 

social benefits. The motivation to solve social problem (e.g. exclusion of senior  

citizens) is quite high – the initiators show high levels of excitement. The initiators 

suggest that the Living Lab was established out of dissatisfaction with the current 

living environment. However, there is a lack of skill, personnel and especially time to 

create a comprehensive and efficient digital communication strategy. In evaluating 

generated public value two criteria are important – efficiency of problem-solving 

and new qualities in form of ideas, structured opinions. In the perspective of  

urbanism, Aukštamiestis Living Lab was inspired by the experiences in other cities 

and willingness to bring this culture to Vilnius. The start of the initiative was met with 

pessimism (P1). However, the organizational efforts of the volunteers and habitants 

led to more cultural events, workshops and new forms of social innovation. The help 

of municipality was introduced only recently, mainly because of newly elected mayor 

(P1: It was a huge change in attitude since new mayor. Till then we were even not 

allowed nearer. Now there is a dialogue. Maybe not so many opportunities yet, but 

there is a dialogue, we are talking about community projects, proposing tools). The 

social impact and changed environment of the district became a further stimulus for 

the initiators and volunteers to develop new projects.  

Limitations identified for the methodological framework. The application of the 

methodological framework in analysis of the case study, showed that social respon-

siveness dimension lacks a clearer evaluation of the roles of involved stakeholder 

groups. The analysis of research outputs, especially the material of interviews, 

showed that the role of pro-active stakeholder groups is crucial in transformation 

processes. Besides knowing what different types of stakeholders are to be considered 

in making the places more attractive, the question arises how and when they need 

to be involved in the co-creative process aimed at long-term social transformations.  

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Digitally enhanced public open spaces are ideal environments for the social innova-

tions to emerge due to the involvement of stakeholders and ICT in the knowledge 

creation. Although there is broad agreement that ICT application in public gover-

nance leads to benefits for society, they should not be seen as an antidote to all 

problems. The technology is an enabler increasing the diffusion of information and 
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acts as a fundamental dimension of social change, but technology alone is not 

capable of fuelling the collaboration. Digital co-creation entails preconditions  

and challenges due to the diverse backgrounds of actors involved and variety of  

theoretical viewpoints analysing the processes. Hence, there is an urge to provide 

holistic approach and investigate the prevalence of the digital initiatives in urban  

planning. The Digital Co-Creation Assessment Framework focuses on facilitating  

a framework to evaluate digital co-creation initiatives aimed at improvement of  

public spaces and identify cases that can be potentially transformed into co-creative 

systems. Proposed model allows understanding of each of the components of the 

model and, to add holism to the relationship between them.  

However, definition of complex socio-technical systems, such as digital co-creation, 

is unavoidably partial, context-specific and temporary. The application of the 

methodology in analysis of Aukštamiestis Living Lab was the first exercise in the 

iterative revision and testing of the model. The choice of case study method provided 

an in-depth analysis of a particular setting – transformation of a private space to 

open place. The exploratory case study of Aukštamiestis Living Lab provided a 

general understanding for improvement of methodological framework i.e. the need 

for benchmarking guidelines on how physical spaces could enable real-time 

participation, evaluation criteria for digital initiatives of smaller scale and how 

and when different stakeholders need to be involved in the co-creative process. 

Additional work is needed to formulate measures and indicators of successful  

initiatives. Digital co-creation encompasses many different interpretations subjected 

by researchers and disciplines. Various parties are likely to hold different views on 

the concept. Proposed model offers dynamic ideas for future researches to further 

conceptualize the underlying perspectives of co-creation. The proposed model needs 

to be tested in additional cases to further verify its validity and usefulness in diverse 

settings.  
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