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The study investigated how Service-Dominant Logic (S-D Logic), Co-Creation and Open 

Innovation can reframe urban public space as a co-creative service ecosystem. Set within a 

public street festival, the work aimed to enhance citizens’ ability to shape streetscape 

transformations and to offer city administrations, planners, and civic organizations 

empirically grounded guidance for participatory, people-centered urban development. 

 

An experimental process of service design was applied. Digital text-to-image Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) supported ideation; festival visitors generated over 100 design visions, 

shortlisted them through online voting, and selected a preferred concept. Landscape 

architecture students prototyped the winning idea on-site. Data comprised AI artefacts, 

voting analytics, participant observations, and seven semi-structured expert and stakeholder 

interviews. The material was examined through qualitative, structured content analysis, 

informed by Mayring (2022). 

 

Results showed that AI visualization lowered entry barriers and stimulated diverse creative 

contributions. However, meaningful value emerged only through subsequent dialogue, 

feedback, and the physical appropriation of space. The prototype converted a traffic corridor 

into a sociable “place.” It demonstrated that perceived value-in-use is situational and 

emerges from a process of co-creation. Perceived value through co-creation serves to 

enhance personal identity and place attachment. Sustainable impact was found to depend on 

institutional openness, iterative feedback loops and clear governance that integrates digital 

tools without substituting genuine participation. Recommendations include establishing 

permanent urban living labs, embedding feedback mechanisms, and developing ethical 

standards for AI-assisted public engagement. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background, problem and motivation  

"We create cities we no longer understand" (Grzesikowska 2025). Urban public spaces are 

currently facing profound changes, shaped by social transformations, increasing digitalization 

and the need for sustainable urban development (Bhatt et al. 2024; Nica et al. 2023; Leclerq 

2018; Atlas of Urban AI 2025; Smart City Dialog 2025). In a time of increasing urbanization and 

social diversity, public spaces are no longer perceived exclusively as physical infrastructure, 

but are increasingly understood as places of social interaction, identification, and community 

value creation (Gehl 2010; Foster & Iaione 2016). At the same time, the challenge of 

designing these spaces in their complexity in an innovative, inclusive, and participatory way is 

increasing to meet the diverse and often contradictory needs of the urban population (Mulgan 

2006; Vietrova et al. 2022). 

An illustrative example of this phenomenon is provided by the annual "Zamanand Festival" in 

Munich, which temporarily frees central inner-city streets from motorized traffic (Zamanand 

Festival 2024). Although the festival regularly attracts large numbers of visitors, according to 

the organizers, a recurring pattern is evident among the attendees. In areas that are 

deliberately not designed with specific activities or installations, visitors often react with 

irritation and uncertainty. It seems that they do not know how to actively use these 

unfamiliar, open street spaces. This observation suggests that city dwellers today lack the 

competence or self-conception to appropriate or actively shape public spaces on their own 

initiative. 

From a business perspective, a fundamental problem can be identified here. Public spaces are 

traditionally planned and operated from a product or infrastructure logic perspective (Gehl 

2010). Thus, its users are forced into a passive consumer role of their environment. Business 

management approaches, in particular the service-dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch 2004) and 

theories of open innovation and co-creation (Vargo & Lusch 2004; Prahalad & Ramaswamy 

2004; Chesbrough 2010), could create an opportunity for public space to be used more 

effectively and sustainably. The involvement of citizens is central. 

This research project takes a practical approach to precisely this point. It examines how 

digital, AI-based tools can be utilized to actively engage urban residents in the creation and 

management of public spaces. An experimental service design project examines the extent to 

which user-centered methods can enhance the participation skills of the urban population. 

The aim of this study is to contribute to a deeper understanding of how public spaces can be 

addressed in terms of participatory, user-centered service logic.  
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In this work, service is specifically defined as a collaborative, user-centered process that 

enables public space to be generally understood as a social and participatory service. 

The motivation for this research project stems from the conviction that public space must not 

only be built and managed, but also narrated, imagined, negotiated, and reinvented 

together. As a service designer, I am particularly interested in how processes can be user-

centered and democratized through new formats, technologies, and forms of interaction. It is 

not only about what is created in public space, but also about how and by whom its value is 

defined, in the sense of a human-centric city. 

This work was created in the context of a real-world laboratory 2024, which the author 

conceived and implemented on his own behalf as a service designer and non-profit organizer 

of the Zamanand Festival in Munich. The non-profit character of the festival underlines the 

claim to think about urban innovation in a human-centered, inclusive, and experimental way 

rather than commercially. The insights gained are therefore based on a practical and 

research-led perspective. 

For the festival, the City of Munich supported the experiment with a project grant of € 25,000 

(for technical equipment, fees, and design materials). 

The technical implementation and moderation of the AI-based co-creation session on-site was 

conducted in collaboration with UrbanistAI from Helsinki (UrbanistAI 2025), Damiano Cerrone 

and Luca Stornaiuolo, who developed and provided a text-to-image-based AI system for 

collaborative spatial visualization, as well as with the help of other volunteers on site. 

The translation of the AI design for the development and structural implementation of a walk-

in prototype was realized in collaboration with the Chair of Landscape Architecture at the 

Technical University of Munich. The students Darleen Schäfer, Marie Gaschler and Julia 

Roemer were responsible for the design and building of the prototype and reported the 

project from a landscape design perspective (Darleen Schäfer, Marie Gaschler, Julia Römer 

2025)  

My special thanks go to my family. 

1.2 Purpose of the work  

The purpose of this work is to practically assess Service-Dominant Logic, Co-Creation, and 

Open Innovation as a strategic concept for publicly used spaces in an urban context. The aim 

is to develop a deeper understanding of the use of service design methods in the context of 

urban space production. The findings should serve urban actors such as city administrations, 

planners, and other stakeholders who are striving for participatory and user-centered 

management approaches in public spaces. 
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In detail, this work pursues the following specific objectives: 

• The identification and analysis of specific factors that enable users to actively shape 

public space on their own initiative. 

• The testing of a concrete, experimental service design approach in an urban context, 

the Zamanand Festival, to generate empirical findings on the effectiveness and 

acceptance of this methodology. 

• The derivation of strategic and operational recommendations on how and why 

participatory and service-oriented methods can be integrated into urban management 

processes in a long-term and sustainable manner. 

This purpose is intended to make a clear contribution to understanding public spaces not only 

theoretically, but also methodically and practically as co-created social services. The 

corresponding theoretical approaches are to be transferred to urban practice. The work is 

intended as a contribution to the concept of "public space as a service". This new perspective 

views public spaces as social infrastructures in which users themselves define the value they 

place on them. The quality and legitimacy are essentially determined by collective 

production. 

1.3 Research question 

Based on the objectives described above and the theoretical context of the work, the 

following central research question is posed 

• How and under what conditions can an experimental service design approach, based 

on service-dominant logic, co-creation, and open innovation, establish public spaces 

as co-creative services? 

Research logic 

This work pursues an explorative character. In an applied setting, it examines which 

mechanisms and framework conditions enable an AI-based co-creation approach in urban 

management. At the same time, it is design process oriented. An innovative service design 

methodology is developed, prototypically implemented, and empirically evaluated to derive 

supported recommendations for action. 

Sub-research questions 

• Which organizational, technological, and methodological factors promote the active 

involvement of city dwellers in AI-supported co-creation processes? 

• To what extent do digital, AI-based tools support the process of co-creatively 

managing public spaces? 
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• To what extent is the experiment with its service design approach suitable for 

integrating external streams of ideas into urban innovation processes? 

• What conditions must be met so that the knowledge gained in the experimental 

setting can be transferred to other cities and contexts as a scalable model? 

1.4 Significance 

This research understands public spaces as dynamic, collaboratively designed and 

continuously evolving services. This perspective aligns with the service-dominant logic, which 

defines service as a process where value is created through the interaction and joint activities 

of participants (Vargo & Lusch 2016; Grönroos & Voima 2013).  

The relevance of the work lies in providing empirical findings on the effectiveness and 

applicability of digital, especially AI-based, user-centered methods in an urban context. This 

makes a significant contribution to the expansion of service design approaches. The insights 

gained are relevant to practice and offer urban planners, decision-makers, and other 

stakeholders’ concrete recommendations for designing public spaces in an inclusive, 

sustainable, and effective manner. 

1.5 Glossary and terminology 

1. Citizen participation – a generic term for all processes in which citizens participate 

in planning or political decisions, ranges from pure information to genuine transfer of 

power. (Arnstein 1969)  

2. Co-creation - Joint value creation through the active participation of multiple 

stakeholders in all phases; going beyond traditional participation to dialogic 

interaction and shared control. (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004) 

3. Co-design - Specific form of co-creation in which users and experts make design 

decisions and develop artifacts together. (Jakob Trischler et al. 2019) 

4. Co-production - cooperation of citizens in the provision of public services; more 

narrowly defined than co-creation, as the focus is on implementation/production. 

(Bovaird & Loeffler 2012)  

5. Commons / Urban Commons - Collectively used and managed urban resources that 

are protected and further developed by common rules (Foster & Iaione 2016) 

6. Governance - the totality of formal and informal rules, processes and actors that 

control collective action, in the context of the work, especially co-governance 

between the city and civil society. (Ansell & Torfing 2021) 

7. Living Lab / Urban Living Lab - real-world laboratory in urban areas in which 

administration, citizens and other stakeholders co-create and test innovative 

solutions under everyday conditions. (Steen & van Bueren 2017) 
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8. Open innovation - Consciously opening an organization's innovation process to 

incorporate external ideas and resources and share internal ones with the outside 

world. (Chesbrough 2010)  

9. Placemaking - Participatory practice of designing public spaces with and for the 

community and giving them identity. (Ellery & Ellery 2019) 

10. PPPP (Public-Private-People Partnership) - Extended form of public-private 

partnership that integrates the population as equal partners in the project and value 

creation structures. (Irazábal 2016) 

11. Public Space as Service - Concept that understands public space as a socio-technical 

service platform in which actors create collective value through interaction. 

12. Quadruple Helix - Innovation model that sees the four groups of actors - government, 

business, science, and civil society - as equal partners in open innovation processes.  

13. Service Design - a user-centered design discipline for the analysis, development, and 

implementation of holistic service processes and touchpoints. (Stickdorn et al. 2018)  

14. Service-Dominant Logic (S-D Logic) - Marketing and service paradigm that postulates 

"everything is service" and understands value as the result of resource integration and 

utilization (value-in-use). (Vargo & Lusch 2004) 

15. Service ecosystem - Relatively self-organizing network of resource-integrating 

actors, connected by shared institutions and value co-creation. (P. Frow et al. 2014) 

16. Stakeholder - All people or groups who are affected by a project or service or who 

can influence it (e. citizens, administration, companies). (Kazadi et al. 2016) 

17. Value co-creation - Process in which value is only created in (joint) use and is co-

created by all the actors involved. (Lusch & Vargo 2014)  

18. Value-in-use - Subjectively perceived benefit that manifests itself for the beneficiary 

in the actual use; central understanding of value in S-D Logic. (Lusch & Vargo 2014)  

Participation, co-creation, co-design, or call it what you want? Conceptual clarification 

In the context of this thesis, various terms were deliberately used to accurately represent the 

respective concepts within their respective disciplinary logics. Participation in the context of 

urban planning, co-creation in the service science and social innovation sense, co-design from 

design research, and occasionally also co-production, as used in public service logic (Osborne 

et al. 2016). 

In fact, publications often do not clearly delineate this conceptual diversity, as a recent study 

highlights. The terms are often used synonymously or inconsistently (Lee et al. 2024). This 

leads to theoretical and practical confusion. The study also notes that, particularly in 

interdisciplinary contexts, there is often a lack of systematic differentiation between co-

creation, co-design, and co-production.  
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However, these include different degrees of co-creation, decision-making power, and goal 

orientation (Lee et al. 2024). This highlights a methodological gray area but also underscores 

the open nature of collaborative processes. 

Mark Stickdorn, one of the central figures in the field of service design, gets to the heart of 

this semantic debate when he writes: "Call it what you like - it matters that you do it"  

(Stickdorn et al. 2018, 32). This pragmatic approach emphasizes that it is not primarily about 

achieving terminological clarity, but rather about consistently implementing collaborative and 

user-centered principles.  

Nevertheless, it remains essential for scientific reflection to disclose the epistemic origins 

and the implicit notions of power underlying the concepts used. While participation often 

remains symbolic or consultative, co-creation aims at equivalent value creation. Co-design 

encompasses collaborative design and co-production, with a focus on joint service provision. 

All have different requirements in terms of process design, power sharing, and resource 

structure. 

1.6 Ethical considerations 

As part of the project, various AI-supported tools were used in a transparent and ethically 

responsible manner. UrbanistAI, an AI system for collaborative visualization of spatial ideas, 

was utilized as a service design tool for on-site co-creation. 

DeepL was used for the translation of this work (German to English). Microsoft Word (Office 

365) was used for the automatic transcription of the audio data. For the visualization of the 

contents of this work, Napkin AI was used in part and marked accordingly. 

ChatGPT was used for linguistic elaboration, structuring, and curating the content. It served 

as a supporting tool for reflection, clarification, and optimization of the formulation. The 

author made all content-related decisions, critical assessments, and arguments 

independently. All systems used complied with the applicable data protection standards; 

personal data was not transmitted. 

2 What economic sciences can do for urban development - in theory 

2.1 The human-centricity in philosophy, urban research, and social theory 

The interdisciplinary connection to philosophical and urban sociological discussions is 

important for the work to better grasp the context of human-centricity.  
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Cities are first living spaces for people and not just collections of buildings (Lefebvre & 

Schäfer 2016). Martin Heidegger (1954) already makes it clear that building must go beyond 

the mere fulfillment of purpose and function. The aim is to create conditions for a human 

existence in which rootedness is possible, because man always experiences his being in spatial 

relation to the world. Lewis Mumford (1989) emphasizes that city centers historically served 

not only as economic or administrative centers. They were, above all, cultural centers in 

which collective identity and social life were concentrated. He points out that vibrant city 

centers must enable social diversity, memory, and community experience to fulfill their 

integrative function. If the center loses this function, the city is threatened with a loss of 

cultural depth and social cohesion (Mumford 1989). Originally, urban squares and streets were 

central meeting places where social life took place. They interwove various social, economic, 

and cultural activities (Arendt et al. 2018; Habermas 2023). The city offers spaces in which 

discourse and democratic exchange can take place (Habermas 2023). From this, Lefebvre 

derived his concept of the "right to the city," which advocates for residents to have an active 

role in shaping their urban living environment (Lefebvre & Schäfer 2016). Lefebvre also 

emphasized that space is a social product. Space is created through social practices and 

conflicts (Lefebvre & Busch 2018). These approaches form the foundation for a human-centric 

perspective. Cities should not be planned technocratically from above but should focus on the 

lived experiences and needs of their inhabitants.  

Urban research and urban studies have also undergone a paradigm shift since the 20th century 

(Carmona 2021). Authors such as Jane Jacobs criticized the sterile, modern urban planning 

approaches of her time and emphasized the importance of small-scale, vibrant urban life at 

eye level (Jacobs 2014). Jacobs showed, for example, how observation of everyday life leads 

to better planning decisions. Her famous image of the "ballet of the sidewalk" illustrates that 

urban vitality arises from spontaneous interactions between people (Jacobs 2014). Danish 

architect Jan Gehl (2010) continues this human-centered tradition by demonstrating that the 

design of urban spaces significantly influences people's behavior and well-being. In particular, 

he emphasizes the human scale, which has often been neglected in urban planning, and 

argues that public spaces must be specifically tailored to human needs for social interaction, 

comfort, and safety to be successful in the long term (Gehl 2010). Environmental psychology 

emphasizes that well-designed environments have positive effects on well-being, social 

interaction, and community building (Kaplan & Kaplan 1989; Hartig et al. 2014; Vries et al. 

2013; Whyte 1988). 

At the same time, the communicative approach developed in planning theory, inspired by 

Habermas' idea of deliberative processes. Planning decisions should be made dialogically and 

inclusively (Healey 2006). This is defined as collaborative planning, in which administration, 

experts and citizens work together on the future of the city (Healey 2006).  
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Sherry Arnstein (1969) shows with her influential participation ladder how citizen 

participation can go through various stages from pseudo-participation to genuine citizen 

control.  

In today's urban practice, social, cultural, and ecological values are increasingly becoming the 

focus of urban planning again. Public spaces are not only seen as places of exchange, but also 

as central places of social cohesion, identity formation and ecological sustainability. Citizens, 

administration, business, and civil society are taking joint responsibility for urban spaces and 

infrastructures - the "collaborative-city" (Foster & Iaione 2016). Associated methodologies 

such as "placemaking" emphasize participatory and cooperative practices in particular to 

redesign public spaces and make them usable for the community (Project for Public Spaces 

2025; Ellery & Ellery 2019; Lorah & Silberberg 2025). These social-theoretical and planning 

perspectives establish the model of cooperative urban development, in which local actors 

contribute knowledge and share decision-making power. Sennett advocates the "open city", 

which allows for imperfection and improvisation and thus offers space for human creativity 

and diversity (Sennett 2018).  

Elinor Ostrom's concept of "urban commons" broadens the perspective on public spaces to the 

extent that they can be seen as resources that are collectively managed and used (Ostrom 

2015). This model calls for greater co-determination and participation of local communities 

(Foster & Iaione 2016; Stauridēs 2016). 

Instead of places of encounter and communal activities, however, consumer-oriented, visually 

overloaded, and commercialized urban spaces are increasingly emerging (Banerjee et al. 

1999; Zukin 2002). This commercial appropriation of public space results in increased control 

and management of public use by public administration. The possibilities and practices of use 

are increasingly shaped by commercial and private sector interests and restrict the 

spontaneous appropriation and flexible use of public spaces (Low & Smith 2013).  

This interdisciplinary theoretical framework, ranging from Heidegger's existential 

understanding of space to Jacobs' everyday observations of the city and collaborative planning 

theory, underpins the thesis of a "human-centric city." According to this, urban spaces should 

primarily be geared towards meeting people's needs, abilities, and participation, rather than 

being viewed merely as infrastructure imposed from above. 
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Public space as a relational, social, and cultural structure 

Public space cannot be reduced to its physical substrate. It arises as a relational structure 

that is constantly emerging from the interactions of people, things, and practices. Urban 

space can be understood as a dynamic assemblage, as a provisional whole that is constantly 

being formed anew (Deleuze & Guattari 2007; Page 2020). Building on this, Tuan (2011) 

distinguishes between space, which is initially meaningless, and place, which only acquires 

meaning through lived experiences, memories, and cultural attributions. This transformation 

creates the place attachment that Relph (Relph 2016) emphasizes the foundation of local 

identity. Lynne Scannell and Robert Gifford (Scannell & Gifford 2010) work out that place 

attachment - i.e., the emotional connection to a place - consists of three components: (1) the 

person (individual or group-specific attachment), (2) the place itself (its physical nature), and 

(3) psychological processes (memories, meanings). 

Empirical urban observations by Jacobs, Whyte, and Gehl show how seemingly marginal 

qualities - seating, microclimatic conditions, human scale - determine whether people 

appropriate a place, linger, and engage in social interaction. Public space thus only becomes 

a lively, community-building place when people live together. Its socio-cultural value is 

therefore inextricably linked to its everyday use and the diverse practices of its actors. Jane 

Jacobs (2014) demonstrated how residents contribute to the safety and vitality of streets 

through their mere presence—an informal interplay that planners often underestimated. It 

follows that user perspectives are essential to define the actual quality of a public space.  

These theories (space vs. place, place attachment) are extended by the increasing integration 

of digital and technological dimensions (Graham & Marvin 2002). Similarly, Mitchell (2003) 

argues that digital communication technologies are creating new hybrid spaces that combine 

both physical and virtual elements. And how AI technologies are not only changing 

infrastructure, but also influencing urban experiences, participation, and perceptions of 

space - from both a technological and social perspective (Atlas of Urban AI 2025).  

This is closely tied to questions of access, power, and inclusion (Low & Smith 2013). They 

influence who is allowed to appropriate a particular urban space. For example, squares are 

often the setting for cultural expressions, such as festivals and demonstrations, and thus 

bearers of collective identity. But they can also exclude certain groups through 

commercialization or exclusive design. Architectural sociologist Kim Dovey argues that space 

is inextricably linked to issues of power and identity. The built form can both express 

domination and be reinterpreted and appropriated by users (Dovey 2009). Even from this 

power perspective, public space is not a static entity.  



  15 

 

 

It is constantly being recreated anew through the coordination and conflict between different 

actors and through the cultural practices that occur within it. A human-centered approach to 

this structure means considering the multi-layered social and cultural aspects.  

 

Figure 1 The Dimensions of Public Space (created with Napkin AI) 

Prior theories of space and place are essential to this work, as they help grasp the complex 

social, cultural, and emotional dimensions of urban public spaces. They form the basis for 

treating this space as a common good. This must be preserved and developed in collaboration 

with the users. They underpin the design of spaces in such a way that they are not only 

functional but can be defined by their users. 

From this perspective, purely administrative management of public space by the public 

administration alone is insufficient. Rather, citizen-oriented, participatory approaches that 

enable citizens to contribute and implement their ideas actively and needs in the design and 

use of public spaces are indispensable (Healey 2006; Forester 1999). Participatory planning 

processes make it possible to integrate different perspectives and design public spaces in such 

a way that they are recognized and actively used by the actual users (Innes & Booher 2018). 

It is therefore crucial to develop and promote practices that empower people to take 

responsibility and self-organize in shaping their environment. Such people-centered 

approaches not only strengthen the democratic use of public space, but also help to promote 

long-term social bonds, identification, and sustainable responsibility in urban communities 

(Manzini & Rizzo 2011; Mulgan 2014) 

2.2 Service-Dominant Logic, Co-Creation and Open Innovation for urban planning 

Cities are therefore faced with the challenge of designing public spaces in a people-centered 

and innovative way.  
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Instead of planning urbanity top-down, the focus is shifting to public space as a construction 

that is created by and with people. This perspective requires an approach that puts people 

and users at the forefront, fostering a human-centric perspective. Away from a static view of 

squares and streets towards a dynamic logic in which citizens, administration, and other 

stakeholders create value together.  

This work precisely takes this approach. It integrates three complementary theoretical 

approaches to understand public spaces as co-creative service systems. Service-Dominant 

Logic (S-D Logic) (Vargo & Lusch 2004) as the ontological foundation, Co-Creation (value 

creation through participatory processes) (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004) as the actor logic, 

and Open Innovation (Chesbrough 2010) as the governance framework for opening the 

innovation process. This construction lays the theoretical groundwork for the practical 

experiment presented in this paper.  

 

Figure 2 The strands of theory (created with Napkin AI) 

The following presents and critically discusses these three theoretical strands systematically. 

Finally, they are contextualized for urban public spaces. How can S-D Logic, co-creation and 

open innovation be brought together in participatory processes, as in the case of the 

Zamanand Festival in Munich, to arrange people-centered urban spaces?  
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Service-Dominant Logic: Everything is service 

Service-Dominant Logic (S-D Logic) has triggered a paradigm shift in marketing and service 

research (Vargo & Lusch 2004). It replaces the traditional goods-centered logic and focuses on 

service as the fundamental principle of exchange. "Everything is service" implies that 

economic value is not inherent in material goods themselves, but rather in the benefits that 

arise from the use and integration of resources from the beneficiary (Lusch & Vargo, 2004). 

The principle of “value-in-use” applies (Lusch & Vargo 2014, 91). A car, for example, is not 

valuable in S-D Logic, but rather a means of providing mobility services. Goods are viewed as 

"intermediaries in service delivery" that enable the service to be delivered (Lusch & Vargo 

2014, 13). Four key axioms are identified: (1) service is the fundamental basis of exchange; 

(2) value is co-created through the interaction of multiple actors (always including the 

beneficiary); (3) all social and economic actors are resource integrators; (4) Value is always 

uniquely and phenomenologically determined by the beneficiary (Lusch & Vargo 2014; Vargo 

& Lusch 2016). These principles illustrate that value creation is not a one-sided process, but 

rather one that is created through interaction, where people invest their resources. Providers 

can only offer value propositions; value realization occurs when the customer utilizes them 

(Grönroos 2008). In his Service Logic, Grönroos (2008) emphasizes that customers are the 

main actors in value creation and that companies support this process through interaction. 

Without user participation, no real value is created. This view is also important in the public 

sector, where citizens as users of services should always be involved in the creation of value 

(Osborne 2018). The co-creation of value is therefore a core component of S-D Logic (Lusch & 

Vargo 2014). It is essential to note that co-creation is not limited to the narrow sense of "joint 

production" but encompasses a more comprehensive understanding. Every use of a service by 

the user contributes to value generation and is therefore part of co-creation (Lusch & Vargo 

2014). This understanding differs from older management concepts in which companies 

create value and customers only consume it. This insight aligns with early indications in the 

literature that value creation occurs as a "value constellation" within networks of multiple 

participants, rather than a linear value chain (Normann & Ramírez 1993). S-D Logic extends 

the view from bilateral customer-company relationships to complex service ecosystems. A 

service ecosystem is a self-regulating system of actors connected by common institutions 

(rules, norms) that jointly generate value through the exchange of services. “Value 

cocreation is coordinated through actor-generated institutions and institutional 

arrangements” (Vargo & Lusch 2016, 8).  

Applied to the city, this means urban spaces (assemblages) can be viewed as service 

ecosystems in which different actors (citizens, administration, companies, technologies such 

as AI) contribute resources and interact to jointly create for their beneficiaries. 
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(Polese et al. 2019) suggest explicitly conceptualizing the smart city as a service system, for 

example. They emphasize the collaborative logic in which public and private actors, as well 

as citizens, continuously exchange resources and learn together. Citizens are seen as equal 

partners with whom goals and knowledge are shared to create value through synergetic 

interactions (Polese et al. 2019). This perspective also requires new institutional frameworks. 

S-D Logic emphasizes that shared institutions enable coordination in service ecosystems 

(Vargo & Lusch 2016). 

However, S-D Logic alone does not provide any concrete guidance on how this should be done 

in practice. This is where the next theory stems in - co-creation as an action-oriented logic of 

value creation. 

Co-creation: Joint value creation through participatory processes 

The term "co-creation" refers to the joint creation of value by multiple stakeholders through a 

dialogical process. The concept is popularized by Parahalad & Ramaswamy (2004), who call 

for a paradigm shift in marketing and management literature. Away from company-centered 

"we produce - customer consumes" thinking, towards interaction processes in which customers 

become active partners (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). 

Co-creation is more than just customer involvement in late phases. It encompasses the active 

participation of users in all phases of value creation - from idea generation and design to 

implementation and use. In practice, co-creation takes many forms. For example, in the 

urban context of participatory urban planning, where citizens have a say in designing their 

environment (Voorberg et al. 2015). Co-creation is used in a similar way in design research. 

Sanders & Stappers (2008) define co-creation as any act of collective creativity, i.e., 

creativity that is shared by two or more people. Co-creation generally refers to the 

cooperative production of something new by several actors (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). 

The actor’s logic is therefore important in co-creation. All participants, whether professionals 

or laypeople, contribute their own resources, perspectives, and skills and create something 

new together. Ramswamy & Ozcan (2018) emphasize that co-creation should be understood as 

an interactive process that takes place on interactional platforms - i.e., in system 

environments that facilitate and promote interaction. So-called “agential assemblages” 

(Deleuze & Guattari 2007; Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004) are created through the interaction 

of various actors. Co-creation, therefore, requires suitable platforms (physical or digital) on 

which people, artifacts and processes can interact with each other (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 

2004).  

Modern technologies can function as enablers of such platforms by facilitating and multiplying 

interactions (e.g., AI-supported creative tools) (Cerrone 2023).  
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Thus, digital platforms and tools offer new opportunities to break down barriers to 

participation and enable even stronger, more democratic participation by promoting 

accessibility, transparency, and diversity of voices (Cerrone 2023). Their use and the 

empowerment of lay people to visually express their ideas beyond the usual participation 

formats and "post-it sessions" add user-defined value to the development of public space. 

However, it is criticized that the structural integration is often insufficient (Falco & Kleinhans 

2018; Ertiö 2015). 

The concept of co-creation has gained a foothold in the public sector. Terms such as "co-

production" (Osborne et al. 2016; Ostrom 1996) or "participation" (Arnstein 1969; Bryson et al. 

2013) are used to discuss how citizens and the administration can jointly generate public 

services. However, it is noticeable that the terms co-production, co-creation, and co-design 

are often used interchangeably, and no distinction is made (Lee et al. 2024). Participation in 

urban development is often located along the "ladder of citizen participation" labeled by 

Arnstein (1969). This ladder describes forms of non-participation (manipulation, therapy) 

through symbolic participation (informing, consulting, involving) to genuine power-shifting 

(partnership, delegated power, citizen control). In practice, however, participation often 

stops at intermediate levels and rarely reaches actual co-creation (Grcheva & Oktay Vehbi 

2021). If we look at Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004), we see that co-creation starts above the 

symbolic levels of participation and is based on principles such as dialogue, transparency, and 

shared control. Applied to urban development, this means not only consulting citizens but 

also involving them as equal partners in ongoing processes. 

(Bryson et al. 2013) emphasize that participation is not achieved through standardized 

formats. Success is measured through a carefully designed approach that considers goals, 

participants, power relations, resources, and contextual conditions. Urban planners can learn 

from the business world to view participation as experience-oriented, individualized, and 

transparent co-creation, thereby reorganizing urban development as a joint value creation 

process (Albrechts 2013). In this context, Osborne (2018) speaks of public service logic and 

argues that value in public services is only created in their use by users. Public organizations 

co-produce this value with users, not unilaterally for them (Osborne 2018).  

A systematic framework of meaning can be derived from research on co-creation and value 

co-creation, which provides a new perspective on understanding public space. Co-creation 

basically refers to any collaborative production of ideas, products, or experiences by several 

actors (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004). However, if the focus is specifically on the benefits 

arising from the interaction, this is referred to as value co-creation (Lusch & Vargo 2014). 

Companies or institutions merely function as value enablers (Vargo & Lusch, 2008).  
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Value creation thus becomes a cyclical process of resource integration in which all actors 

involved (citizens, organizations, technology) make continuous contributions (Payne et al. 

2008). If we apply this logic to public space, its understanding shifts from a static physical 

infrastructure to a relational space of experience and use. Traditionally, public space is 

defined as a structural-legal territory that is provided and regulated by public authorities 

(Hee & Ooi 2003). In the light of Service-Dominant Logic, public space is rather a platform on 

which value is created collectively (Ramaswamy & Ozcan 2018). People give places meaning 

through residence, exchange, protest, or culture, as discussed earlier. Municipalities and 

service providers provide resources such as cleanliness, security, or digital connectivity (Ind & 

Coates 2013; Ranjan & Read 2016). 

Considering the discussion before, the following definition interprets "Public Space as 

Service": 

Public space is a socio-technical service platform in which state, civil society and market 

actors integrate their resources to create and renew collective and individual value for its 

users (value-in-use) through ongoing interactions. 

This definition makes two key points clear: firstly, the value of public space is not conceived 

ex ante but emerges situationally during use. Secondly, the role of the public sector is 

shifting from sole producer to coordinator of an open value creation community that 

orchestrates physical, digital, and social components. The definition follows a PPPP (Public 

Private People Partnership) (Irazábal 2016) or Quadruple Helix (Carayannis & Campbell 2009), 

which addresses public value (Moore 2021; O'Flynn 2007; Acar et al. 2023), but with users at 

the center. It includes a definition of value that goes beyond monetary or functional 

dimensions and, as such, must also be assessed and considered. 

The definition results in the following features: 

1. Cooperation and participation: Service in public spaces is created through the active 

involvement, exchange, and coordination of different stakeholder groups. 

2. Process character: The service is not a finished product, but rather a dynamic process 

that changes according to needs, time of day, season, or social trends. 

3. Intangible value creation: The focus is on the social and public value created through 

use and interaction. 

4. Interaction of physical and social factors: Spaces, architecture, and infrastructure 

provide the framework in which social exchange and experiences occur. This human 

interaction lends the place its benefits and value. 
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This makes "public space as a service" a theoretical framework that focuses planning and 

governance processes more strongly on participation, adaptive design, and continuous value 

generation. 

 

Figure 3: Public Space as Service (created with Napkin AI) 

Co-creation thus promotes overall democratic legitimacy and social capital, as citizens feel 

taken seriously and contribute their skills (Bovaird & Loeffler 2012). Where citizens and 

authorities are in close contact, co-creation is used to develop solutions that better meet 

local needs (Voorberg et al. 2015).  

However, co-creation is challenging. It requires institutions to share power and control, 

design new participation formats, and deal with the unpredictability of open processes 

(Torfing et al. 2019). In addition, the most inclusive processes possible must be found so that 

not only vocal or resource-rich groups participate. The design of such co-creation processes is 

already the subject of interdisciplinary research, for example, on the governance of co-

creation (Ansell & Torfing 2021) or methods of participatory design in design research (Steen 

& van Bueren 2017).  

An important aspect is the role of moderation and mediation. As different stakeholders have 

different languages and knowledge backgrounds, translators or facilitators are often needed 

(Mahajan 2024). Designers are needed to define the process from a citizen's idea through to 

planning, design, and implementation (Morelli et al. 2017). This new role of designers 

supports transformative processes by enabling co-creative solutions to complex societal 

challenges (Manzini 2015). Design thinking methods are employed to actively engage diverse 

stakeholder groups and develop innovative solutions to complex problems (Brown 2009; 

Liedtka 2011).  
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For the design of public space as service - as in the context of this thesis - co-creation 

provides an operational framework.  

Citizens can be actively involved in brainstorming (What is a livable neighborhood?), concept 

development (What could a park look like?) and even implementation (collaborative building, 

temporary interventions). This results in locally adapted, accepted solutions because the 

future users were involved from the outset (van der Graaf et al. 2014). In this context, 

Manzini (2015) says that in the age of social innovation, "everyone designs". The role of 

experts is to channel this diffuse creativity into productive channels (Manzini 2015; 

Dorkenwald 2025). In practice, structures such as workshops, living labs, communities, or 

forums are often used for this purpose, in which stakeholders come into direct contact 

(Brandsen & Honingh 2016). Co-creation, therefore, makes it possible to use the creativity 

and intelligence of citizens to establish a city that is truly people oriented.  

Co-creation links participation and identity formation in public urban spaces (Hafer & Ran 

2016). It has even more far-reaching implications than mere participation. Through equal 

negotiation of perspectives, participants experience self-determination and self-efficacy. This 

results in emotional and symbolic ties to the jointly created places (Scannell & Gifford 2010; 

Dovey 2016; Manzo & Perkins 2006). A valorization takes place. Identification with co-created 

spaces transcends functional utility aspects. Co-creation strengthens a sense of belonging and 

creates a collective identity, which in turn promotes the maintenance, adaptive use, and 

further development of public spaces (Jacobs 2014; Gehl 2010; Lewicka 2011). Participatory 

processes also promote dense social networks, as shared responsibility trains the negotiation 

of divergent interests and generates creative solutions to urban complexity (Healey 2006; 

Forester 1999; Innes & Booher 2018). Co-creation, therefore, significantly strengthens local 

identity, social integration, and sustainable urban development. This creates a circular value-

identity cycle. Co-creation generates perceived benefits that strengthen identity, which in 

turn triggers further co-creation. This value-identity cycle, similar to the Value-Identity-

Personal-Norms Model (Ruepert 2016),ensures the continuous evolution of public spaces as 

service platforms. 
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Figure 4 Value-Identity Cycle in Public Space (created with Napkin AI) 

Co-creation, therefore, provides the actor and process logic for the work to practically 

implement the value creation called for in S-D Logic. It operates by illustrating how various 

stakeholders, including citizens, companies, and governments, collaborate to create value 

together. However, the question remains as to how organizations, in this case the event 

organizer and, in perspective, the public administration, manage this openness and 

participation institutionally. This is where the third strand of theory comes into play. Open 

innovation (Chesbrough 2010) offers approaches for opening the innovation process beyond 

organizational boundaries and systematically integrating external contributions. 

Open innovation: opening the innovation process as a governance framework 

The term Open Innovation is coined by Chesbrough (2010). It is an approach in which 

organizations consciously incorporate external ideas and resources into their innovation 

process. At the same time, internal ideas are shared externally. Traditionally, many 

companies pursued "closed innovation", i.e., research and development took place in a quiet 

chamber, and knowledge was strictly guarded. Chesbrough (2010) contrasts this with the open 

paradigm. Companies can and should utilize external ideas just as much as internal ones, and 

they should pursue both internal and external routes to market. This definition was later 

clarified. Open innovation is a distributed innovation process that is made possible by 

targeted knowledge flows across organizational boundaries (Chesbrough & Bogers 2014). 

Knowledge can flow inwards (inbound open innovation, e.g., integration of customer ideas) or 

outwards (outbound, e.g., licensing of own inventions to others) (Chesbrough 2010). Both 

directions often occur simultaneously, for example, in networks or alliances (Gassmann & 

Enkel 2004).  
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In the context of service, Chesbrough (2011) has further developed the concept into Open 

Services Innovation. He proposes four core principles: (1) Think of your business as a service 

business. (2) Invite customers to co-create innovation with you. (3) Use Open Innovation to 

accelerate and deepen service innovation. (4) Transform your business model through open 

service innovation. (Chesbrough, 2011) 

These principles explicitly combine the previously discussed approaches. A service orientation 

(S-D Logic), co-creation with customers, and openness to the outside world. Open innovation 

acts here as an accelerator and amplifier for innovations. In the service sector in particular, 

the involvement of external partners generates more ideas and allows them to be evaluated 

more quickly (Chesbrough 2011). Applied to the public sector, open innovation means that 

administrations actively use external sources of knowledge to solve public problems (Hilgers & 

Ihl 2010). This can take various forms. Open government initiatives publish open data so that 

external actors can create innovations based on it (Palumbo et al. 2023). Public-private 

innovation partnerships bring city administrations together with start-ups, universities, or 

social initiatives to jointly develop new services (Irazábal 2016). All of these are forms of 

open innovation in the public sphere, with the aim of leveraging public innovation potential 

and generating public value (Moore 2021). Open innovation practices in the public sector can 

contribute to more efficient and citizen-oriented solutions. However, they also require 

suitable structures (e.g., legal framework for collaboration, incentive systems, etc.), as 

administrations traditionally tend to act in a closed manner (Moore 2021; Mergel 2018; 

Palumbo et al. 2023). 

Another relevant aspect of open innovation in public value creation is the concept of open 

social innovation (Chesbrough & Di Minin 2014). This refers to the application of open 

innovation strategies to social challenges. These are innovative processes that bring together 

various social actors (government, civil society, companies, academia) in the Quadruple Helix 

(Carayannis & Campbell 2009) to creatively solve social problems. Social value (Schumpeter 

1909; Kroeger & Weber 2014) is often created when such unorthodox partnerships are entered 

into and traditional sector boundaries are overcome (Chesbrough & Di Minin 2014; Agile 

Verwaltung 2024). The results of such open collaborations can be new forms of services that 

no one would have developed alone.  

From a governance perspective, open innovation requires public institutions to let go to a 

certain extent (Agile Verwaltung 2024). Authorities must learn that good governance also 

entails attracting and utilizing ideas from outside (Sørensen & Torfing 2019). This presents 

established bureaucracies with challenges in terms of data sharing, participation, and 

willingness to take risks (Mergel 2018). It requires trust in citizen competence and external 

expertise (Mu & Wang 2022). Some administrations are responding by establishing innovation 

labs or staff units for citizen participation that manage such open processes (Ekroos 2023).  
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One example of open innovation that is relevant to this work by its design, is the concept of 

urban living labs (Steen & van Bueren 2017; Nesti 2018). These urban living labs can be seen 

as an open innovation environment on-site. Giorgia Nesti (2018) defines Urban Living Labs as 

public spaces where local authorities involve citizens to develop innovative urban services. 

Their strength lies in a methodology based on open innovation, experimentation, and citizen 

participation (Nesti 2018). Cities establish experimental spaces, such as a city quarter or a 

test field, and open the innovation process to residents and other stakeholders, allowing 

them to co-create and test new solutions in a real-world environment (Kronsell & Mukhtar-

Landgren 2018). This format combines co-creation (involving citizens) with open innovation 

(encouraging outside knowledge flows) within a governance framework for experimentation 

(McCormick & Hartmann 2017; Kronsell & Mukhtar-Landgren 2018). Such labs are used, for 

example, to develop new mobility services, energy solutions or design approaches for public 

spaces in a participatory manner (Pego & Matos 2025). They are seen as a promising way of 

bringing innovation and inclusion together and bridging the gap between administration and 

living in urban reality. It is explicitly envisaged that results from the labs will later be 

incorporated into regular urban operations (mainstreaming). This also requires a governance 

framework that can institutionalize openness (Nesti 2018).  

Open Innovation thus provides a framework for action at the organizational level to enable 

large-scale co-creation and embed it in administrative processes. It adds the dimension of 

openness and scaling to the two theories discussed. Especially for complex systems such as 

cities, no single actor (not even the city government) has sufficient knowledge to design 

optimal solutions. Openness and participation of many leads to better results (Chesbrough 

2010). Thus, Open Innovation provides the governance framework necessary to implement the 

co-creation of broad stakeholder groups. The next section outlines how these three 

theoretical perspectives - S-D Logic, Co-Creation and Open Innovation - combine to provide a 

powerful frame of reference for the design of people-centered urban spaces.  

Public space as a co-creative service in the open city ecosystem 

If we look at the three strands of theory together, a consistent picture emerges. S-D Logic 

defines the mindset. Co-Creation defines the concept of collaboration. Open Innovation adds 

the strategy of systematically cooperating beyond one's own boundaries. Public spaces can be 

understood as service ecosystems where value is created through co-creation of the actors 

involved, fostered by an Open Innovation framework. Each theoretical strand illuminates one 

level of this overall picture. 
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Figure 5 The Theories and their manifestations in the approach (created with Napkin AI) 

Ontology (S-D Logic): It describes the city as a service ecosystem in which public spaces are 

platforms for value exchange. Value is only created in the context of use through people's 

experiences (value-in-use) (Lusch & Vargo 2014). This context is highly social. A place is 

defined, for example, when people use it for encounters, develop activities, and fill it with 

meaning. The city administration cannot create this value on its own but can only make it 

possible by providing resources. The actual generation of value occurs in the interaction 

between citizens and space (Tuan 2011). Consequently, cities should not provide public space 

as a finished product, but as a service that can be accepted and shaped by citizens. Citizens 

are not consumers here but are always involved in the production of the city (Osborne 2018). 

This understanding underlines the focus on people. What matters is the value experienced by 

local people, not the physical objects themselves.  

Actor level (co-creation): It specifies who should be involved in value creation and how. All 

relevant stakeholders should be involved in a participatory and cooperative manner (Kazadi et 

al. 2016). For public spaces, this means allowing citizens to actively participate - from the 

idea phase (ideation) to design (co-creation) and implementation (governance). In addition to 

citizens, this also includes other stakeholders such as local businesspeople, civil society 

organizations, experts from architecture/planning and urban research (Dübner et al. 2018). It 

is essential to create a creative collaboration space that breaks down hierarchies and 

provides a safe framework for contributions (Ramaswamy & Ozcan 2018). In concrete terms, 

cities could, for example, organize co-creation workshops or create labs in city districts 

(Dübner et al. 2018), or set up online platforms (Eskelinen 2024), where citizens' ideas are 

continuously collected and jointly concretized.  
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Co-creation ensures that the service “public space” is continuously developed with users.  

Governance & Process (Open Innovation): This framework answers the question of how the 

city can organize and promote co-creation and the open value creation process. Open 

innovation suggests that cities should strategically bring in external impulses. This can mean 

launching competitions for the redesign of a square where anyone can submit ideas 

(Haltofova 2018). It can mean entering collaborations with tech that develop new 

participatory technologies (e.g., participation apps, AI for citizen participation (Cerrone 

2023; Atlas of Urban AI 2025). It can also mean opening one's own data (Chan 2013; Palumbo 

et al. 2023) and premises (Tonin & Zanatta 2023) allowing groups to innovate. The 

governance framework should also clearly regulate how the results of external contributions 

are incorporated into decision-making (Bragaglia et al. 2024). Open Innovation in the urban 

context also entails fostering a culture of openness within the administration. Offices 

function as enablers and integrators of external ideas, not as the sole creators. This requires 

suitable governance structures. Interdisciplinary innovation teams within the city 

administration can provide support, moderate projects with citizens and function as 

advocates for co-creation within the administration (Ekroos 2023). It also helps to set up test 

spaces such as the urban labs mentioned above, where new approaches can be evaluated as 

prototypes before being rolled out across the city (Nesti 2018).  

Open Innovation provides a strategy for expanding and structuring value co-creation across 

the traditional "administration vs. citizenship" boundary. 

In combination, these three perspectives enable a comprehensive, service-dominated, co-

creative, and open strategy for a people-centered city. Public space then becomes something 

that is continuously designed in cooperation. Something that is never really "finished" but 

continues to develop adaptively. Citizens are both customers and co-creators; the 

administration acts as a provider and moderator, and external partners serve as co-

innovators. This view challenges traditional roles and aligns with modern concepts of the city 

as a shared space (Foster & Iaione 2016) or as a platform (Ramaswamy & Ozcan 2018). What 

they all have in common is that the city provides infrastructure, and the community defines 

value based on it.  

2.3 Synthesis: Public Space as Service 

If we combine the previous perspectives, a holistic picture of the knowledge base emerges. 

Public space can be understood as a service ecosystem - a dynamic network of actors who 

jointly create and share value. Residents, administrative staff, local businesses, civil society 

initiatives and other stakeholders form a structure that is held together by common rules, 

norms, and goals (institutions such as municipal guidelines, usage regulations, but also social 

norms of cooperation).  
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In such an ecosystem, the city administration assumes the role of a facilitator, providing 

framework conditions and platforms that enable other stakeholders to contribute and 

coordinate their resources. Planning is transformed into a coordination task in a living 

network, rather than prescribing an end state top-down.  

The idea of public space as a service aligns closely with the concept of the city as a commons. 

(Foster & Iaione 2016) propose viewing urban spaces and services as a communal resource 

that is managed in co-governance by the administration and citizens. This model of the urban 

commons requires new governance instruments to institutionalize community responsibility. 

However, it is already evident in smaller initiatives. From community gardens maintained by 

neighborhood groups in consultation with the city, to sidewalk cafés enabled by flexible 

regulations. Such examples illustrate the principle of shared responsibility. Public space is 

jointly produced, used, and maintained. The value is defined by a caring citizen who has a 

strong place attachment and identity within his surroundings (Davis 2022; van Woerden 2021). 

More cities are setting up urban laboratories or real-world laboratories in which 

administration, citizens, and science can jointly form urban space. The theories described 

above are relevant here. Participation (co-creation) and opening to external expertise (Open 

Innovation) within an orchestrated framework (service ecosystem). The planning of public 

space thus becomes a continuous learning and negotiation process. User feedback leads to 

adjustments, new usage requirements to innovative solutions.  

This flexibility and user orientation help to make cities more people-human-centric and 

resilient, as they can adapt to changing needs.  

The synthesis approach of public space as a service offers a normative and analytical 

framework that integrates the previously separate disciplines of urban planning, economics, 

and social sciences. It theoretically anchors the thesis "towards to the human-centric city". 

The city is not seen as a collection of concrete and regulations, but as a socio-technical 

system that thrives through the cooperation of its members. For municipalities and planners, 

this means seeing themselves as part of a network and orchestrating processes in which 

citizens are partners rather than addressees. User-centric methods from service design, such 

as empathy with users or prototyping (Stickdorn et al. 2018; Kumar & Hackett 2013) can be 

fruitfully applied here. This creates the basis for anchoring the principles described in the 

previous chapters - value-in-use, co-creation, open innovation - in practice and designing 

sustainably effective, people-centered urban spaces. 

The city is understood as a constant, self-organized process of "becoming-city" by its users 

(Deleuze & Guattari 2007; Latour 2007; Horelli & Wallin 2024). Value is created in 

relationalities.  
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A public space as a service is then not a fixed object, but a stage for diverse relationships and 

uses that is shaped by co-creation and constantly readjusted through open processes. This 

image aligns with the concept of self-adapting service ecosystems outlined in S-D Logic (Vargo 

& Lusch 2016). It provides a deeper level of meaning to the technical and organizational 

language of S-D Logic, Open Innovation, and Co-creation. The city is a living, complex 

organism (Whitehead 1979) that only thrives through the interaction of its parts. 

 

Figure 6 When public space is defined by the value-in-use (own interpretation of Hutton 

(2025) 

3 Methodological solutions 

3.1 Description of the development method  

To address the previous theoretical considerations, an experimental and participatory design 

was chosen within a festival setting for this research-based development process. It is based 

on the principles of service-dominant logic, co-creation, and Open Innovation. The complexity 

of urban systems requires methodological approaches that are high up on the participation 

ladder. These include co-creation workshops and collaborative prototyping processes that 

integrate collaborative learning, creative idea generation, and practical testing (Brown 2009; 

Liedtka 2011; Kumar & Hackett 2013; Stickdorn et al. 2018). The integration of digital and AI-

supported tools such as participatory visualizations and interactive prototypes offers 

additional potential to make participatory processes even more inclusive and democratic 

(Falco & Kleinhans 2018; Cerrone 2023). 
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In this work, the basic process of service design is employed as a viable framework for 

practical applications due to its user-centric approach. It follows a qualitative approach and 

is clearly divided into three interlinked phases:  

• Exploration (topic, method, stakeholders) 

• Prototyping (on-site co-creation) 

• Evaluation (with this thesis)  

Service design in general, as a set of methods, focuses on the consistent design and 

optimization of services from the user's perspective. This discipline offers methods for 

holistically understanding and effectively designing complex, service-oriented systems  

(Stickdorn et al. 2018; Mager & Gais 2009; Polaine 2013). The potential of service design lies 

in its interdisciplinary nature, which enables the integration of diverse stakeholders from 

various fields and systematically incorporates their perspectives. 

To operationalize the underlying theory of S-D-Logic, Co-Creation & Open Innovation, a 

systematic approach is required, such as that offered by the service design process and its 

methodological building blocks. Applying these processes and methods to the urban context 

reveals that service design has significant potential not only in the economic sector but 

especially in urban development.  

(Stickdorn et al. 2018) identify four central elements: (1) Research, (2) ideation, (3) 

prototyping and (4) implementation. They can be defined more precisely as follows. 

Research (sensing and sensemaking): In the research phase, qualitative research methods 

such as interviews, observations, cultural soundings, or context analysis are employed to gain 

detailed insights into users and their context (Kumar & Hackett 2013).Chipchase (2013) argues 

that it is precisely the investigation of the seemingly self-evident ("the hidden in plain sight") 

that provides valuable insights into innovative solutions. Furthermore, Madsbjerg (2014) 

emphasizes that the ethnographic approach is essential for understanding the implicit, non-

explicitly articulated needs of users. 

Ideation ("How might we...?"): The idea generation phase is about systematically and 

creatively generating new ideas. Intuitive methods such as brainstorming, brainwriting or 

rapid sketching are used (Kumar & Hackett 2013; Gray et al. 2010). Tschimmel & Sátiro (2020) 

emphasize that idea generation should be multidisciplinary and holistic. By generating the 

broadest possible spectrum of creative solutions, the realistic and sustainable potential is 

best unveiled. In addition, (Liedtka 2011) underlines that methodically guided ideation not 

only develops creative potential but also ensures the acceptance and feasibility of solutions 

by reducing individual cognitive biases. 
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Prototyping ("test early, fail early"): Prototyping involves quickly transforming ideas into 

tangible and testable models or simulations. The aim is to obtain feedback from users at an 

early stage and to improve it iteratively. The methods range from simple paper prototypes 

and storyboards to functional minimum viable products (MVPs). (Stickdorn et al. 2018; Kumar 

& Hackett 2013)  

Implementation ("Name it, but more importantly, live it"): Implementation refers to the 

actual introduction and sustainable integration into existing organizational and social 

contexts. This often requires far-reaching changes to internal processes, structures or even 

the organizational culture. Stickdorn (2022) points out that special attention should be paid 

to change management, training, and communication strategies in this phase to ensure 

acceptance and long-term impact. Junginger (2015) adds that the implementation phase is 

also secretly a design process that must be continuously reflected upon, adapted, and 

optimized.  

A key feature of service design is its methodological openness and flexibility. Stickdorn et al. 

(2018) explicitly emphasize that there is no universal process in service design that is equally 

valid for all contexts. Rather, the approach requires continuous adaptation of processes and 

methods to specific situations, problems, and requirements. 

This methodological flexibility is based on the fact that services are dynamic, heterogeneous, 

and context-dependent (Lusch & Vargo 2014), just like our urban space. In contrast to purely 

product-oriented approaches, where standardized and linear processes can often be applied, 

the design of services requires a high degree of adaptability and an iterative approach 

(Polaine 2013). 

Design theorists, such as Béla Banathy (1996), point out that it is precisely the complexity of 

social systems, including urban public spaces, which makes a rigid, linear process logic 

impossible. Instead, he suggests that processes should be consciously conceived as recursive 

and iterative, which enables continuous learning, feedback, and adaptation to changing 

conditions. The widely used "Double Diamond Model" (Design Council 2003) builds on this and 

adopts this adaptive character. It combines the phases of divergent (opening) and convergent 

(closing) thinking in a repeating pattern. In each project phase, new options first open and 

then close again in a targeted manner to enable optimal decisions (Design Council 2003). This 

approach is further differentiated in models such as " Evolution 6" by Tschimmel (2018), which 

also explicitly addresses the iterative and reflexive nature of the design process, or the 

"Design Innovation Process" by (Kumar & Hackett 2013), which provides for the integration of 

a variety of methods from different disciplines to solve problems 

Furthermore, Manzini (2015) shows that the openness of process design is crucial for achieving 

user-centered and socially sustainable solutions.  
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He emphasizes that the lack of a "standard process" is not a weakness but rather a strength, 

as it enables a flexible response to complex and ever-changing social challenges. Finally, 

Secomandi & Snelders (2011) emphasize that process openness and methodological 

experimentation are key factors that significantly impact the quality and innovation of 

service design. The adaptability of the method promotes a high degree of creativity, user 

orientation, and long-term sustainability of the designed services. In the context of complex 

and socially embedded services, it becomes clear that deliberately avoiding a standardized 

procedure is not only reasonable but also indispensable. Rather, it is this deliberate 

methodological openness and adaptability that makes it possible to develop innovative, 

inclusive, and sustainable solutions through service design. 

The Zamanand Festival as an experimental urban lab 

How can all the theoretical considerations and the toolbox of methods be put into practice? 

The Zamanand Festival in Munich provides an example of this. Twice a year, this major inner-

city event transforms the main inner-city traffic areas into a huge pedestrian zone for a 

weekend. The result is a temporary public space dedicated entirely to people. The name 

Zamanand (a dialect word made up of "together" and "with each other") says it all. Under the 

motto of sustainability, diversity, and tolerance, citizens of all ages come together to 

experience culture, education, and community. With around 200,000 visitors over the course 

of one weekend, the festival has been well-received by the local population from the very 

beginning (Zamanand Festival 2024). It is crucial that different stakeholders co-create the 

content. Numerous Munich associations, initiatives, artists, and scientific institutions, such as 

TUM or City of Munich, participate with information stands, workshops, hands-on activities, 

and stage programs (muenchen.de 2023; TUM 2024). The city administration acts primarily as 

an enabler here, closing the streets, providing infrastructure, and ensuring framework 

conditions (such as security, permits) - but the real value comes from the contributions of the 

urban community. This creates a lively marketplace of ideas that makes the principles 

outlined above tangible. Citizens actively participate in shaping the event (co-creation), new 

solutions and projects on sustainability and mobility are presented to a wide audience (Open 

Innovation) and the public space acts as a service platform. 

As a temporary urban lab, the Zamanand festival also enables new forms of urban use and 

participation processes to be assessed in a real environment. The temporary traffic calming 

provides insights into how a permanent reduction in car traffic could improve the quality of 

the city. At the same time, the festival offers a testing ground for interdisciplinary 

cooperation. In direct contact with citizens, researchers and local organizations, urban 

planners can observe which offers are well received and where needs lie. For example, dialog 

between research and society was sought on a science stage to discuss sustainable urban 

development together. Such feedback from practice is valuable for adapting urban strategies.  
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The festival thus functions as a real-life laboratory in which the administration can learn how 

people-centered urban design can look and work in practice. It creates public learning spaces 

in which administration and citizens can gather shared experiences.  

Such experimental spaces are essential on the path to a human-centric city. They show on a 

small scale that citizen engagement and open planning processes lead to lively, inclusive 

spaces, thus paving the way for these principles to be applied on a large scale (e.g., in 

framework planning or long-term projects). Urban planning and municipal discourse can learn 

from such practical examples that a service-oriented, user-centered design is not only 

theoretically convincing but can also be successfully implemented in the long term. 

The Zamanand festival illustrates how the theories discussed above can be translated into 

concrete measures. A public urban space temporarily becomes a service ecosystem in which 

co-creation and openness are practiced. Such an approach can serve as a model for 

municipalities to strengthen participatory formats. This thesis presents an experimental 

format within the festival’s program, which was conducted in 2024.  

 

3.2 Experimental plan with justification 

Goal and function: 

The starting point for the experiment was observations from previous festival events, where it 

was found that visitors were primarily looking for orientation and activity in areas that were 

deliberately kept free of permanent installations or stands. At the same time, festival 

sponsors expressed concerns about these supposedly "empty" areas, fearing a negative impact 

on the festival's attractiveness and perceived liveliness. 

From these observations, a significant gap in planning and utilization was identified. If public 

space, especially inner-city street space, is viewed from a purely functional perspective 

("streets for cars"), its potential as a social and communally usable space becomes 

overshadowed. The perceived emptiness and the resulting irritation of the visitors made it 

clear that this place offered an ideal testing ground for the application of Co-Creation and 

Open Innovation, actively involving visitors in the co-production of the space and transferring 

the "value-in-use" to them.  

The experimental service design of this research project aims to actively engage the urban 

population, particularly festival visitors, in the role of responsible creators. The festival as a 

representation of the city serves as an enabler in this regard.  
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Overall, the research design presents an integrative approach that enables the application of 

theoretical considerations from service-dominant logic, co-creation, and open innovation in 

the context of public spaces, yielding practical insights for the effective management of 

these spaces. 

Exploration phase: 

An innovative approach to co-creation is participatory AI prototyping, which uses digital tools 

to enable the participation of a broader and more diverse public. AI-powered platforms and 

technologies enable users to visualize their ideas intuitively and effectively, thereby directly 

contributing to the design of urban spaces (Cerrone 2023). The exploration phase began with 

a constituent online workshop, in which representatives from Urbanist AI, the festival 

organizer (in the function as service designer), landscape architecture students, and urban 

planners participated. The workshop thus followed the principle of open innovation. The 

organizer deliberately relied on input from various external stakeholders. The aim of this 

workshop was to jointly define the parameters of the AI model, ensuring that the visualization 

options of the AI platform are optimally tailored to the experiment's needs and requirements 

(which would be quick access for participants due to festival context, options for exactly the 

specific location in question, predefined quick selection oriented towards current urban 

planning issues (climate resilience, alternative mobility but also the festival and cultural 

context).  

 

Figure 7 Defining the pre-categories for AI training in the workshop 

Prototyping phase: 

An AI-supported workshop with the visitors then took place live on the specific site during the 

ongoing festival. The aim was to promote spatial awareness and a sense of identification with 

the specific urban environment.  
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Conducting the workshop directly at the location to be designed also had a special 

significance in terms of the space-and-place theory (Tuan 2011). The immediate spatial 

presence and active participation of the participants enabled them not only to perceive the 

place physically, but also to understand it emotionally and symbolically as their own space 

("place"). The approach helped to transform the abstract space into a meaningful and 

identity-creating place through direct experience and collaborative design. The visitors thus 

became an active part of shaping the festival program.  

 

Picture 1 participatory AI workshop on-site 

The images created during the workshop were then put to a public, unrestricted online vote. 

This broad participation and a democratic selection of the most popular idea.  

The announcement of the AI workshop on site and the opportunity to vote online following 

the event were communicated via the festival's social media, the website and in a press 

release. 

The "Urbanist AI" platform was selected for the technical implementation of the first 

prototyping phase and the voting. This platform is specially designed to support users' visual 

imagination and generate user-centered concepts digitally. Urbanist AI is a text-image AI 

that, in addition to free design, also offers ready-made patterns and suggestions to facilitate 

the creative process. (Urbanist AI, 2025) 

Specifically, a 100-metre-long inner-city street on the festival site was closed to car traffic 

and completely clear of any pre-planned alternative equipment such as stages, stands or 

other permanently installed elements. The technical setup on site consisted of a physical sea 

container equipped with two AI terminals (iPads with the Urbanist AI software and one 

preview monitor each). Two hosts explained the basic functionality of Urbanist AI to the 

festival visitors, but otherwise deliberately kept a low profile and did not influence the users' 

design decisions. 



  36 

 

 

 

Picture 2 Set-Up on-site 

Urbanist AI Voting website for the designs generated by visitors using AI 

The design that received the most votes at the end of the online voting was realized as a 

walk-in prototype at the following festival. The practical implementation of the prototype, 

including construction, was conducted in close collaboration with landscape architecture 

students from the Technical University of Munich (TUM). The students contributed their 

knowledge to translate the theoretical AI visualization into physically tangible structures and 

interventions. The aim of this collaboration was not only to promote virtual co-creation, but 

also to make it tangible in the real urban space. The prototype was used to create a tangible 

artifact from the visitors' chosen designs, which could then be evaluated and experienced live 

on site at the next festival. Compared to direct realization, the prototype has the advantage 

of generating a second iteration stage that can be produced cost-effectively to assess actual 

acceptance and thus value-in-use. 

The experimental design was clearly geared towards the intensive and active participation of 

festival visitors, specifically combining technological and creative resources to explore the 

potential of service design in an urban context in a comprehensive and practical manner. This 

approach is closely related to the previous theoretical perspective that public spaces only 

develop their full societal and social quality through intensive user participation and personal 

initiative. 
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Picture 3 Drone-Shot of the Prototype by Fabian Erlach 

3.3 Step-by-step implementation 

Phase 1: Embedding in the festival, the role of the author, and stakeholders 

The first project phase was embedded in the context of the already established inner-city 

festival "Zamanand" in Munich. The author of this work was not only a scientific observer but 

also the service designer plus the organizer responsible for the entire content of the festival. 

The festival served as an experimental platform for the co-creation format examined in this 

study. As a non-profit organization, the project's focus was not on economic profit, but on 

promoting socio-spatial innovation, citizen participation, and democratic urban development. 

This dual role brought methodologically relevant advantages. The direct responsibility for the 

process, combined with an in-depth understanding of the planning, implementation, and 

dynamics of the intervention, enabled the capture of the following key aspects. Participation, 

the use of digital tools, and social impact could be understood with a high degree of accuracy 

and context sensitivity. The position also enabled authentic access to target groups, decision-

makers, and technical partners, which would not have been possible in externally supervised 

studies. 

This proximity to the field of investigation was reflected methodically and translated into a 

research-based approach. It is based on the principles of service innovation and the 

generation of practice-based knowledge. As part of a research-oriented development process, 

the author's role was not seen as a disruptive factor, but rather as an integrative component 

of an iterative innovation process focused on the common good. The non-profit context 

further legitimizes and strengthens this position, as it places the focus on social value, 

inclusion, and transformative urban management. These are values that also underpin the 

theoretical framework of this work. 
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The city administration was involved at an early stage to ensure the legal, financial, and 

infrastructural framework conditions for the experiment. Relevant stakeholders were 

identified using a stakeholder map. The stakeholder map (Stickdorn et al. 2018) provides an 

overview of the actors involved in the experiment and their tasks. 

 

Figure 8 The Stakeholder Map of the Experiment (see also Appendix) 

Phase 2: Stakeholder workshop 

In the second phase, a constitutive online stakeholder workshop was held, during which 

relevant stakeholders participated. Participants were the service designer (author), an urban 

planner, landscape architecture students, and a representative of Urbanist AI. The primary 

objective of the workshop was to present the methodological parameters for the overall 

project in detail and to establish alignment, while also discussing the specific parameters of 

the AI model. The AI-based platform Urbanist AI was presented in detail by the developers to 

create transparency about its functionality and application.  
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A comprehensive collection of specific needs, identified problems, and urban planning 

objectives was compiled to train the AI model. This phase aimed to create a common 

understanding of the project's challenges and objectives, which is why no citizens were 

invited to this stage. 

Phase 3: Implementation of digital/analog service design methods 

The third phase focused on the practical implementation of prototyping, which took place 

digitally via the Urbanist AI platform at the first festival date in June 2024 and through 

physical intervention at the second festival date in September 2024.  

Citizens were provided with specific, straightforward, and clear instructions on how to utilize 

the AI tools. Trained moderators were available on site to explain the technical processes to 

festival visitors and answer any questions without influencing the content decisions of the 

users. 

Once the winning design had been determined, a physically accessible prototype was built 

that translated the digital visualization of the citizens' ideas into a tangible spatial 

installation. Particular attention was paid to an open and accessible design to encourage 

interaction and spontaneous use by visitors. During the festival, the service designer and the 

landscape architecture students continuously and systematically observed the reactions and 

behavior of the visitors to gain valuable insights into the acceptance, appropriation, and 

valorization of the designed spaces by the users. 

Phase 4: Documentation and reflection 

In the final phase, all processes were thoroughly documented and thoroughly reviewed. 

Qualitative research methods included observation notes, photo and video recordings and 

short conversations with visitors. Interviews were conducted with the landscape architects 

involved and experts from various relevant fields. The results were critically reflected upon, 

identifying methodological adaptations for future projects and deriving recommendations for 

the sustainable integration of participatory and AI-supported approaches in urban planning 

practice. The results of these considerations were transparently documented and 

scientifically evaluated in this study to support the transferability and further development of 

the knowledge gained for future applications. 

3.4 Data collection 

As part of this research project, a combination of digital and analog qualitative data was 

collected to accurately record and analyze the experiences and results. 
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Digital AI designs (anonymized) 

Visitors had the opportunity to independently develop and directly visualize their ideas with 

the help of the AI-based Urbanist AI platform. Approximately 3,000 individual images were 

generated during the festival. From this multitude of ideas, the respective creators then 

selected their own favorites on-site, which were subsequently chosen by them for the voting 

process. These approximately one hundred favorite images were stored anonymously, 

documented, and systematically recorded to create a comprehensive collection of diverse 

ideas and preferences.  

Anonymous public online voting 

The approximately one hundred selected design drafts were then presented to the public 

online for voting. The like-voting process allowed for a simple and transparent selection of 

the most popular ideas. The voting results were documented, allowing for later analysis of 

which design options were particularly popular and why they were favored. 

 

Picture 4 Screenshot of the voting website showing some of the generated images  

Qualitative methods: 

In addition to digital data collection, qualitative research methods were employed to gain 

deeper insights into the project's dynamics and impact. 

Observations on site 

During the festival, both during the AI workshop and in the physically realized prototype, the 

interactions of the visitors were observed.  
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Spontaneous forms of use, social encounters, and reactions were observed to gain an 

understanding of the value-in-use and the co-creation opportunity. 

Reflection discussions with landscape architecture students 

Reflective discussions were held with students of landscape architecture at TU Munich, who 

were significantly involved in the construction of the walkable prototype. The aim of these 

discussions was (1) to record experiences and challenges during the realization process from 

the perspective of the design experts. (2) to derive possible suggestions for improvement and 

(3) to receive an idea for the open-innovation character of the project. 

Interviews with experts 

Additionally, three expert interviews were conducted to provide a critical and professional 

reflection on the project and its context. The selected experts came from the fields of AI 

technology, urban planning, and citizen participation/co-creation. The interview partners 

were selected using theoretical sampling (Glaser & Strauss 2017). The starting point was 

initial observations made during the experiment, in which three central dimensions of the co-

creation process emerged: (1) technological facilitation, (2) institutional framing 

(governance), and (3) procedural moderation and social inclusion. Accordingly, experts were 

specifically selected to represent these perspectives: an AI developer and urban design 

specialist (technology), a participation facilitator (process), and an urban planner with an 

administrative background (governance). This selection was not intended to be 

representative, but rather to conceptually cover relevant influencing factors as they result 

from the theoretical framework (S-D Logic, Co-Creation, Open Innovation). The selection was 

therefore based on the logic of theoretical saturation, rather than quantitative criteria. 

These interviews provided valuable insights and critical comments on the application of the 

AI-supported approach, indicating potential for optimization in future projects. 

Triangulation and data density: 

The selection of three guideline-based expert interviews, a focused reflection round with the 

student group, and two participatory observations, supplemented by informal discussion 

sequences with festival visitors, follows the principle of information power (Malterud et al. 

2016). A clearly defined phenomenon is investigated. The three interviews represent central 

stakeholder roles, including city administration, urban practice, and digital platform. The 

landscape architecture student panel provides a user-oriented design perspective. The 

observation protocols and spontaneous snippets of conversation supplement the picture with 

situational knowledge of action. All the data collected was fully transcribed or recorded and 

then analyzed using a deductive-inductive method.  
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Initially, five main categories were identified based on theory; during the open coding 

process, two additional, data-driven codes were added, resulting in a total of seven analytical 

categories. The combination of triangulated data sources, thematic redundancy, and cross-

source code coverage thus demonstrates a sufficiently high information power of the sample. 

3.5 Ethics and data protection 

As part of this research project, particular emphasis was placed on ethical standards and the 

responsible handling of data. During the use of Urbanist AI, no personal data of the 

participants was collected or stored at any time. All AI-generated images were anonymized 

and archived to prevent any conclusions being drawn about individual users. 

The interviews were also conducted anonymously. The interviews were electronically 

transcribed for analysis and stored in an anonymized form. Participation was voluntary. 

Access to the data was restricted to the author. After completing the data analysis and 

documentation, all stored transcripts were deleted to protect the participants' privacy. This 

ensured that data protection standards were always adhered to, and that no personal data 

was stored permanently or used in any other way. 

3.6 Description of the data analysis 

This data analysis is based on a qualitative, structured content analysis based on (Mayring 

2022). The aim was to extract central structures of meaning from the collected interview 

transcripts, observation protocols, image data sets, and freely formulated feedback, which 

are closely related to the theoretical guidelines of the work. 

The analysis was conducted manually and theory-based along a deductive-inductive coding 

framework comprising seven main categories: "Value-in-use in public space" (VU), 

"Participation and co-creation" (PC), "Technological enablers (AI)" (TE), "Social impact and 

appropriation of space" (SW), "Governance and institutional conditions" (GV), "Inclusion and 

accessibility" (IN) and "Sustainability and transferability" (SC). The following code references 

consist of the combination of the category code and the source ID. 
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Code Main Category Subcategories Example Codes / 

Statements 

VU Value-in-use in Public 

Space 

Spontaneous use, 

perceived value, 

intuitive appropriation 

“I didn’t know what to do 

here – until I just started 

exploring.” 

PC Participation and Co-

Creation 

Quality of participation, 

agency, influence on 

outcome 

“It was great that my 

idea was actually 

implemented.” 

TE Technological Enablers 

(AI) 

Access, usability, 

creative support, 

technological barriers 

“The AI helped me 

visualize what I had in 

mind.” 

SW Social Impact and Spatial 

Appropriation 

Emotional attachment, 

social interaction, place 

identification 

“By building together, I 

felt part of the place.” 

GV Governance and 

Institutional Conditions 

Political support, 

administrative hurdles, 

institutional openness 

“Getting permission was 

a long process – but we 

finally got the go-

ahead.” 

IN Inclusion and 

Accessibility 

Digital participation, 

social barriers, group 

inclusion 

“Older visitors struggled 

to use the tool.” 

SC Sustainability and 

Transferability 

Long-term effects, 

repeatability, 

applicability to other 

contexts 

“I’d love to see 

something like this in our 

neighborhood too.” 

Table 1 Coding Table with Examples (not actual data) 

The coding was done in tabular form, whereby exemplary statements from the data were 

assigned to the respective categories. A software-supported evaluation was deliberately 

avoided; instead, a text-based and interpretive approach was used to account for the 

complexity and contextual nature of the statements. 
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The categories used to analyze the qualitative data collected are derived directly from the 

theoretical framework of this work, as well as from the central research question and its sub-

questions. The selection of the five main categories was theory-driven and reflects the 

central concepts of service-dominant logic, co-creation theory, and open innovation, which 

serve as the analytical foundation for this work. 

The first coding category, "Value-in-use in public space," is based on the central principle of 

service-dominant logic (Lusch & Vargo 2014), according to which the value of a service does 

not arise from its provision but is only realized through its use in specific contexts of use. For 

the analysis, this means that statements by users regarding their subjective perception and 

evaluation of the designed space are interpreted as indications of the value generated. 

The second category, "Participation and co-creation," refers to the procedural participation of 

citizens and their active role. It addresses both methodological issues and structural aspects 

such as influence, visibility of ideas, and subjectively perceived creative power. This 

approach is closely linked to the project's participatory nature and the concept of co-creation 

(Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004; Sanders & Stappers 2008). 

The third coding category, "Technological Enablers (AI)", focuses on the role of digital tools, 

particularly the AI platform "Urbanist AI", used in the service design process. The underlying 

theoretical assumption is that technologies can function as interactional platforms 

(Ramaswamy & Ozcan 2018) that enable, expand, or restrict creative participation. 

Statements on accessibility, usability, and perceived support from AI are central to this 

discussion. 

The fourth main category, "Social Impact and Appropriation of Space," reflects the socio-

spatial and emotional dimensions of the intervention. Concepts from spatial theory are 

incorporated here, such as differentiation between "space" and "place" (Tuan 2011) and  

concept of place attachment (Relph 2016). This category enables the analysis of statements 

that refer to affiliation, social interaction, or identification with the designed place - central 

indicators of the successful transformation of space into a communally supported "place". 

The fifth coding strand is "Governance and institutional conditions". This category 

encompasses statements related to the structural, administrative, or organizational 

framework conditions - for example, the role of the city administration, political hurdles, or 

requirements for the long-term integration of participatory processes. It is derived from the 

governance framework of open innovation (Chesbrough 2010) and is particularly important for 

assessing the transferability and institutional anchoring of the developed approach. 

The selected categories thus allow a close interlocking between empirical material, 

methodological implementation, and theoretical frame of reference.  
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They reflect central aspects of the research question and serve to systematically evaluate the 

topic along clearly defined analytical dimensions. 

The results of the analysis were documented in narrative form and supplemented with 

exemplary quotes to vividly illustrate the subjective perspective of the participants and their 

experiences with the experimental setting. A separate image or form analysis was 

deliberately omitted, as the focus of the work is on social, process-related, and participatory 

aspects. 

As this work is an explorative and user-centered study, the coding system was deliberately 

designed to be open. In addition to the five theory-based categories, further thematic strands 

were identified during the in-depth data review, which were additionally recorded and 

analyzed. 

The category' Inclusion and Accessibility” includes statements about the scope and 

accessibility of the methods used, particularly regarding digital participation. This involves, 

for example, factors such as age, language, education, or affinity for technology - in other 

words, whether certain population groups were structurally excluded from the process or 

faced hurdles. The question of inclusion is particularly central in the context of digital 

participation processes (Gordon 2019; Falco & Kleinhans 2018) and in terms of social justice. 

The last remaining strand, "Sustainability and Transferability", proved to be relevant. This 

included statements relating to the long-term impact, repeatability, or transferability of the 

service design model to other contexts—an aspect directly related to the goal of scalability 

and continuity. 

These categories were not defined as main strands in the initial structure but were 

inductively added during the analysis as they appeared to be recurring and significant in 

terms of content.  

The results of this analysis were presented in a thematic format. Key statements from the 

interviews and concise observations were integrated as illustrative quotes to enhance 

understanding. The aim was to make the individual perspectives visible and to systematically 

relate the experiences to the theoretical argumentation of this work. 
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4 Results 

4.1 Findings on participation & co-creation 

The project explored how citizens can be actively involved in creating urban spaces through 

both digital and analog formats. The service design approach was implemented in several 

stages, from using an AI tool for co-creation to voting on the designs via like-voting, and the 

physical implementation of a prototype by landscape architecture students during 

prototyping. Analysis of the data reveals that this multi-stage process was both 

methodologically sound and effective from the perspective of those involved, albeit with its 

challenges. 

Low-threshold entry through AI as a co-creation enabler 

Many participants perceived the AI-supported tool as an intuitive and inspiring introduction to 

the design of public spaces. One student described the platform as "perhaps ... a tool to get 

people involved for a citizen participation process in the first place " (31TE/PC). Another 

euphorically commented on this approach: "Ohh cool, I can play" (32TE/PC/VU). The AI made 

it possible to get started without any prior planning knowledge. 

At the same time, it was emphasized that AI should not be seen as a substitute for 

participatory dialogue, but rather as a supplement to it. There should be sufficient scope for 

users' ideas (16PC). "It doesn't work without conversation", emphasized one student, making it 

clear that dialogue must remain an indispensable part of co-creation (13PC). The moderator 

added: "Also giving feedback back, and I think that's the most important thing of all" 

(17PC/GV). It was also emphasized that AI is helpful as a visual stimulus, especially in the 

early phases - later implementation, however, requires intensive coordination and social 

negotiation. 

Co-creation as an active commitment - but not a matter of course 

The participatory nature of the experiment was perceived by many as a positive experience. 

This became particularly clear in the statements of the landscape architecture students, who 

emphasized the value that the approach brought them. They reported that the citizens' visual 

ideas gave them a meaningful basis for the subsequent structural implementation of the 

prototype. According to one student, citizen participation did not start at zero, but "because 

you can talk about it directly" (42TE/PC). 

At the same time, however, it also became clear that participation does not automatically 

lead to long-term commitment. The observation that many of those initially involved were no 

longer active in later steps. "Probably should have an email address or something have to 

hand in," suggested one student in retrospect 1(GV/PC).  
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This assessment points to a structural deficit in the linking of digital and analog co-creation, 

which was not sufficiently addressed during the project. 

Genuine participation requires trust and connectivity 

Participation is perceived as meaningful when contributions are visibly incorporated into 

decisions. The participation moderator emphasized this: "Giving feedback ... is also the most 

important thing of all" (17PC/GV). A criticism of participation formats without a clear effect. 

"...there is also so much questioning ... where it is not at all clear what happens with the 

results" (18PC/IN). These statements point to the importance of genuine feedback loops and 

the continuous involvement of citizens in the process as permanent actors. 

Coding shows a close connection to service-dominant logic. Co-creation generates value not 

through supply, but through value-in-use. The success of participation is also context 

dependent. Place, time, format. A festival offers spontaneous encounters. One student 

recognized "... that you can reach different classes, different citizens" (10IN). But structural 

embedding was missing. One expert put it briefly and said that citizens should: "... not just 

be involved in order to involve them somehow, but ... where does that even make sense? " 

(15PC) 

The combination of technical support, interactive design, and spatial accessibility can 

enhance co-creation processes, but their sustainability depends on institutional anchoring, 

continuous moderation, and social connectivity. 

4.2 Findings on value-in-use in public spaces 

The study aimed to investigate how citizens experience the value of public spaces for 

themselves when they are actively involved in their creation. In other words, how value-in-

use in the sense of service-dominant logic (Lusch & Vargo 2014) manifests itself in the real 

context. The data collected provides differentiated insights into this, particularly about 

context, use, social interaction, and situational conditions. 

Value is created through experience, not through planning 

A recurring pattern in the observations and discussions was that public space only acquires 

meaning for users through concrete appropriation. The design ideas that emerged from the AI 

workshop were remarkably positively rated when they were directly linked to the location. In 

other words, when they were not abstract visions but were applied to a real context. One 

student emphasized, "...it's simply about that you can use the space" (39VU). 
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The observational data also confirms this correlation. In sunny weather, the prototype 

developed into a lively meeting place, whereas in rainy weather it remained almost unused 

(41VU). This is a clear indication that the perceived value is highly dependent on the 

situation. 

Design as a value catalyst - but not as a value guarantor 

Although the designed scenarios were rated as positive overall, it was shown that the 

perceived value of space does not result from the planning or visualization itself. Although 

the statement “ohh cool, I can play” (32TE/PC/VU) shows the value-in-use of the Ai method 

in such a way that an enhancement of visual expressiveness takes place. In the end, it only 

manifests itself in combination with usage options, atmosphere, and social context in the 

prototype on-site. Designs that combined greenery, shade and appropriate options were 

particularly preferred. One observation sums this up: "Designs with a focus on greening and 

unsealing strongly emphasize the ecological and climatic advantages visually" (40VU) 

The individual value was particularly evident when the space invited social interaction, for 

example, through picnic areas, seating, or play areas. Young people made themselves 

comfortable in the seating areas, while families spontaneously spread picnic blankets and 

older visitors used the quieter places to relax (29SW/IN/VU).  

The public space as an open service system 

The observed use of the prototype confirms the assumption that public space functions in the 

sense of a service ecosystem. Different actors contribute resources (e., ideas, designs, 

construction, organization, use) and create a social benefit (19PC/SC). Visitors act not only as 

consumers, but also as co-producers - through their presence, behavior, and reactions to the 

spatial offerings. 

These processes are not linear; instead, they are circular. Use generates value, which in turn 

strengthens loyalty, and loyalty promotes renewed use. This confirms the basic idea of 

service-dominant logic. Public space as a dynamic, non-closed usage system whose quality is 

created through continuous interaction. 

4.3 Technological enablers (AI) - opportunities and limits 

The integration of the AI platform Urbanist AI was a core element of this experiment. The aim 

was to determine the extent to which AI-based tools can function as "enablers" of 

participatory processes, in the sense of a digital amplifier for co-creation and visualization of 

user perspectives. The evaluation presents a differentiated picture, highlighting high 

potential, real enabling effects, as well as technical and structural limitations. 
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Visualization as empowerment: "I see my idea for the first time" 

All interviewees and observations mentioned the potential of AI as a decisive advantage. The 

text-to-image interface provided easy access to articulating ideas and personal values during 

use, particularly for laypersons who often felt linguistically or technically inferior in a 

planning context. One observation described AI as a "translation tool between everyday 

language and planning systems" (43TE/GV). 

Students also confirmed that the AI designs provided a valuable basis for the transition to the 

physical prototype. 

This visualization option not only led to the diversity of participation in terms of measurable 

output (33TE), but also to a strengthening of the participants' self-efficacy. A key criterion for 

successful co-creation. It was observed that people feel that their idea is visible - that is 

more than just voting. "A campaign like this can definitely stay in your head for longer." (25 

SW) 

Democratization through simplicity - but with limits 

The intuitive operation and low-threshold access to the AI platform played a key role in 

motivating festival visitors to participate. The container, as a physical location, combined 

with a clear and playful usage situation, also enabled people to actively participate in the 

process without prior technical knowledge. (37TE/PC; 38TE/PC) 

At the same time, the observations and interviews also show the critical limits of this 

approach. Older people or people without digital experience sometimes appeared hesitant or 

were put off by technology. (23TE/GV; 35TE/GV) 

It also became clear that although the platform generates ideas, it does not necessarily 

replace discussion or reflection. As one expert emphasized: "Democracy is not in the act of 

voting as much as it's in the act of discussing your ideas with somebody else before you vote." 

(20 PC/SW) 

Openness needs structure: the role of AI in the process 

The integration of AI into the process also raises questions about process design and 

institutional embedding. The results show that AI-based tools are particularly effective when 

they are used as part of a structured co-creation process - not as a singular tool, but as part 

of a larger interaction framework. In retrospect, several participants noted that it would have 

been helpful to link the results from the AI process more sustainably (23TE/GV). 
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It was shown that such AI tools have great potential to function as visual and methodical 

bridge builders - especially in the early ideation phase. As part of the overall service design 

process, the opportunity to create realistic test scenarios in early project phases using AI-

supported prototypes was particularly emphasized. This allows ideas to be evaluated under 

almost risk-free conditions before major financial resources are committed. Instead of 

immediately making extensive investments, it is possible to gain well-founded insights into 

whether a concept is viable with a small investment (24 SC/TE). This approach not only 

provides a valuable basis for decision-making in strategic planning processes but also helps to 

avoid bad investments and to deploy resources in a targeted manner.  

However, for this methodology to be fully effective, it requires (accompanying) human 

interaction, clear processes, and institutional connectivity. Only then can AI be a genuine 

enabler of participatory processes - not just a technological gimmick. 

4.4 Social impact and appropriation of space 

Testing co-creation and prototypical interventions as a contribution to social activation and 

emotional appropriation of public space was of key importance. Observations on site and 

discussions with participants show that this was largely successful. The originally functional 

street space temporarily became a place of social interaction, collective experience, and 

public debate - a transformation from "space" to "place" (Tuan 2011). 

From a passageway to a social space 

The realized intervention was not only utilized by many visitors but also perceived as a place 

that facilitated new forms of social interaction. The observation notes reveal a range of 

everyday yet meaningful activities. Conversations between strangers, picnics, games, rest 

periods, and taking photos together. The atmosphere was characterized by curiosity, 

openness, and social exchange—all elements that imbue public space with emotional 

meaning. The effect was particularly evident in the reaction of visitor groups that are not 

normally involved in participation formats, such as families, young people, or older people. 

They utilized the prototype in their own way, thereby actively contributing to the collective 

valorization of the space. One observation aptly summarizes this: "Young people sat on the 

seating areas, families spontaneously spread-out blankets ... Older visitors used the quiet 

corners to linger" (29SW/IN/VU). 

Participation as the starting point for identification 

The qualitative analysis suggests that co-creation not only leads to spatial change but also 

fosters an emotional connection to the place.  
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Designing with one's own ideas—even if it only took place in digital space—creates a sense of 

self-efficacy that is reflected in how the physical space is used. One student said: "... a 

campaign like this can definitely stay in your head for longer" (25SW).  

This temporary conversion created a collective moment. A public space that was experienced 

as a common meeting and negotiation space. Many of the designs included this desire for 

meeting places, such as seating furniture. (26SW). 

Limits to the appropriation of space: misunderstandings and symbolic ruptures 

Despite the largely positive response, critical voices were also raised. Some visitors, 

especially older people, expressed a lack of understanding of individual design elements, such 

as the symbolic watercourse or the unconventional furnishings. The observation notes report: 

"Some participants found it difficult to understand the redesign ... with an artificial 

watercourse" (4GV/IN/SW). These irritations suggest that participatory interventions 

challenge expectations of space—and are not always effective without accompanying 

communication. 

Appropriating space is not an automatic process. It must be accompanied by context, 

explanation, and connection possibilities. The experiment shows that the lack of a mediating 

dialogue can lead to space being perceived as alien or incomprehensible. As a result, it could 

potentially lose its intrinsic usefulness. It must be clearly perceptible "that this is indeed 

public space and ... that everyone is allowed to decide about it." (6GV/PC/SW) 

People make space 

The experiment demonstrates how public spaces can become social places through co-

creation. The transformation from a functional traffic space to an emotionally charged place 

was visible and tangible. The social effect is created not only through design, but above all 

through use, communication, and situational interaction. Even visitors who were not directly 

involved in the AI workshop developed a greater awareness of the changeability and 

designability of public space through the presence of the prototype. From the observation: 

"Surprising moments arose ... from spontaneous conversations between strangers discussing 

the future of urban design" (27SW). 

The results confirm central assumptions from the socio-spatial theory discussed and underline 

the practicability of service design as a toolbox for facilitating this collective production of 

space. 
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4.5 Governance, inclusion, and scalability - structural conditions 

The analysis of the interviews and observations also revealed that the experiment not only 

functions at the level of individual experience or creative interaction, but must also be 

addressed significantly within structural, political, and institutional frameworks. The impact 

of such processes is linked to questions of governance, social accessibility, and transferability 

to a permanent situation. 

Governance as an enabling framework 

Several interviewees emphasized that co-creation in the urban context often fails due to 

structural hurdles—particularly, silo-like administrative structures (3GV/IN), a lack of 

responsibilities, or fear of losing control (2GV). One urban planner explicitly demanded: "... 

there needs to be this removal, these boundaries ... between the city administration ... and 

the citizens on the other side..." (5GV/PC). At the same time, it is pointed out that planning 

processes fail not so much because of a lack of ideas but because of implementation. "We 

often fail not because of planning, but because of implementation in the city administration, 

because ... of a lack of staff" (9GC/SC). These statements confirm the significant role of 

governance in participatory innovation processes. Without institutional openness, resources, 

moderation, co-creation remains sporadic. 

Social accessibility: Inclusion remains a challenge 

The barriers to co-creation are also becoming apparent. One interviewee criticized the fact 

that these approaches tend to remain within the educated middle classes, noting that "... 

many people are not reached at all ..." (11IN). This refers to the influence of language, 

educational proximity and affinity with technology. Observations also showed that it was 

mainly younger, urban and tech-savvy people who took part, while other groups tended to 

stay away, despite the open nature of the festival setting. At the same time, however, it was 

observed in the images that diverse user groups were considered (12IN). 

Scalability and structural integration 

Several interview statements underlined the potential of transferring such co-creation 

approaches beyond the festival into permanent urban development processes. One student 

put it succinctly: "There should be much more - you should actually really push it in... this is 

your space" (21SC). The perceived legitimacy of participatory planning processes is 

significantly enhanced as soon as they are supported by formal institutional backing from the 

city administration. Explicit support from municipal actors acts as a symbolic and structural 

legitimizing factor. It strengthens the trust of those involved and increases the binding nature 

of the results within administrative and political decision-making structures (7GV/SC).  
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The observation revealed that the concepts developed by citizens were not merely 

spontaneous or unstructured individual opinions. In many cases, their content was compatible 

with existing strategic urban objectives. Topics such as sustainable infrastructure, the 

promotion of cycling and walking, and the vision of a city of short distances not only reflect 

social sustainability discourses but also correspond directly with urban planning models. This 

observation points to the potential of public co-creation. The ideas submitted are serious 

contributions to central urban issues of the future and can be understood as informed, 

collective knowledge production that goes beyond mere lay participation.(22SC)  

However, doubts were also expressed about sustainability. "Some visitors expressed doubts 

about the long-term feasibility of such concepts ... particularly with regard to maintenance 

and sustainability" (23TE/GC). Critical voices drew attention to the discrepancy between the 

visually impressive AI design and the deliberately simplified prototype that was ultimately 

realized, which they found difficult to grasp. While the visualizations raised high design 

expectations, the actual implementation, due to the prototypical character, proved to be 

much more pragmatic and functionally reduced. Precisely because it was an exploratory 

prototype, this difference was sometimes difficult for outsiders to understand, creating a 

certain potential for disappointment regarding the realized results. (4GV/IN/SW; 35TE/GV) 

In this context, however, one interviewee emphasized the importance of cost-efficient 

prototyping as an instrument: "Maybe you can spend €10 000 ... and then see if it's actually a 

good idea" (24SC/TE). This sentence refers to a central strategy in service design - iterative 

testing before major implementation. 

Structure determines effect 

The findings make it clear that creative, people-centered urban planning does not fail 

because of the citizens' will, but because of the structural conditions that hinder their 

participation. For co-creation, digitalization, and social impact to have a lasting effect not 

only in individual projects but also in broader contexts, new forms of governance, consciously 

designed inclusion strategies, and political decision-makers who have the courage to share 

responsibility are necessary. Because "people are open to taking responsibility for their 

environment if you let them" (30 SW/PC). 

AI as a substitute for participation? - An ethical tipping point 

In contrast, one particularly critical aspect was brought to light. It concerns the emerging 

practice of some cities to simulate co-creation using AI agents. The expert warned, "the risk 

is that they would want to replace the actual in-person participatory planning experience 

with an AI-agent-based simulation of participatory planning" (34TE/GV).  
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Corresponding requests are already being made: "I think it's already happening ... people are 

asking me if we can do this for them" (8GV/SC). One particularly pointed statement illustrates 

the implications: "To say 'I don't do participatory planning because I can simulate it' - that's 

quite scary ... it's gonna be so much cheaper" (36TE/GV/IN). This development represents an 

ethical tipping point. If participation is simulated instead of living, citizens lose real 

influence. Social dialogue is replaced by algorithmic projection. This raises a new question in 

terms of democratic theory. Who owns the city, the people or the models? 

AI should not replace participation but rather enable co-creation. Its legitimacy depends on 

whether it is used as a tool for co-creation or as a strategy of efficiency without 

participation. From the perspective of democracy, there are fears that the increasing 

automation of participatory processes could further undermine citizens' trust in the 

legitimacy of government action (28(SW/GV). The more algorithmic systems replace human 

negotiation, the greater the risk that participation will be perceived as depersonalized, non-

transparent or symbolic. This is accompanied by potentially detrimental consequences for the 

culture of democratic participation and institutional credibility. Therefore, targeted 

promotion of co-creative formats is required. Only through active co-creation opportunities 

can citizens experience the intrinsic value (value-in-use through co-creation) and develop a 

sense of effectiveness. Co-creation not only functions as a methodological counter-model to 

technocratic automation. It is also a relevant instrument in democratic theory for 

strengthening collective self-efficacy and legitimizing political and administrative decisions. 

The expert: "It's a bit like the right to vote - it's a chance and a duty." (14PC) 

4.6 Discussion of the results 

This study aimed to explore how SD-Logic, co-creation and open innovation can contribute to 

the participatory design of urban public spaces. The underlying experiment at the Zamanand 

festival served as a real-life test for the concepts developed in theory. The results confirm 

central assumptions, but also reveal areas of tension, limitations and new dynamics. 

Participation creates value - but only in context 

Public space does not develop its value solely through planning, but through situational use, 

appropriation, and emotional attachment - value-in-use, in the sense of the service-dominant 

logic. However, this generation of value is not guaranteed, but depends on the context. 

Weather, social interaction and situational conditions have a major influence on perception 

and use. This insight underscores the importance of understanding cities not only as physical 

infrastructure but also as service ecosystems, where value is created in an emergent manner. 

Though, it is questionable when intrinsic value is created and consciously perceived as such in 

this context. 
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Co-creation works - when design and dialogue work together 

The project demonstrates that visual tools, such as AI platforms, open new avenues for 

participation, particularly for previously uninvolved groups. At the same time, it became 

clear that co-creation is particularly effective when it is not understood in isolation, but as 

part of a structured, moderated dialog process. The mere generation of designs does not 

replace the joint negotiation of spatial concepts but is at most their catalyst. This is in line 

with theoretical perspectives that understand co-creation as a social, iterative and dialogical 

process (Prahalad & Ramaswamy 2004; Ramaswamy & Ozcan 2018). 

Technological enablers: opportunity and risk at the same time 

The role of AI as an interactional platform was largely viewed positively. Its ability to quickly 

visualize ideas creates new opportunities for expression, especially for laypeople. At the same 

time, a critical discussion opened about the limits and dangers of automating participation. 

One interview explicitly warned against the trend of using AI agents to simulate real 

participation to reduce costs. This practice threatens to transform democratic processes into 

a technological logic of efficiency, which could lead to the erosion of genuine participation. 

This area of tension points to a crucial point of discussion. Technology should not replace 

participation but rather enable it. 

Governance determines impact 

A key finding concerns the role of the institutional framework. According to the conclusion of 

several experts, participation is often not held back by a lack of creativity or citizen interest, 

but by a lack of structural openness, bureaucratic fragmentation or diffusion of responsibility. 

These findings align with the open innovation theory, which posits that institutional openness 

and cross-organizational learning processes are essential prerequisites for co-creative value 

creation (Chesbrough 2011; Sørensen & Torfing 2019). 

Co-creation needs visibility and feedback 

A recurring motif in the data was the desire for feedback, transparency, and visibility. Co-

creation is only experienced as effective and meaningful if citizens feel that their 

contributions are taken seriously, processed, and made visible. This reveals a shortcoming of 

participation processes. They collect but do not reflect. The results underscore the 

importance of the feedback principle as a central building block of democratic service design, 

in the sense of a circular process between contribution, impact, and renewed participation. 

This may ultimately lead to the value-identity cycle. 
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5 Conclusion and reflection 

5.1 Summary of the most important results 

On the path to a human-centric city, a theoretically sound shift in course can be observed. 

The provision of predefined services to citizens is evolving towards the co-creation of the city 

as a service, together with citizens. In this work, three complementary theoretical 

approaches - service-dominant logic, co-creation and open innovation - were integrated to lay 

a solid foundation for this change of course. 

Service-Dominant Logic offers insight into understanding public spaces as service ecosystems, 

where value is created solely through interaction and the user experience of citizens (value-

in-use). This ontological view ensures that all further considerations remain human-centered 

and benefit-oriented. 

Co-creation brings in the specific actor and process perspective: Through participatory 

design, citizens and other stakeholders become active co-creators and intrinsic value 

creators, resulting in solutions that fit better, are more innovative, and enjoy broader 

legitimacy. 

Finally, open innovation broadens horizons and offers strategies for opening the boundaries of 

institutions, systematically integrating external ideas and forming an ecosystem of innovation 

that works together across silos or competences. 

Together, these approaches provide a coherent framework for making public management fit 

for the future, as platforms for encounters and cooperation that continuously adapt to 

people's needs. However, the critical discussion has shown that each approach also entails 

specific challenges. 

S-D Logic necessitates a profound reevaluation of administration, shifting away from expert 

knowledge and toward active validation through user experience. Co-creation requires new 

skills in moderation, translation, and shifting power. Open innovation must be institutionally 

anchored so that it does not fizzle out as a one-off intervention. 

Furthermore, there is an ambivalent relationship with digitalization. Digital tools such as AI 

can make participation much easier, for example, through visual translation, low-threshold 

access, and playful exploration. At the same time, their unconsidered use harbors new risks: 

algorithmic distortion, digital exclusion, and, recently, even the tendency to replace real 

citizen participation with simulated AI agents to save time and money. This threatens a 

tipping point. Participation would be gutted and replaced by technical efficiency, a finding 

that requires ethical and political debate. 
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The Zamanand festival demonstrated the potential of people-centered urban design in an 

experimental setting. It demonstrated that citizens are willing to get involved - if given the 

opportunity, they can become visibly effective, and their ideas are translated into real-world 

spaces. The setting made it possible to experience how public space gains social value 

through appropriation, interaction, and visual imagination. At the same time, however, the 

limits also became visible. Participation needs structure, feedback, and continuity - and must 

not be seen as just an event or symbolic gesture. 

Several implications can be derived from this work on the way to a human-centric city. (1) 

Cities should redefine their role, away from being pure service providers and towards 

becoming curators of an open, co-productive value creation system. (2) Structural capacities 

must be built up to manage co-creation and open innovation on a permanent basis (e. urban 

labs, cross-departmental innovation departments, further training in design methodology). (3) 

The use of technology must be designed more consciously - not as a substitute, but as an 

enabler of participatory processes. AI can translate, not decide. (4) A new feedback culture is 

needed. Participation must not end at the idea stage - it needs institutional feedback and 

connectivity. (5) Political will is key: The approaches described here require the courage to 

be open and willing to take risks. The theory shows the benefits - but without a willingness to 

change in practice, it will have no impact. 

The theoretical foundation of public space as a service provides a strong argumentation 

framework to legitimize this transformation. It combines economic efficiency and innovation 

considerations with sociological and design-scientific human orientation. This builds a bridge 

between disciplines - service science meets urban planning; design thinking meets 

administrative science. 

This interdisciplinarity is likely to be crucial to effectively address the complex challenges of 

the urban future, from climate change and social polarization to digital transformation. Cities 

are living in social systems; their design must be equally living, learning, and co-creative. 

Thinking of public space as a service means understanding the city as a joint project. Theory 

and practice go hand in hand - theory provides orientation, practice provides feedback. On 

the way to a human-centric city, experiments such as the Zamanand Festival must become a 

new norm - not as an exception, but as a regular part of democratic, learning urban 

development. 
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5.2 Limitations of the study / evaluation of the development settings 

Contextual, methodological, and structural limitations 

Despite revealing findings, this study has several methodological, contextual, and structural 

limitations that must be considered when interpreting the results. These relate to the scope 

of the database, the transferability of the results and the stability of the methods used. 

Contextuality of the festival setting 

The study took place in the specific cultural, organizational, and spatial context of the 

Zamanand Festival. Although this format enabled a high degree of visibility, low-threshold, 

and interaction potential, it can hardly be replicated in regular urban contexts outside of 

events. The public space was temporarily redefined, which both generated attention and 

limited the lasting effectiveness of the effects achieved. In addition, the strong project 

identification of the researcher as festival organizer led to intensive process control, but 

potentially to experimental distortions, as institutional constraints of regular administrative 

procedures were partially circumvented. 

Limited sample size and representativeness 

The qualitative database comprises three expert interviews, a reflective discussion with 

landscape architecture students, and participant observations during two festival phases. This 

data offers deep insights into individual experiences, perspectives, and usage behavior, but is 

not representative due to the limited sample size. Therefore, the results are exploratory in 

nature and cannot be generalized. 

Technological development vs. institutional inertia 

The AI system used, Urbanist AI, proved to be an effective tool for idea development and 

visual exploration. However, its use is subject to the limitation that technological innovations 

are developing rapidly, while municipal administrative structures are designed for long-term 

planning and standardization processes. This asynchrony makes it challenging to integrate 

methods within established administrative frameworks. Furthermore, its use makes it clear 

that technological feasibility does not automatically guarantee social connectivity; the 

implementation of AI-generated visualizations in real change processes requires additional 

creative, communicative, and organizational mediation services. 

Transferability and scalability of the approach 

A central concern of this work is the transferability of the developed co-creation approach to 

other urban contexts.  



  59 

 

 

The analysis shows that central impact dimensions, such as the emotional appropriation of 

urban spaces or participatory value creation processes, were strongly linked to the 

experimental character of the specific setting. Sustainable scaling requires far-reaching 

structural prerequisites, including the institutional consolidation of co-creative formats in 

urban living labs, legal and organizational safeguards for the use of digital tools, and strategic 

measures to involve previously underrepresented social groups. 

From a technical perspective, the AI-supported co-creation approach could easily be 

transferred to entire districts or cities, as the systems used are highly scalable in terms of 

data processing, visualization, and user interaction. However, the technical potential is offset 

by non-technical challenges. Organizational responsibilities, legal framework conditions and 

requirements for socio-spatial connectivity must be considered for successful 

implementation. 

Lighthouse effect and structural sustainability 

Finally, the study shows typical characteristics of a municipal lighthouse project. Despite an 

elevated level of innovation, visibility, and exemplary impact, there is a risk that the project 

will remain a one-off innovation production after completion due to a lack of structural 

anchoring. Without institutional learning, political connectivity and systemic integration, 

even ambitious experiments risk remaining merely symbolically effective without having a 

long-term structural impact. 

5.3 Outlook and future research needs 

The results of this work show that service design and participatory digital tools offer 

enormous potential for the transformation of urban public spaces - if they are used 

consciously, reflectively, and inclusively. Three central fields of research and action can be 

identified for the further development of this approach: (1) the deepening and 

systematization of AI-supported participation, (2) the structural scaling of experimental 

models, and (3) the conceptual refinement of the understanding of service design in the 

urban context. 

Further developing AI-supported participation - between enabler and risk 

Participatory AI prototyping enables new ways of shaping public space. Digital tools such as 

text-image AI can facilitate access to participation and appeal to those population groups 

that are often excluded from traditional formats, especially younger, digitally savvy people 

(Falco & Kleinhans 2018; Cerrone 2023; Baccarne et al. 2014). 

At the same time, there is an urgent need for critical reflection on the social and ethical 

limits of such systems.  
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Digital inequality, algorithmic distortions, lack of transparency and data protection risks can 

significantly impair the legitimacy of such processes (Zuboff 2019; Gordon 2019; Jobin et al. 

2019). 

One particularly worrying trend concerns the current discussion about the simulation of 

participation by AI agents (Beroche & Noyman 2025; Esposito & Cremer 2025). In an interview 

in this study, it was explicitly pointed out that city administrations are increasingly 

considering replacing participatory planning formats with virtual agents - i.e., technically 

simulating participation instead of enabling it. While such systems may appear efficient, they 

run the risk of undermining the democratic core of participation. If citizens are replaced by 

"synthetic citizen personas", urban planning shifts from social dialogue to algorithmic 

decision-making, with far-reaching consequences for legitimacy, trust, and social 

participation. 

Research and practice, therefore, face the challenge of developing digital participation and 

service design not only technically, but also normatively and structurally. In the future, it 

should be investigated how AI-supported tools can be designed to support human creativity, 

dialogue, and negotiation, rather than simulating or replacing them.  

From temporary prototypes to structural integration 

The Zamanand festival served as a temporary laboratory, where new formats were evaluated, 

citizens were engaged, and AI was explored as a creative tool. However, the scalability of 

such processes remains limited as long as they are not institutionally anchored. The challenge 

is to transfer formats such as urban labs, co-creation platforms, or flexible voting tools into 

the regular urban development logic (Hasan 2025). The aim is to use the entire intelligence of 

the city for a "City Collaborative" (Mulgan 2024). 

This requires political backing for iterative experimentation in the public sphere, adapted 

legal frameworks for digital tools and participatory processes, as well as personnel and 

organizational capacities that can not only manage, but also moderate, translate and shape 

(Innes & Booher 2010; Healey 2006). 

The boundaries between design, creation, service, and management are becoming 

increasingly blurred. This makes it more important to actively shape these transitions, not 

only technically, but also culturally. This requires new interdisciplinary interfaces in 

administration that bring together service expertise, urban research, and social innovation 

methods. 
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Quality of life as a non-monetary value - a new understanding of services 

The evaluation of public space as a service requires a departure from purely functional, 

quantitative, or economic efficiency criteria. The interviews and observations show that 

quality of life in these spaces is created through social interaction, aesthetic experience, 

belonging and freedom of design - in other words, through values that are non-monetary but 

highly relevant to society (Gehl 2010; Manzini & Rizzo 2011). 

Future research in the field of urban service innovation should therefore focus more on the 

question of how non-monetary, intrinsic values can be systematically recognized, 

communicated, and integrated - for example through qualitative indicators, social feedback 

systems or new forms of impact monitoring. 

5.4 Answering the research question and validating the concept 

The definition of public space as a service developed in this paper postulates that public 

space should not be understood as a static product, but as a socio-technical service 

ecosystem. In this system, actors (citizens, administration, technology, civil society) 

contribute their resources to co-create value through continuous interaction (value-in-use). 

This conceptual framework was confirmed in principle and further sharpened by the results of 

the empirical study. The intervention conducted shows that value in public space is created 

emergently, through situational use, social interaction, and emotional appropriation. Space 

was not defined by planning alone, but by the active participation and co-production of 

citizens (Gehl 2010; Tuan 2011). The observations and interviews also confirm that AI-based 

prototyping tools—enable new forms of resource contribution, particularly for non-

professional actors. These tools expand the interaction capacity of the service system 

without, however, being able to replace human participation. The definition of "public space 

as a service" implies a governance structure based on openness, inclusion, and iterative 

feedback processes. This is precisely where the limits become apparent. Although the 

participatory processes could be activated temporarily, their institutional perpetuation 

usually fails to materialize, an indication of structural deficits in the municipal innovation 

system. 

The central research question of this work was: How and under what conditions can an 

experimental service design approach, based on service-dominant logic, co-creation, and 

open innovation, establish public spaces as co-creative services? 

The results of the theoretical analysis and the empirical study of the Zamanand festival make 

it clear that public space can only be successfully established as a co-creative service if 

certain conditions are met.  
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The decisive factor here is that public spaces are conceived as open value platforms whose 

concrete value only arises through active use and appropriation by citizens (value-in-use). 

Citizens can be made aware of this value through value co-creation. Instead of a 

predetermined, top-down planned design, space must be created for individual and collective 

creative freedom that enables direct interaction. 

At the Zamanand Festival in particular, it became clear that immaterial signs of value, such 

as a positive atmosphere, spontaneous interaction, and shared experiences, are of significant 

importance. Such emotional experiences form the core of the perceived value, which cannot 

be measured in traditional monetary indicators. 

The results confirm the definition of public space as a socio-technical service ecosystem in 

which value emerges from the usage situation, social interaction, and emotional 

appropriation. It also became apparent that active participation creates a strong bond (Hafer 

& Ran 2016). This process creates a reciprocal cycle. Experienced value in turn strengthens 

identity and this strengthened identity drives new value creation processes - the value-

identity cycle. This close link between personal identity and experienced value confirms 

theoretical assumptions about place attachment. This may result in “caring citizens” (Davis 

2022; van Woerden 2021). Then, public space becomes a public place in the human-centric 

city. 

A long-term and sustainable implementation of these findings requires a structural change 

towards a curated co-creation platform. Institutional openness, flexible political and legal 

frameworks, as well as continuous resources for moderation and communication between 

experts and citizens, are crucial. In addition, success should not only be evaluated in 

monetary terms, but should also include social cohesion, identity formation and emotional 

value. 

An experimental service design approach can successfully establish a temporary public space 

as a co-creative service if it combines real-life place experiences, low-threshold digital 

visualizations, and immediate social feedback. However, adaptive governance structures that 

institutionalize open knowledge flows, thereby enabling and stabilizing the value-identity 

cycle in the long term, are essential for sustainable implementation.  

The validity of the study is limited by the restriction to a solitary case in Munich, a short 

festival duration of two days each, an explorative sample, and the lack of long-term data. In 

addition, the composition of the participants could be influenced by self-selection of 

committed citizens. 
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Appendix 1: Codebook 

Source 

ID 

Code(s) Exact Quote 

(translated) 

Short Interpretation Dataset 

1 GV/PC Would probably just 

have an e- 

mail address or 

something 

have to hand in... 

Lack of process 

feedback/follow-up 

p-gap 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

2 GV ... if this is called 

into question 

I feel personally 

attacked. 

Fears of loss of control in 

public 

authorities 

Urban Planner 

3 GV/IN ... two very 

separate currents 

... 

The administrative 

track is 

running along and 

has no 

Exchange with 

citizens ... 

Parallel worlds ↔ 

Citizenship 

Urban Planner 

4 GV/IN/SW Some participants 

found it difficult to 

understand the 

redesign ... with an 

artificial 

watercourse. 

Skepticism of older 

visitors 

towards unconventional 

design 

Observations 

5 GV/PC ... it would need 

this abolition, 

these boundaries ... 

between 

City administration 

... and the 

Citizens on the 

other 

side... 

Abolition of 

administration-citizen 

boundary demanded 

Urban Planner 

6 GV/PC/SW that this is indeed 

public space and ... 

that everyone is 

allowed to decide 

about it. 

Public space belongs to 

everyone 

- 

Codecision 

Urban Planner 
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7 GV/SC My favorite thing 

would be if the 

city had said: yes, 

we want to 

know from you ... 

Legitimacy increases 

when the 

city is officially behind it 

Participation 

Moderator 

8 GV/SC I think it's already 

happening ... 

people are asking 

me if we can 

do this for them. 

Cities are already 

actively 

requesting simulation 

AI Developer 

9 GV/SC We often fail not 

because of 

planning, but 

because of 

implementation in 

the 

City administration, 

because ... 

Staff shortage. 

Implementation gap due 

to lack of capacity 

Urban Planner 

10 IN ...that you can do 

so many different 

classes, various 

Citizens reached... 

Festival reaches 

heterogeneous 

groups better 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

11 IN ... classic educated 

middle class 

... did not reach 

many people at all 

... 

Difficulty of involving 

diverse 

groups 

Urban Planner 

12 IN Play and leisure 

facilities for 

families and 

children are also 

often integrated. 

Ideas take different age 

groups 

into account 

Observations 

13 PC it does not work 

without 

Conversation. 

Dialogue remains 

indispensable 

Part of Co-Creation 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

14 PC It's a bit like the 

right to vote ... 

it's a chance and a 

duty. 

Participation as a 

democratic duty 

and opportunity 

AI Developer 

15 PC ... not just to 

involve them in 

order 

to involve them 

somehow, but ... 

where does 

does that even 

make sense? 

Participation should be 

purposeful, not an alibi 

Urban Planner 
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16 PC The workshop 

participants 

emphasized ... that 

despite the 

predefined 

categories, there 

was enough room 

for users' own 

creative ideas. 

should remain. 

Balance of predefined 

scenarios↔ Free 

creativity 

Observations 

17 PC/GV We also give 

feedback, and I 

think that is the 

most important 

thing of all. 

Most important. 

Feedback as a 

prerequisite for 

legitimate participation 

Participation 

Moderator 

18 PC/IN ...there is also so 

much 

questioning 

... where it is not 

at all clear what 

happens with the 

results... 

Indication of 

participation and 

survey fatigue 

Participation 

Moderator 

19 PC/SC When people with 

different 

ideas have to work 

together, they 

usually create an 

innovation. 

Divergent perspectives 

generate innovation 

AI Developer 

20 PC/SW Democracy is not in 

the act of 

voting as much as 

it's in the act 

of discussing your 

ideas with 

somebody else 

before you vote. 

Discussion more 

important than voting 

AI Developer 

21 SC There should be 

much more ... 

you should actually 

really push it 

in - this is your 

space. 

Demand for systematic 

consolidation and scaling 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

22 SC The concepts often 

deal with 

issues of 

sustainable 

infrastructure ... 

cycling and 

Ideas compatible with 

strategic city goals 

Observations 
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walking .. 'City 

of short distances'. 

23 TE/GV Some visitors 

expressed doubts 

about the long-

term feasibility of 

such concepts 

... especially with 

regard to 

maintenance and 

sustainability. 

Question of long-term 

maintenance (scalability) 

Observations 

24 SC/TE Maybe you can 

spend €10000... 

and then see if it's 

actually a 

good idea. 

Prototyping saves budget 

and 

tests acceptance 

AI Developer 

25 SW "A campaign like 

this can definitely 

stay in your head 

for longer." 

Participation promotes 

lasting 

loyalty to the location 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

26 SW Many designs 

explicitly 

emphasize meeting 

places for 

social interaction, 

for example 

Example with 

seating ... 

Citizen designs focus on 

communal use 

Observations 

27 SW Surprising moments 

arose ... 

from spontaneous 

conversations 

between strangers 

discussing the 

future of urban 

design. 

Prototype stimulates 

dialog 

about the future of 

urban space 

Observations 

28 SW/GV Making the process 

even more 

automatic is gonna 

increase 

even more the 

distrust that 

citizens have for 

public 

administration. 

Automation increases 

mistrust 

AI Developer 
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29 SW/IN/VU Young people sat in 

the seating 

areas, families 

spontaneously 

spread out blankets 

... Older 

visitors took 

advantage of the 

quiet 

Corners to linger in. 

Diverse social use, 

spontaneous 

appropriation (value-in-

use) 

Observations 

30 SW/PC People are open to 

taking 

responsibility for 

their 

environment if you 

lets. 

Co-production 

strengthens 

sense of responsibility 

Urban Planner 

31 TE/PC Perhaps it is also a 

tool to get 

people involved in a 

citizen 

participation 

process in the first 

place. 

AI visualization as a 

low-threshold entry 

enabler 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

32 TE/PC/VU Ohh cool, I can 

play. 

AI wakes you up 

immediately 

Curiosity/play instinct 

Participation 

Moderator 

33 TE Stylistically, the 

visualizations 

are very different, 

ranging from 

realistic 

... all the way to 

futuristic-

experimental. 

AI enables a wide range 

of 

designs 

Observations 

34 TE/GV ...the risk is that 

they would to 

replace the actual 

in- person 

participatory 

planning 

experience 

... basically AI-

agent- based 

simulation of 

participatory 

planning. 

Warning: AI agents could 

replace 

real citizens 

AI Developer 
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35 TE/GV Critical voices ... 

on the 

difference between 

the visually 

impressive AI-

generated image 

and the simpler, 

more pragmatic 

implementation. 

Discrepancy between AI 

image 

vs. realization as 

technology/expectation 

gap 

Observations 

36 TE/GV/IN To say 'I don't do 

participatory 

planning because I 

can simulate 

it' - that's quite 

scary ... it's 

gonna be so much 

cheaper. 

Cost argument threatens 

to 

displace genuine 

participation 

AI Developer 

37 TE/PC In the first planning 

workshop ... 

main categories 

were defined to 

provide festival 

visitors with 

initial design 

scenarios. 

to propose. 

Pre-structuring 

facilitates 

entry into AI design 

Observations 

38 TE/PC The setting of the 

AI workshop 

was deliberately 

designed as a 

temporary, low 

threshold 

location ... digital 

information 

boards with 'Test AI' 

drew 

attention ... 

Low-threshold AI lab in 

public spaces as a 

participation magnet 

Observations 

39 VU ...it's simply about 

that you can use 

the space 

Value is defined by 

actual 

usability 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

40 VU Designs with a 

focus on greening 

and unsealing 

emphasize the 

ecological and 

climatic 

advantages visually. 

Ecological quality of stay 

as a 

value 

Observations 
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41 VU On the first day, 

when the 

weather was rainy, 

the number of 

visitors remained 

modest ... On 

the second day, 

when the sun 

was shining, the 

number of 

visitors increased 

significantly. 

Use (and value) is highly 

dependent on the 

weather and 

situation 

Observations 

42 TE/PC Because you can 

talk directly 

over it 

AI Ideation delivers 

directly 

Inspiration, topic of 

conversation 

Landscape 

Architects 

Students 

43 TE/GV "Translation tool 

between everyday 

language and 

Planning systems". 

SD tools as visualizers 

and 

mediators 

Oberservations 
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Appendix 2: Stakeholder Map 
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Appendix 3: Photo Documentation 

     

voted winner image  prototype is ready to be experienced 

     

the venue – drone shots by Fabian Erlach 
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Appendix 4: Interview Guide - Public Space as a Service  

(German Original translated to English) 

Organizational aspects of the implementation 

The interview lasts approx. 45-60 minutes. 

It will be recorded (with consent) and transcribed, then anonymized. 

Introduction & context 

Please briefly tell us who you are and what you are currently doing in the context of urban 

planning, participation or technology. 

What does “public space” mean to you personally - and what makes it lively or successful? 

What experiences have you had with participation in public spaces - as a planner, facilitator 

or technology developer? 

What role do you think digital tools - e.g. AI - could play in such processes? 

Urban planning / administration 

How do you experience the existing participation formats in your work - do they work? Where 

is there a problem? 

What is currently preventing you (or your organization) from engaging with people earlier and 

more openly in planning processes? 

Imagine someone brought you an AI-supported participation tool with colorful pictures - what 

would be your first thought? 

What would have to happen for you to take such a format seriously and integrate it into a real 

process? 

And more specifically: What would be helpful for citizens' ideas to really become relevant to 

planning? 

What are your chances of anchoring participation as a strategic component of the planning 

culture in the long term? 

What do you think of the “Public Space as a Service” concept - do you find it helpful or rather 

too abstract? 
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Participation moderation / co-design 

Who do you reach well with your formats - and who not? Why is that? 

How important is visualization, storytelling or “hands-on thinking” in your work? 

Where do you see opportunities and risks when participation is supported by AI? 

What would have to happen for such a format not to become a “technical gimmick” but to 

promote real dialog? 

How can a municipality better support you so that you can engage in good, creative 

participation? 

Do you have the feeling that participation is perceived more as an obligation or as a real 

opportunity? 

How important is collective identity building for you when designing public spaces? 

Tech / AI development 

How do you rate the state of generative AI for participation - is it ready for real application? 

What do you need as a developer so that your tools not only work, but are also used in a 

meaningful way? 

Where do you see the boundary between “inspiration” and “manipulation” in AI-generated 

images? 

How do you see the relationship between lay participation and technological control - how 

open can it really be? 

What would you wish for municipalities or participation partners so that you can create good 

projects together? 

To what extent do you think the idea of co-creation can be reflected in technical tools - and 

what is left out? 

Reflection & outlook  

What would have to change fundamentally so that participation is taken more seriously and 

systematically anchored? 
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What would you specifically like to see from a project like Public Space as Service - in terms 

of content, technology and institutions? 

Are there things that you think are overrated in the current participation or digitalization 

hype? 

Have you experienced an example that has strongly influenced your attitude towards 

participation or urban planning? 

What advice would you give to people who want to use new formats to shape the city 

together? 

 

 

 


