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Abstract  

The growing challenges of urban population, congestion, consumption and pollution, prompt cities to 

respond with policies that progress towards Urban Sustainability. Increasingly, Urban 

Experimentation (UX) engaging diverse stakeholders for local innovations, is viewed an enabler of 

iterative progress. Yet, despite various ‘smart city’ initiatives, how to cope with the dynamics 

underlying local innovation processes for urban sustainability is unclear. In this paper, we consider 

Urban Experimentation Platforms (UXPs) as a tool for coping with such dynamics. Using case data 

from the UXP of ‘OrganiCity’, our research considers how this UXP interacts with the dynamics of 

urban experimentation. We present early insights from our problem analysis using System Dynamics 

and outline our next steps. We find UXPs as both a tool for policy implementation and for adaptive 

policymaking, with understanding and utilisation of this latter aspect low. We conclude by discussing 

how IS research on UXPs contributes towards realising the potential of digital infrastructures for 

societal good. 

Keywords: Urban Sustainability, Urban Experimentation Platforms, Digital Platforms, Urban 

Governance, Urban Experimentation, System Dynamics, Case Study. 

 

1 Introduction  

Urban governance is confronted with tremendous challenges such as rising population and resource 

consumption, pollution, congestion, and others more (UN 2017). As a consequence, municipalities 

formulate strategy and policy agendas to improve urban life and progress towards urban 

sustainability. Urban sustainability refers to a city’s capability to respond to societal challenges on a 

continued basis at a local scale, and design the urban environment in view of future societal and 

environmental good, by addressing concurrent problems (Mora et al. 2019a; Miller et al. 2021). In this 

endeavour, urban experimentation (UX) is advocated as a means of tackling local challenges (UN 

2018; Soe and Drechsler 2018), with initiatives like urban living labs engaging various stakeholders 

such as citizens, businesses, public institutions, on innovation processes orienting towards locally 

fashioned solutions (Mukhtar Landgren et al., 2019). In this context, urban experimentation platforms 

(UXPs) offer (digital) services for instantiating experimentation (Rehm et al. 2021). UXPs encompass 

digital elements as well as associated organizational processes and policy measures for local 

innovation related to urban policy objectives (Brynskov et al 2018; Miller et al. 2021). In particular, 
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digital services are being considered a core part of making innovation processes accessible to 

stakeholders (Rehm et al 2017). 

Whilst numerous ‘smart city’ projects have been implemented globally, a gap remains in 

understanding how urban experimentation can iteratively progress cities towards urban sustainability 

(UN 2018), in view of uncertainties, flux and dynamics of cities. These include changing local and 

regional political, social, cultural, environmental, economic and technological factors, which must be 

reconciled with the conflicting necessities for innovation prompted by a heterogeneous weave of 

actors in the urban context and beyond, that accounts for divergent expectations and conceptions of 

rational progress (Figueiredo Nascimento et al. 2016). Yet, how to cope with the dynamics that result 

from these entangled forces has not been elucidated (Bulkeley and Castán Broto 2013; Mora et al. 

2019). There-in lies opportunity—in recurrently recognizing and reconciling mutually interacting 

forces by understanding the linkage between urban policy making and urban experimentation, to 

iteratively progress towards urban sustainability. Our research questions thus consider; how the 

dynamics of urban experimentation unfold and how interventions with the help of UXPs (and their 

digital services) enable adaptive policy-making.  

By investigating the factors that link urban experimentation with UX platforms and policy-making, we 

aim at characterizing the dynamic capability for resilient policy-making that resonates with local 

innovation processes and that undergirds the shifting goal post of urban sustainability. Our 

contribution to IS research lies in the exposition of UXPs as tools for ‘adaptive policy-making’ 

(Lempert and Groves 2010), exemplifying the potential of digital infrastructures for societal good. We 

discuss the use of UXPs with help of System Dynamics modelling; a method allowing to elucidate the 

factors and feedback relationships that undergird the related dynamics, and to simulate effects of 

policy interventions. SD has been used in IS research before and is particularly suited to safeguard 

methodical rigor and develop dynamic theories that respond to real-world settings (Fang et al. 2018).  

Extant research explicates that; a) multiple approaches to policy-making co-exist; b) urban governance 

must operate under conditions of increased openness and interaction with citizens and urban 

environments (Mora et al. 2019a; Gil-Garcia et al. 2016; Kornberger et al. 2017), and; c) urban 

experimentation is a potentially promising mode of governance (UN 2018). Scholars have thus called 

for investigating resilient organizational models and how to conceive and institutionalize these as a 

part of urban governance (Wachsmuth et al. 2016; Kornberger et al. 2017; Wirth et al. 2019; Maccani 

et al. 2020). Specifically, an open question is how such resilient organizational models dynamically 

connect urban governance, policy-making and urban experimentation. We are thus particularly 

interested in how such dynamics unfold and how UXP’s digital services can be designed to intertwine 

and support resilient organizational models. For example, how UXP digital services help establish the 

capability of effective policy-making in identifying and resolving local issues through a local 

innovation process. There is a continual feedback loop between urban policy-making and urban 

experimentation, whereby this paper describes a first step to expose how this feedback loop unfolds 

through the dynamic relationships of stakeholders, and how UXPs can aid and affect their decision-

making on a policy level. Thus, designing UXP’s to better trigger policy adaptations in formulation 

and implementation in a way that advances a city’s sustainability agenda.   

By case studying an ‘Experimentation as a Service’ platform, ‘OrganiCity’ (see OrganiCity 2021) 

over its lifetime, we have elucidated how UXP’s digital services are built and implemented for 

specific organizational and urban contexts. Participant observation supported a modelling process 

using system dynamics (Forrester 1995; Sterman 2000). We now target completion of system 

dynamics modelling cycle and simulation using data from real policy-making decision processes. In 

this short paper, we outline the context of urban experimentation by introducing discourse and 

insights from urban development research and explain how this links with UXPs and their relation to 

digital platforms. We then present our methodical position and highlight some early findings. After, 

we prospectively chart a research path to a comprehensive system dynamics model and simulations. 
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We expect our research contribution to elucidate the dynamics of urban experimentation in a way that 

allows making better-informed policy decisions and interventions. We provide a short conclusion.  

2 Related Literature  

2.1 Digital Technologies, Urban Development, and Urban Experimentation  

Urban development has always been strongly linked with technological development (Mitchell 2000). 

In the past, technologies for transportation, building, or communication led to radical transformations 

of urban landscapes. Today, there is a noticeable trend of increased awareness about digital 

technologies and urban data (Khatoun and Zeadally 2016) for enabling urban developmental pathways 

(Mora et al. 2019b). Recent and upcoming digital technologies come to the fore including cyber-

physical systems like robotics, autonomous vehicles and drones (While et al. 2021) forming an urban 

web of Internet-of-Things. These digital technologies and infrastructures substantialize a 

technological layer of a ‘smart city’ (Gil-Garcia et al. 2016) undergirding the ubiquitous integration of 

digitally enabled capabilities into our lived environments, e.g., mobility services (Rehm et al. 2017; 

Valdez et al. 2017). Such digital capabilities are grounded in urban data, covering an endless array of 

parameters about citizens, infrastructure, businesses, government, and the natural environment etc. 

(McLoughlin et al. 2021).  

Leveraging the potential of digital technologies can be envisioned as comprising two decisive factors, 

(1) the installation of the technological layer that handles urban data and provides digital capabilities 

and services, and (2) increases the city’s capabilities to leverage technology by and for continued 

innovation. Regarding the latter point, “significant efforts must be oriented towards building the 

capacity of the city to integrate and deploy… technological solutions” (Mora et al. 2019b, p. 80). 

However, research on case-based best practice suggests engagement with digital technologies needs to 

be embedded in urban governance and management strategies. As Mora et al. (2019) explain, on a 

governance level, stakeholders need to be driven in the same direction. Second, “open, inclusive and 

engaging collaborative (environments)…strengthen the capacity of… [stakeholders] to work together 

and … co-creat[e]… ICT-driven initiatives that bring innovation into the city” (ibid. p. 80). These 

claims ground the relevance of urban experimentation to stimulate and progress stakeholders’ efforts 

in this direction. We extend this issue in the next section.  

Urban experimentation (UX) as a potential mode of urban governance and urban planning (UN 2018), 

rests on the expectation that local innovations accelerate the transition towards sustainable and 

resilient cities, which own the capabilities to tackle societal challenges (Mukhtar-Landgren et al., 

2019). UX extends the traditional pathways of urban planning. Within urban planning’s history, 

exemplified by ‘seers’ such as Frank Lloyd Wright; the notion of physical-spatial determinism often 

prevailed (Hall & Tewdwr-Jones 2019), by assuming that blueprinting the physical environment 

conditioned the quality of social life (Mumford 1989). However, today, the multiplicities of social life 

have made municipalities aware that dynamic and inclusive approaches nurture iterative steps towards 

sustainability. Such iterations parallel social developments that require time to surface as in 

gentrification or intersectional feminist approaches to urban planning (Kern 2020). The challenge thus 

lies in mirroring, foreseeing and responding to changes through continuous adaptations in policy-

making connected to urban experimentation. Here, adaptive policies are those that ‘adapt over time in 

response to new information’ (Lempert and Groves 2010).  

Urban planning appears at and crosses different scales—international, national, provincial, regional, 

local, and site planning (Wheeler 2013). Across these scales, interventions need to weave together 

planning initiatives and institutions, and integrate and balance their efforts and interests (Wheeler 

2013; Mora et al. 2019b). In order to realize the potential of digital technologies across these scales, 

“the development process of (the) technological layer is… (…) to continuously implement large 
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numbers of small-scale projects that progressively improve the urban context instead of relying upon 

massive urban renewal projects” (Mora et al. 2019b, p. 79). This insight reflects municipal ‘smart’ 

agendas that increasingly foster a culture of experimentation to stimulate stakeholders in collaborative 

innovation, i.e., with a high level of citizen engagement, so as to facilitate more rapid, context-specific 

action for locally resilient and robust solutions (Bulkeley and Betsill 2005a; 2005b). Such local 

agendas can be amended by promoting engagement and linking with cross-regional online 

communities, in order to harness collective intelligence and re-use and remix existing knowledge 

about viable solutions (Han et al., 2020). 

A widely operationalized means of establishing collaborative innovation are urban laboratories, such 

as Urban Living Labs (Mukhtar-Landgren et al., 2019). Labs realize the ‘quadruple helix’ notion, by 

enabling public authorities, businesses, research organizations and citizens to interact in open public 

physical or virtual spaces—in a real-life open innovation context (Mora et al. 2019a). Labs facilitate 

stakeholders to co-create, experiment and innovate. They often facilitate broader diffusion 

mechanisms and strategies through which labs create a wider impact. Such strategies and mechanisms 

comprise policy education and learning, training in innovation and knowledge dissemination towards 

locally oriented service design and transformative place-making, the activation of experimentation 

partners, as well as stimulating entrepreneurial growth and narratives of impact (Mukhtar-Landgren et 

al. 2019; Wirth et al. 2019). This way, labs can stimulate “systemic change” (Fuenfschilling et al. 

2019) with regards to policy and experimentation culture, and across the entire urban business 

ecosystem (UBE). UBEs connect the variety of urban stakeholder groups such as the government, 

utility providers, academia, entrepreneurs and all kinds of businesses and intermediaries (Visnjic et al. 

2016, p. 116). UBEs thus become instrumental for extending individual experimental initiatives via 

cultivating urban innovation ecosystems that connect and scale individual projects and sustain 

experimentation culture (Gascó 2017; Rehm et al., 2021). UBEs as the regional multiplicity of 

business ecosystems, with their ensuing co-operative networks, represent the breeding ground to 

collaboratively innovate in business, culture, and policy (Visnjic et al. 2016).  

2.2 Urban Experimentation Platforms (UXPs)  

Approaches to urban governance that leverage UX integrate all these abovementioned organizational 

structures and related aspects with the help of Urban Experimentation Platforms (UXPs) (Rehm et al. 

2021). UXPs connect the UBE and collaborative innovation process, with specific policies in effect 

(Wirth et al. 2019; Rehm et al. 2021). UXPs resonate to some extent with conceptions of digital 

platforms, recently been brought forward in the IS field (for an overview, see Reuver et al., 2018). In 

the urban context, we advocate for a preliminary conception of UXPs as “self-creating and self 

organizing social assemblages” (Tilson et al. 2010 p. 756), encompassing digital elements as well as 

associated organizational processes and policy measures (which can be constitutive as well as 

regulatory in nature) (see also Reuver et al., 2018 p. 126). UXPs are reminiscent of digital platforms 

in their requisite control and generativity arrangements (Blaschke et al. 2018), and are usually 

supported by a public, often municipal authority, but which can also lie with other types of 

organizations or consortia such as privately or University-led business incubators or transfer centers. 

We thus use the term UX ‘platform’ in its original metaphoric sense, keeping in mind that the core 

role digital technologies in our context play; is to enable more open, transparent and interactive forms 

of policy-making and implementation, as Kornberger et al. (2017) acknowledge.   

Beyond this latter function, Miller et al. (2021) have elucidated the role of UXPs as ‘observatories’ 

allowing for the collection and provision of urban data, allowing these platforms to serve as critical 

drivers of research, technology transfer and commercialization. However, whereas in the IS field’s 

discourse on platform’s boundary resources (i.e., software tools and regulations facilitating the arms’ 

length relationships between involved parties) originate from primarily competition-driven economic 

and technological considerations, a sister concept of boundary resources for the urban governance 

context is still missing. Such a concept might be obtained from an investigation into the dynamic 
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factors involved in UX success; an endeavour which we will outline in our exposition of a system 

dynamics model below.  

3 Methodology  

We draw on case study data to inform system dynamics (SD) modelling and simulation. Our RQs 

considers how the dynamics of urban experimentation unfold, and we aim at characterizing how 

UXPs (and their digital services) help develop the dynamic capability for resilient policy-making that 

resonates with local innovation processes. We draw on the case of the concluded EU Horizon funded, 

‘Experimentation as a Service’ platform, OrganiCity (For details on OrganiCity see; Organicity 

(2021)). This UXP evolved to cultivate over 42 urban data driven experiments over the case lifetime 

(2015– 2018), each heterogeneous in nature and purpose for solving urban challenges. Experiments 

dealt with specific problem settings and boundary conditions, which meant building, implementing 

and iteratively refining OrganiCity’s (digital) services and related functionalities to account for all.   

One of the paper authors was an embedded researcher, involved in planning and evaluation of the 

project, including operative services and facilitation with stakeholders, design iterations etc. We 

position our approach as a ‘case study’ (Yin, 2003), with data collection qualitative in nature 

(Orlikowski & Baroudi, (1991), and data captured according to sub-units of the overall case boundary 

(Yin, 2003). Data included in-depth semi-structured interviews with available experimenter leads (n= 

30 of 42) and urban policy stakeholders (N =8), content analysis of OrganiCity deliverable reports (n = 

7), and observation and notetaking at OrganiCity meetings (n = 17) and events (n = 5). Such data was 

concerned with stakeholder’s experience using the UXP and its services, as well as data on evaluation, 

decision making processes, and related changes made to the UXP during its lifetime. Participant 

observation allowed the researcher to learn from the design and use of digital services, in collaboration 

with stakeholders. These observations generated prescriptive knowledge, instrumental for 

comprehensively understanding issues and challenges related to implementation of UXPs, and 

ultimately motivated the research towards modelling the dynamics of UX.  

The data from the OrganiCity project has been used to create initial SD models, and to identify the 

core factors and causal loops to look for. In the subsequent stage of our research, we seek to engage 

with further ongoing UX projects in order to apply the SD model as a tool accompanying policy-

making. Thus, it is not implied that data collection thus far leads to a "complete" picture of urban 

dynamics, but it serves as basis for model creation. 

3.1 Modelling Urban Experimentation with System Dynamics  

We draw on data collection and researcher experience from the case to enter into a modelling process 

using system dynamics (SD) (Forrester 1995; Sterman 2000). The aim is to model and simulate the 

dynamics of urban experimentation. Applying SD means collecting and collaboratively analysing the 

components, decision-making factors and entities, and their causal relationships of the considered 

system. These are combined with various types of diagrams, e.g., causal loop diagrams to illustrate 

their causal relationships, or policy structure diagrams to illustrate high-level inferences between 

system components. Using qualitative and quantitative data, both measured and assumed, these 

diagrams can be simulated in order to visualize the system’s dynamics (Fang et al. 2018). SD models 

allow capturing and discussing the dynamics inherent to the considered problem, identify relevant 

systemic patterns, and formulate justified policy recommendations. Our data comprised qualitative in-

depth interviews with stakeholders, experimenter evaluation reports, EU deliverable reports, as well 

as notes from observations, project meetings, workshops and events. Overall, data from approx. 40+ 

interviews of 60-90 minutes and a large variety of reports have been examined.  
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The core argument for using SD as a lens and language to approach the complexity of UX lies in the 

guidance from Kornberger et al. (2017) that to “analytically capture the formatting of policy into 

practice” in relation to governing organisations and their environment, one should study “the mutual 

constitution and reconfiguration of policies, technology and organization” (ibid., p. 196). This 

encapsulates the intention of SD which “(aims) to change the mental models that people use to 

represent the real world. For this to happen, individuals must be sufficiently involved in the modelling 

process to internalize lessons about dynamic feedback behaviour” (Forrester, 1995 p. 14). It is not a 

coincidence that an early thought-provoking SD simulation dealt with “urban dynamics,” related to 

housing problems; which started from observation that low-cost housing, while intended to support 

weaker communities, was “a double-edged sword for making urban conditions worse” (Forrester 

1995 p. 11). For IS research, the use of SD promises to ensure methodical rigor while being able to 

conceptualize and test (simulate) policies and eventually, design interventions for UXPs in order to 

improve the usability of digital platforms. Particularly, our research might inform the identification 

and configuration of boundary resources for UXPs and thus lead to dynamic theory about digital 

platforms for policy use (Yoo et al., 2010; Ghazawneh and Henfridsson, 2013; Eaton et al., 2015).  

Our research starts from examination of the decision-making hierarchy that connects policy-making 

with urban experimentation. Through participant observation, we inference with and reflect on the 

mental models of UX stakeholders and decision-makers as prescribed for SD (Luna-Reyes and 

Andersen 2003). As a first result, this paper presents a policy structure diagram for UX. Our 

upcoming work targets SD modelling cycle and simulation completion.  

4 Initial Findings  

4.1 UX Dynamic Hypothesis and Decomposition  

Following problem articulation, we start by formulating a dynamic hypothesis to explain the 

problem’s dynamics as endogenous consequences of a feedback structure (Sterman 2000). The 

dynamic hypothesis helps tease out and test consequences of feedback loops (ibid). This is important 

to clearly distinguish between major elements leading to the observable dynamics, and to find handles 

for further analysis and focus on the most relevant parts of the considered problem. In our case, the 

dynamics lies in keeping up the momentum of UX, i.e., sustaining urban development on a local 

scale, towards urban sustainability. Our aim is to describe the feedback structure between the involved 

urban stakeholders, their decisions and other relevant factors and variables; all intending to boost a 

successful local innovation process able to respond to emerging social challenges. We derive our 

dynamic hypothesis from conceptualizations of UX in prior literature and experience from participant 

observation; that UXPs can have a major and lasting impact on policy decisions across various levels. 

We therefore decompose our problem setting into loops seen as critical for UX dynamics (Morecroft 

1982). Those loops are delimited by sub-systems of the overall problem, which can be determined by 

identifying areas with coherent goals, decision-making processes, or mechanisms.  

In our context, the subsystems (shown in Figure 1.) are the (1) Urban Business Ecosystem (UBE) with 

its own mechanisms for ecosystem governance of stakeholders’ motivation to participate in UX or in 

lobbying for social change; (2) urban policy-making, with its set of active UX-related policies, 

publicly provisioned resources, funding agencies and its power to issue statutory instruments that 

represent the nucleus of all UX endeavours; (3) instantiation of UX initiatives, with their needs and 

outcomes, representing the local innovation process; and the (4) UXP, with its suite of app’s (digital 

services) designed to support and evaluate the experiment initiatives.   

We find UXP directly influences other subsystems and acts on the feedback loops between them. 

Firstly, UXPs offer an extensible set of apps to stakeholders of each subsystem, e.g., project 
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management apps for the experimenters. Secondly, UXPs enable data collection, sharing and analysis 

across the three subsystems, e.g., ‘Open Calls Portal’, blogs, surveys and ‘Urban Data Observatory’ 

can link an experiment’s data and analysis to Urban policy makers, thus supporting adaptive policy 

making. Here we found that whilst experimenters interviewed saw UXP’s as potentially valuable 

‘gatekeepers’ or ‘intermediaries’ between UX initiatives and urban policy makers, awareness amongst 

policy stakeholders interviewed was low with regards to the relevance and potential of data from 

UXP’s to trigger and inform policy making decisions. This is in spite of UXP digital services 

containing new sources of city data, such as sound pollution data, mobility impaired wayfinding data 

etc., as well as data about (un)workable solutions/barriers and challenges to implementation. Instead, 

we found policy makers mainly leveraged the UXP to initiate policy priorities (such as city 

challenges) with apps such as the ‘Online Scenarios Tool’ used to co-create priorities with citizens. 

Examples of UX initiatives achieving some limited dialogue with policy stakeholders was found, but 

after experiments finished, and after considerable effort to initiate dialogue.       

Our case suggests that adoption of specific apps influence subsystem stakeholder capabilities to act in 

UX. For example, some experimenters interviewed found adoption of the Data Assets Directory and 

API’s can enrich experimenters’ solutions and their success, by supporting cross-experimental data 

fertilization. Thus, UXPs could contribute as a public resource for cultivating innovation ecosystems 

via a multi-sided platform to involve diverse stakeholders. Findings suggest that UXP policy 

recommendations, such as both the design and data requirements of apps for meeting needs of other 

subsystems, should be given greater emphasis and could prompt greater adoption. Figure 1 shows 

subsystems and connecting loops as a SD policy structure diagram and outlines some sample apps 

from OrganiCity relevant to each subsystem. UXPs capability to leverage these apps and create new 

ones positions them as tools for implementing policy, e.g., via apps to organize calls for experiments, 

as well as tools for policy-making as they can inform and stimulate UX policy adaptations, e.g., by 

collecting data from experiments, experimenters and stakeholders to inform policy decision.  

  

Figure 1.  Policy structure diagram as decomposition of UX.  

4.2 Capabilities for Urban Experimentation  

The above UX decomposition will now be used as analytic frame to categorise the role of digital 

services from the OrganiCity case. The dynamics emerging from the loops will be further described as 

causal feedback loops with the help of SD stocks and flows to capture and understand the policy-

making implications of UXP digital services. Specifically, we want to expose the potential influence 

of UXP’s digital services on the capacity for producing and collecting information, and how that can 

build capabilities for policy-making and better implementation. Two aspects are of primary 
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importance: the impact on policy-makers and on citizens. Thus far, we find that whilst data captured 

through digital services help UXP’s governance in terms of evaluating experiments and informing 

design evolution of digital services; an awareness and understanding of the role and benefits of this 

data to urban policy makers is low. Furthermore, understanding policy maker’s specific data needs 

and requirements to be organised and generated from UXP digital services is lacking. This suggests, a 

deeper understanding of practical linkage between the UXP subsystem and remaining subsystems 

could improve the choice and design of UXP digital services, which could benefit urban policy 

making and adaptation.  

Regarding policy-makers and citizens, SD modelling might help to discover cognitive limitations 

existing in decision makers’ conceptions about UX. By decomposing policy-decisions into a goal 

hierarchy, it can then be tested distinctly whether policy decisions follow rules that are intendedly 

rational—or if they make false assumptions ignoring delays, side effects, feedbacks or nonlinearities 

(Sterman 2000, p. 602). Intended rationality understood as rationale of decision-making rules, is what 

we believe is a missing yet unconsidered element in the policy-making about UX so far. For citizens, 

UXP digital services help in coordinating UX initiatives and processes, with digital services such as 

the ‘Community Portal’ and ‘Urban Data Observatory allowing for engaging citizens in UX. This 

way, UXPs help leverage ‘collective intelligence’ understood as the possibility to leverage local 

resources and knowledge, by establishing continued engagement and collaboration of UBE 

stakeholders. In other words, such services are levers to build a city’s capability for UX, and to sustain 

its momentum. Understanding the dynamics of these services, gets to the core of our research goal.  

4.3 Outlook on Research  

The decomposition of UX presented here and related findings constitutes an early original research 

result that will guide further research. We currently work on completing the SD modelling cycle, 

including causal diagrams and composing the report including our empirical evidence. We plan to 

conclude the overall SD modelling and run simulations before mid-2022. At this time, the technical 

contributions, SD model, simulations; identification of UXP capabilities will be at hand. This will 

allow for discussion of recommendations for governance of UXP in the second half of 2022. In 

parallel, we intend to acquire further case studies to extend our model and to test our simulation of 

policy recommendations in the field. In that phase, we hope to identify archetypes that are 

characteristic of UXP dynamics (Kim 1992). Regarding our contribution to IS literature, whilst this 

paper loosely links with terminology about digital platforms germane to IS research, we hope to 

explicate the particularities under which UXPs operate in the urban context. Here, our next step will 

be to more clearly delineate and frame the co-creation of digital services in relation to ‘boundary 

resources’ that help to keep up the momentum of UX.  

5 Conclusion  

The broader research contribution to the IS field concerns advancing knowledge about digital 

platforms and infrastructures, by examining how they influence the dynamics behind technology-

enabled social transformations, an approach often overlooked. We intend to show how to study such 

dynamics in an urban context for developing resilient organizational models. Here, as Wirth et al. 

(2019) write, the “impacts and implications (of urban experimentation) not just for but also on urban 

governance remain largely unexamined” (p. 249). They conclude that “(new) actors may be needed in 

order to coordinate and (further) support the adoption of individual experiments within broader 

transition schemes in the city” (ibid. p. 250). UXPs, we believe, represent such actors even if their 

digital nature might not be what earlier authors envisioned. Our research intends to explicate the 

potential of UXPs for iteratively progressing towards urban sustainability. Sustainability is a shifting 
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goal post that while never fully “solved,” can be made part of societal principles and endeavours to 

progress ever closer.  
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