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Abstract

Smart city initiatives have become inseparable from the modern development of urban
environments. Scholars have characterized smart cities as complex and emergent
environments and many attempts have been made to create a framework for the enabling
factors of smart processes. In this research in progress paper, we aim to contribute to this
particular conversation by presenting findings from theoretical and empirical research.
Through a systematic literature review we propose a comprehensive ensemble of enabler
factors for Smart Cities and determine future directions for scholars and practitioners.
Then, we leverage preliminary findings emerging from a research in progress in the
Dublin Docklands to draw conclusions about the current understanding of the concept in
question. We argue, based on preliminary results, that there must be equal emphasis on
the interconnected and process-based nature of the enabling factors, i. e. on the value
creation potential of the smart city.
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Introduction

Smart city initiatives have become inseparable from the modern development of urban environments. The
toolkit provided by the Information Systems (IS) field therefore provides a unique opportunity to capture
these socio-technical processes. To an increasing extent, scholars have characterized smart cities as
complex and emergent environments and many attempts have been made to create a framework for the
enabling factors of smart processes. This research-in-progress paper presents preliminary findings from an
empirical study aiming at contributing to this particular conversation.
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To explore the present understanding of the definition and the enabling factors of the smart city, an
extensive Systematic Literature Review has been carried out (Maccani et al. 2014a; Maccani et al. 2014b).
The responses to our two review questions were systematically collated following (Webster and Watson,
2002)’s Concept Matrix method. As a result of this process, we proposed a comprehensive ensemble of
enabler factors for Smart Cities: “Technology”, “Social Infrastructure”, “Governance”, “Triple Helix
Partnerships”, and “Information Services”. These factors were carefully explained in (Maccani et al. 2014a).
This paper focuses on structuring the understanding of co-creation and collaboration in Smart Cities. In
these regards, the literature emphasises: (1) the need for a collaboration model to actually establish
technological and social components as enablers for Smart Cities, (2) that the balance between bottom-up
and top-down strategies must be strengthened, (3) that to achieve these goals managerial interoperability
across city's smart services, applications, and organizations is required (Nam et al. 2011; Schaffers et al.
2012). These issues reflected those which emerged from our early stage interaction with Dublin City Council
as part of their Smart Dublin initiative (http://smartdublin.ie/). Therefore, the following research question
has been formulated for this study: What are the enabling factors that enhance the co-creation of Smart
City projects?

Building on our previous work, this paper aims at contributing to the IS literature on Smart Cities through
introducing preliminary empirical data from a case study undertaken in Dublin, Ireland. The preliminary
findings, in part, confirm the findings of the literature review, but also point to a more meaningful
understanding of smart city processes. The research in Dublin has brought the treatment of the enabling
factors to the forefront. We argue, based on preliminary results, that there must be equal emphasis on the
interconnected and process-based nature of the enabling factors, i.e. on the value creation potential of the
smart city.

This paper is structured as follows: after this introductory section, a summary of the systematic review of
the literature and the subsequent research question are presented. Then, we proceed to details about the
research, approach, and methodologies applied. Finally, we conclude by presenting preliminary findings
and open pathways for future discussion.

Systematic Literature Review

Our previous work aimed at systematically exploring the thematic area of Smart Cities and identifying the
emerging research challenges related to this topic. More specifically, it explored the factors required to
evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic sustainability impact of Information and Communication
Technology (ICT) solutions at a city level (Maccani et al. 2014a; Maccani et al. 2014b) as part of an Action
Design Research (Sein et al. 2011) project. In particular, the SLR stage of the mentioned work was dedicated
to providing an overarching definition of Smart Cities and identifying the enabling factors of Smart Cities.
To this end, two key review questions (RevQ) were defined: how is the term Smart City defined in literature?
(RevQ1); which are the homogeneous dimensions that fully encompass all the enabler factors of Smart
Cities? (RevQ2). From the review we extracted Smart City definitions for analysis. Based on their
composition, we could propose the following framing for establishing Smart City definitions:
The Smart City is a [Context] that exploits / uses / leverages / develops an [Infrastructure] with-a-certain
/ implementing an [Approach] supported by [Factors] to enable [processes] to achieve/ improve /
enhance / increase [Goals]. Enabler factors were sought in literature from both text definitions and various
forms of frameworks and models proposed at the time of the research as structured definitions for Smart
Cities across several disciplines. In total, after applying various levels of exclusion criteria, we selected 42
contributions for this study. Subsequently, we extracted the mentioned dimensions to conceptualise enable
factors for Smart Cities. The output of this step was a complete list of relevant concepts from which we could
synthesize our study. Definitions and frameworks were analysed separately leveraging (Webster and
Watson, 2002)’s Concept Matrix method in which each key word/notion is related to the author and
grouped within the category to which it belongs. The matrix developed for Smart City definitions is
proposed in Figure 1.

Subsequently, we went into a greater level of detail aiming at exploring mutually exclusive and collectively
exhaustive areas that fully encompass all the enabling factors of Smart Cities. Similarly to Figure 1, a concept
matrix was developed for synthesizing this information. A detailed description of the outcome is provided
in (Maccani, et al, 2014a). As a result of this process, we proposed a comprehensive ensemble of enabler
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factors for Smart Cities: “Technology”, “Social Infrastructure”, “Governance”, “Triple Helix Partnerships”,
and “Information Services”.
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Figure 1. Smart City Definition Concept Matrix.

According to the literature, collaboration, participation, co-creation, engagement, and partnerships are key
words related to this field. Hence, literature suggests the need of a collaboration model to actually establish
technological and social components as enablers for Smart Cities. To support these approaches, researchers
advocate the use of the “triple-helix” model which focuses in particular on relations between university,
industry and government at an urban and regional scale (Etzkowitz et al. 2000). Moreover, up to now, cities'
initiatives were dominated by top-down approaches (Schaffers et al. 2012). Therefore, the balance between
bottom-up and top-down strategies must be strengthened. To achieve these goals managerial
interoperability across city's smart services, applications, and organizations is required (Nam et al. 2011).
However, insights about important innovative approaches and new management and governance principles
were still lacking in these definitions.

In addition to our review of the literature, as part of an early stage interaction with senior managers within
Dublin City Council, issues emerged from the need to understand the collaboration among a variety of
stakeholders. As a consequence, we faced a situation in which an organizational problem (i.e. from Dublin
City Council) was reflected as an instance of a class of problems in literature. This is acknowledged to be an
opportunity to implement a research effort (Sein et al. 2011). Accordingly, this research aims at providing
an understanding of the conditions that enable the co-creation of a connected, environmentally sustainable
environment. Therefore, the following research question has been formulated for this study: What are the
enabling factors that enhance the co-creation of Smart City projects?

Research Methodology

Given the exploratory nature of the research question, an interpretivist stance has been assumed.
Consistently, this research involves an inductive reasoning within a qualitative approach. Generally,
inductive studies can be conceptualized as a set of steps (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Huff (2008) summarizes
them as follows: (1) extensively describe an interesting situation without use specialized vocabulary from
existing academic literature; (2) create a first level of substantive categories by coding these descriptions;
(3) modify and improve codes as additional data are collected, categorized and compared; (4) expect
theoretic insights to emerge as categories stabilize and their relationships become apparent (5) conclude
empirical observation when new categories are not required to account for further observations (Huff,
2008). This research-in-progress paper reports activity and preliminary results achieved from steps (1), (2),
and (partially) (3).

As aresult of a comparative analysis between different methodologies employed in interpretive qualitative
inductive research (with a specific focus on IS), case study research was found to be the most suitable for
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the purposes of this study. In fact, case studies are acknowledged to be consistent with inductive reasoning,
and qualitative approaches (Eisenhardt, 1989; Orlikowski and Baroudi, 1991; Walsham, 1995; Stake, 2006;
Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007; and Lauckner et al. 2012). These methods also enable the exploration of
complex situations allowing for the gathering of multiple perspectives, from a range of sources, including
contextual information (Stake, 2006; Flyvbjerg, 2006; Anaf et al. 2007; and Lauckner et al. 2012). In
addition, engaging with the stakeholders potentially involved in co-creating Smart City initiatives, and
qualitatively developing thick descriptions to generate “themes” (factors), are characteristics of both this
research and the case study research methodology.

The Case Study

Dublin’s Silicon Docks, which is integrative part of Dublin’s strategy to become a Smart City (officially
launched as Smart Dublin, see http://smartdublin.ie/), was selected as a suitable case for inductively
investigating the research question. Dublin’s Silicon Docks is home to 40 of the major technology
companies including nine out of the ten largest ICT organisations as well as global financial institutions.
The Grand Canal Dock and the North Lotts strategic development zones are framing Dublin’s vibrant port
area and extend into the city. The Silicon Docks is seen as a commercially and culturally vibrant area and is
perceived to be full of young, active residents who attained third-level education. Dublin City Council’s aim
to devise a strategy for the development of a Smart District has thus found a rich environment in terms of
economic, social and intellectual capital. The idea of co-creating a smart district has evoked the participant’s
interest as the area is considered an ideal test-bed for demonstrators as well as long-term smart
developments.

Data Collection & Analysis

To access the interpretations that participants have regarding the actions and events which have or are
taking place, and the views and aspirations of themselves and other participants’ (Walsham, 1995, p.78),
semi-structured interviews and the principles of the general interview guide approach are used throughout
the interview process. The data collection process has started in late January 2016 and up to date we have
conducted 17 interviews. Of these, 10 were analysed at the time of writing this paper. The selection of
participants happened through snowball sampling: The stakeholders were referred to us by the local
authority and the stakeholders themselves during the course of the interviews. The participants’ roles
correspond to the followings: representatives of industry associations for digital business, network
management companies, business forums and local authority representatives, community representatives,
urban planners and green energy advisors. The format of interviews varied between 1:1, 2:1, and 2:2 settings
and lasted generally 60-70 minutes. In order to maximize the effectiveness of the interview-questions we
used open-ended questions and allowed the interviewees to elaborate on the questions freely. However, to
ensure that the same areas are covered we used a general interview guide approach to direct the
conversations. During the course of an interview 10-11 themes are discussed with regards to smart and
sustainable development. These included topics such as: the future of the area, best practices, emerging
urban challenges in the area, the concept of smart and sustainable development as used by the stakeholders,
the principal factors influencing smart and sustainable development in the area, the stakeholders’ concept
of the successful of smart and sustainable initiatives, the characteristics of the current stakeholder network
and partnerships in the area. Additionally, we allowed space for improvisation, in order to shed light on
shared meanings and practices that may complement our data.

After transcribing the SSI, summarizing field notes and collecting other documents, such as strategic
reports on economic development, planning documents, studies on technology use and uptake we started
using the following method (Miles and Huberman, 1994; Walsham, 1995; Darke et al. 1998): (1) manually
review the transcripts, line by line, to uncover key patterns/themes and produce key words/phrases; (2)
produce labels/categories of these key words/phrases (3) look for relationship among the factors. To
exemplify the process, we have provided the below snippets for consideration. These fragments are taken
from a conversation about the best practices & examples the participant wanted to see emerging in the
Docklands:

... I think knowing how to actually learn from that project as well and study the lessons learned,
like simple issues like the street furniture, where does it be placed on street furniture? How does
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it get power up to the WIFI node? (...) I'say to people, (...) well you know when you did a big rollout
for a pharmaceutical or a data center? Where are your lessons learned logs and where are your
missed logs? And they’re like well that means somebody did something wrong? And I say no, no,
no that’s a huge powerful tool. (...) So it’s really something that you have to learn when you get into
a new project, and then also learn that other people might access it, and like how to actually record
what you are doing.

Another participant responded in similar terms when we asked how the success of smart and sustainable
initiatives may be measured:

I'd like to see projects that (...) I can put in front of a client, and again this is my perspective, these
are the projects that Dublin City has successfully participated in, and these are the ones that have
failed as well, but they have the learnings from it. So they know what not to do, you know what I
mean, it’s important as well. So it’s kind of like success stories and failure stories, because its
knowledge gained. (...) I don’t mind application areas, just to ensure that they are world class
differentiated enough, and the other cities can learn from them as well.

Such fragments were labeled ‘learning as outcome’ as a high-level category. The collection of all the codes
together with their frequency within the material comprising of ten interviews (~400 pages) can be seen in
Appendix 1. After linking our high-level codes to each other, we have tested our preliminary results against
our literature review to see whether there are any insights emerging our empirical data that may shed light
on the gap identified by literature (see Appendix 1).

Preliminary Findings

The early insights have enriched our understanding on the following dimensions defined in (Maccani, et al.
2014a): Infrastructure, Approach and Goals. On the basis of our findings we also propose the addition of
the category ‘Principles’ to the matrix.

Infrastructure: our analysis shows support for the following components of the Infrastructure dimension:
ICT, Physical infrastructure, Human Capital, Intelligent city. A state-of-the-art ICT infrastructure, a multi-
operator platform, a telecommunications-ready location is envisioned by the stakeholders as enabling
optimal renting possibilities and thereby swift movement of companies into and out of the Docklands. The
urban development plans in the Docklands, the designation of the Strategic Development Zone
(www.dublincity.ie/sdz-docklands), and the Master Plan (unpublished at the time of the writing of this
paper) for the area are seen to be promoting a new way of sustainable and smart living and working in the
Docklands. Additionally, our data enhances the need for intellectual and human capital: the development
of the smart district is seen to be enabled by data. However, intellectual capital is considered to be the
central component to understand the nature of benefits from smart city initiatives. Smart human thinking
ensures that the right data is connected to serve more effective daily processes for businesses, citizens and
city governance alike. Following the principle of connected thinking, silos of information have to be broken
down so that stakeholders could make use of a common pool of skill and knowledge assets.

Approach: preliminary findings indicate that stakeholders are more than just factors in the Smart City
design process. Multi-stakeholder engagement is seen as an approach that induces the initiative and
supports its practical implementation. Roles of high-level stakeholders and principles of a strategic program
are the key factors within this cluster. The interviewees perceived the ideal scenario as one in which the
local authority acts as an enabler of projects as opposed to initiator or director. They have also shared
principles regarding the management of such collaborations. Stakeholder engagement is described as the
major driver of smart initiatives. These stakeholders, however, have to be carefully selected, willing to share
information and resources, and be able to perceive the common goals as individually beneficial. They must
perceive of each other as much as cooperative partners as competitors.

Goals: the majority of the stakeholders noted the necessity of an overarching vision to be in place in order
to enable participation. Then, strategic steps were envisaged, such as identification of resources and assets
and demonstration of long-term thinking. The need for a common brand is envisaged encompassing
development efforts and defining the area. Additionally, the deployment of demonstrators and showcases
of capabilities are regarded as being important. Communication globally, and awareness locally provides
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the ground for building a common story together with the various stakeholders. Finally, the complete
program is enabled by a strong leadership figure that ensures consistency of efforts and communication
between all stakeholders. The goals of the stakeholders were formulated in terms of how they would like to
see the different layers of urban life change. The overarching aim for the area is to become the employer
location of choice. This, in the eyes of the interviewees is ensured through three steps. Firstly, the area has
to become a multi-operator platform. Secondly, a safe residential zone has to be built that is also a vibrant,
attractive location for citizens and visitors over the evenings and weekends. Thirdly, start-up hubs,
hackatons, active innovation communities have to be nurtured to boost the overall innovation capability in
the area.

Principles: the above dimensions are underpinned by various principles.

a, Transparency: key conditions to ensure long-term participation and balance in coopetition, are trust and
transparency.

b, Technology as enabler: in the analyzed interviews technology plays an enabling role. The Smart city in
the eyes of the stakeholders enables the innovation or knowledge economy.

¢, Learning as outcome: the outcomes of the different smart city initiatives are often described in terms of
information processes. Stakeholders perceive a failed project as a beneficial component of the overall
learning process once it is logged and communicated widely. The measure of success is very often imagined
similarly. A success story of organizational participation in or successful application of a solution to a smart
city project considered a valuable asset, an intangible, but prioritized benefit.

d, Creative financing & procurement: financing a private-public long-term endeavor is a sensitive topic for
all stakeholders. Motivation to collaboration is maintained through active participation and traditional
procurement processes drown innovation efforts. Many of the participants therefore envisage the need for
more creative financial instruments that ensure the effective and timely implementation of projects. The
lack of short-term financial return on investment is not seen as a barrier if long-term shared revenue models
are in place.

e, Citizen centric thinking: Stakeholders strongly believe that citizens should be in the focus of the smart
development of the Dublin Docklands. Their safety, comfort, the quality of their everyday life is formulated
to be the key driver in the development process. They also envisage their active participation as a key
condition. Especially in the problem formulation and feedback stages of smart projects citizen engagement
is needed to ensure that solutions are created to real needs and not the other way round.

Conclusion and Future Work

The early insights emerging from our preliminary findings complement the systematic literature review in
four ways. Firstly, they support most of the components in the Infrastructure dimension. Secondly, they
indicate a complementary approach to the ones emerging from literature, namely a multi-stakeholder
engagement approach. Thirdly, they identify a unique goal for the urban area in question. Lastly, they
complement these with detailed governance and management principles.

Smart Cities have been defined in various ways. Preliminary findings on the Infrastructure dimension echo
(Kitchin, 2014)’s definition of Smart City that ‘on the one hand, [is] increasingly composed of and
monitored by pervasive and ubiquitous computing and, on the other, whose economy and governance is
being driven by innovation, creativity and entrepreneurship, enacted by smart people’. But are also
indicative of a phenomenon referred to as the Intelligent City (Komninos, 2015), one that makes use of
innovation cycles and knowledge architectures to enable innovation for all. Using information as a central
concept, (Cosgrave et al. 2013) also perceive the systemic flow of assets such as knowledge, data,
ideas/trends and expertise as a condition to sustainable smart development. In a knowledge-intensive
environment data and information serve as a basis for knowledge creation but it is induced by human
experience and expertise. Our interviews support the view according to which top-down and bottom-up
approaches, demonstrative and scalable solutions are both desirable and they are required to function
complementary. These Information Marketplaces (ibid.) allow for value creation potential to appear across
the information value chain.
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The participants propagate the multi-stakeholder engagement approach to governing and enabling smart
city initiatives. However, it also allows us to point out that the view according to which ‘a single coherent
provider of urban social functions may provide a panacea for city officials is not aligned with the inherently
participative and evolving nature of the democratic public sphere, where heterogeneous stakeholders
dynamically interact and co-create their habitat. Rather, public domain action (i.e. the provision of social
services, public policy making, collaborative decision-making, etc.) is realized by an evolving landscape of
heterogeneous stakeholders with often competing ambitions’ (Paulin, 2016:330). Using engagement as a
central concept, the literature describes the interconnectedness of the different social strata with human
experiences (Ramaswamy, 2015). In this scenario, corporations appear as a competence base aiming to
incorporate intellectual capital from diverse external resources at various stages of the innovation process.
But of course, the multi-stakeholder approach is widely contested, as it brings forth questions about the
corporate influence on government and by extension on the city’s life. As described in our interviews; joint
vision, branding of effort and locale, co-financing schemes are needed to ensure that joint resources are
invested into a platform of engagement. (ibid.) The components of these platforms are the assemblages of
people, processes, interfaces, and artifacts. From the interaction of these components, then, mutually
valuable outcomes are generated (ibid.) in the form of tangible and intangible benefits.

This view is also aligned with the perspective according to which cities are historic and social spaces, and
as a result, research seeking to understand political and social reality always concerns the ‘the actually
existing smart city’ (Shelton, Zook, and Wiig 2015). Unique environments, then, may leverage the hybrid
knowledge of their experts to identify their own goals. In the case of the Dublin Docklands, in terms of smart
and sustainable development, stakeholders broaden the definition of smart city goals and envision a vibrant
urban life in the area emerging from a well-functioning innovation economy. The spatiality of knowledge
has been widely discussed, such as in the case of Silicon Valley (Katz and Wagner, 2014) and the discussion
surrounding the Silicon Docks is no different; concept and locale are treated by interview participants as
intertwined. Connecting space as a central notion with social experience and human cognition and
perception is well established in Geography, Philosophy, and increasingly in Information Systems. It is from
the interrelatedness of these components that we learn to treat urban environments as unique phenomena.
Idea and space, data and experience have to be thus treated as inseparable from their emergent context.

Finally, our data has shown that, based on their experiences, stakeholders have a more fine-grained
perspective on smart cities, than the literature may suggest. Our participants have shared guiding principles
in mind in terms of forming collaborations to lead and execute smart initiatives, with regards to urban
renewal, way of thinking in the information age and finally, the values of smart initiatives. The emphasis on
principles indicates that the social and cultural dimension is a determining factor in pursuing smart city
goals. Early insights, then, call our attention to a more meaningful treatment of the smart city dimensions.
Enabling factors for smart cities are influenced by unique principles that underpin engagement patterns,
information processing and the concepts of urban space.

The first phase of the research is planned to last until the end of September 2016. Following this, a
stakeholder meeting is planned, where the participants critically review and reflect on the sum of their
collated descriptions of the smart future of the Silicon Docks and allow us to expand on our preliminary
findings. As the interviewees point out, the lived reality of smart cities call for a better understanding of the
interconnected and process-based nature of the factors to understand new ways of value creation. Once
analyzed as purely technological environments the study of smart cities has come to a crossroad.
Understanding smart urban contexts as unique socio-technical environments encompassing multiple
interconnected components, we argue, we may find a way to more meaningful value creation.

Thirty Seventh International Conference on Information Systems, Dublin 2016 7



Enabling Factors for Smart Cities

o
Appendix 1
INFRASTRUCTURE GOAL APPROACH PRINCIPLES
(%]
+—
[}
wv
(%] (%]
O (%]
w“ ]
° °
g o
= c
o )
9 k7
4= Q
= *E’ o©
o 2 o >| w
qE o Kol g)ﬂ 4'C_a [
= =] 1 =N ]
ge] @© c| © > el
1 = = s o ©
Ke] c c| 3 o v < c
B 3 ol El 5 S . el ¥ 9
< £ e 8 gl o | 8 =
o S S| El 2] »| © Q| 2 9| < &
=2 [e} 9 | = al « £ © © =] S
= O 2 Q| Q o o c o = c [J]
a0 @ o| ¥| o] © | © 5| € ol €
= [} S| @ c| 8] & ©| @» ol 2 Ol o
iz =l | €1 &6 a2l 2| € oo| © © e [} Y] 9
o ol € - cl 15l o B -© c| > ) Q 5
+= | = o (e} o = ol & ) = L o0 = I )
2l c| S| 9| ® S| 81 S| S| 8| T | = S| of | 3| ®|°
] © S & w| B|lE| w| = 2lc| | o a| & w| S| €| > »
Q < o [} Q o — [] e - o o o S o= o c &« Q oo @©
S| S| gl2| sl | 2| B2 S| Elels| B|5| S ¢ ¢ 58
S| | 8| = ol .c cl sl=| 8| 3|=|8l2|l 5| 2| c| &| 28|l <&
| © =12l | el | Bl = B8l =|9| o] ol B a| €| E
v| © [ 2|l c|o el €l 5 | o] 2f 2| sl ol N N oc| &|l<c| =
s| 2| 6| 8| Z|c|lz| o| a| &| 8| el 8|8|=| 8| g|l=| =] ¢|=|9|¢S
(] " ol & E|lols| ol | o| B| ol 2| ol B| &2 G| © S|l sl&| e
1 X X
2(x X X X X X X
3 X X X X [x X [x |x X
4 X X X X
5 X X X
6 X X X X X |x
7 X X X X X X X
8 X X X X X X |x
9|x X X X X X
10(x X X X [x X
3] 6| 8 21 2 6 2 2 3| 3| 3 3] 2 8 2 3| 5 6 2 2 4] 7

Appendix 1. Smart City Enabling Factors in the Dublin Docklands

Acknowledgements

This work was supported with the financial support of the Science Foundation Ireland grant 13/RC/2094
and co-funded under the European Regional Development Fund through the Southern & Eastern Regional
Operational Programme to Lero - the Irish Software Research Centre (www.lero.ie)

References

Anaf, S., Drummond, C., and Sheppard, L. A. 2007. “Combining case study research and systems theory as
a heuristic model,” Qualitative Health Research, 17(10), pp. 1309-1315.

Baccarini, D., Salm, G. and Love, P.E. 2004. “Management of risks in information technology
projects,” Industrial Management & Data Systems,104(4), pp.286-295.

Thirty Seventh International Conference on Information Systems, Dublin 2016 8



Enabling Factors for Smart Cities

Berg, B. L. 2001. “Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences,” Allyn and Bacon, Boston.

Caragliu, A., Del Bo, C. and Nijkamp, P. 2011. “Smart cities in Europe,” Journal of urban technology, 18(2),
pp-65-82.

Castineira, F., Costa-Montenegro, E., Gonzalez-Castano, F.J., Lopez-Bravo, C., Ojala, T. and Bose, R. 2011.
“Experiences inside the ubiquitous oulu smart city”. Computer, IEEE Computer Society , (6), pp.48-

Cosgrave, E., Arbuthnot, K., Tryfonas, T. 2013 “Living Labs, Innovation Districts and Information
Marketplaces: A Systems Approach for Smart Cities,” Procedia Computer Science (16) pp.668-677.
Darke, P., Shanks, G., and Broadbent, M. 1998. “Successfully completing case study research: combining

rigour, relevance and pragmatism,” Information Systems Journal, 8(4), pp.273-289.

Devers, K.J. and Frankel, R.M. 2000. “Study design in qualitative research--2: Sampling and data collection
strategies,” Education for health, 13(2), pp.263.

Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. “Building theories from case study research,” Academy of Management Review,
14(4), pp-532-550.

Eisenhardt, K. M., Graebner, M. E. 2007. “Theory building from cases: opportunities and challenges,”
Academy of Management Journal, 50(1), pp.25-32.

Etzkowitz, H. and Leydesdorff, L. 2000. “The dynamics of innovation: from National Systems and “Mode
2” to a Triple Helix of university—industry—government relations,” Research policy, 29(2), pp.109-123.

Flyvbjerg, B. 2006. “Five Misunderstandings about Case-Study Research,” Qualitative Inquiry, 12(2),
pp.219-245.

Glaser, B. and Strauss, A. 1967. “The Discovery of Grounded Theory,” Aldin, New York.

Harrison, C., Eckman, B., Hamilton, R., Hartswick, P., Kalagnanam, J., Paraszczak, J. and Williams, P.
2010. “Foundations for smarter cities,” IBM Journal of Research and Development, 54(4), pp.1-16.

Helal, S. 2011. “IT footprinting—groundwork for future smart cities,” Computer, 44(6), IEEE Computer
Society, pp.30-31.

Huff, A. S. 2008. “Designing Research for Publication,” Thousand, Oaks: Sage.

Kanter, R. and Litow, S.S., 2009. “Informed and interconnected: A manifesto for smarter cities,” Harvard
Business School General Management Unit Working Paper, (09-141).

Katz, B and Wagner, J. 2014 “The Rise of Innovation Districts: A New Geography of Innovation in
America,” Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program, May, pp.1-34.

Kitchin, R. 2014. “The Real-Time City? Big Data and Smart Urbanism.” GeoJournal 79 (1): 1—14.

Komninos, N. 2015. The Age of Intelligent Cities Smart Environments and Innovation-for-All
Strategies. London and New York: Routledge.

Kourtit, K. and Nijkamp, P. 2012. “Smart cities in the innovation age,” Innovation: The European Journal
of Social Science Research, 25(2), pp.93-95.

Kuk, G. and Janssen, M., 2011. "The business models and information architectures of smart
cities,” Journal of Urban Technology, 18(2), pp.39-52.

Lauckner, H., Paterson, and M., Krupa, T. 2012. “Using Constructivist Case Study Methodology to Un-
derstand Community Development Processes: Proposed Methodological Questions to Guide the
Research Process,” The Qualitative Report 2012 Volume 17, Article 25, pp.1-22.

Leydesdorff, L. and Deakin, M., 2011. “The triple-helix model of smart cities: A neo-evolutionary
perspective,” Journal of Urban Technology, 18(2), pp.53-63.

Lombardi, P., Giordano, S., Farouh, H. and Yousef, W. 2012. “Modelling the smart -city
performance,” Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research, 25(2), pp.137-149.

Maccani, G., Donnellan, B., Helfert, M. 2014a. “Action Design Research in Practice: The Case of Smart
Cities”, In Proceedings of 9th International Conference on Design Science Research in Information
Systems and Technology (DESRIST), Miami.

Maccani, G., Donnellan, B., Helfert, M. 2014b. “Systematic Problem Formulation in Action Design
Research: The Case of Smart Cities”, in Proceedings of 22nd European Conference on Information
Systems (ECIS), Tel Aviv, Israel.

Miles, M. B., and Huberman, A. M. 1994. “Qualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook,” (2nd ed.).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Nam, T. and Pardo, T.A., 2011. “Conceptualizing smart city with dimensions of technology, people, and
institutions”. In Proceedings of the 12th Annual International Digital Government Research
Conference: Digital Government Innovation in Challenging Times (pp. 282-291). ACM.

Naphade, M., Banavar, G., Harrison, C., Paraszczak, J. and Morris, R. 2011. “Smarter cities and their
innovation challenges,” Computer, 44(6), pp.32-39.

Thirty Seventh International Conference on Information Systems, Dublin 2016 9



Enabling Factors for Smart Cities

Okoli, C. and Schabram, K., 2010. “A guide to conducting a systematic literature review of information
systems research,” Sprouts Work. Pap. Inf. Syst, 10, p.26.

Orlikowski, W. and Baroudi, J. 1991. “Studying Information Technology in Organizations: Research
Approaches and Assumptions,” Information Systems Research (2) 1991, pp. 1-28.

Palys, T. 2008. “Purposive sampling,” The Sage encyclopedia of qualitative research methods, 2, pp.697-
698.

Patton, M.Q. 2002. “Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods,” Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Paulin, A. 2016. “Informating Smart Cities Governance? Let Us First Understand the Atoms!” Journal of
the Knowledge Economy 7 (2): 329—43.

Ramaswamy, V., Kerimcan, O. 2014 “The Co-creation Paradigm” Stanford University Press, Stanford

Sarantakos, S., 2012. “Social research,” Palgrave Macmillan.

Schaffers, H., Komninos, N., Pallot, M., Aguas, M., Almirall, E., Bakici, T., Barroca, J., Carter, D., Corriou,
M., Fernadez, J. and Hielkema, H. 2012. “Smart cities as innovation ecosystems sustained by the future
internet,” Fireball, White Paper.

Schuurman, D., Baccarne, B.,, De Marez, L. and Mechant, P. 2012. “Smart ideas for smart cities:
Investigating crowdsourcing for generating and selecting ideas for ICT innovation in a city
context,” Journal of theoretical and applied electronic commerce research, 7(3), pp.49-62.

Sein, K. M., Henfridsson, O., Purao, S., Rossi, M., Lindgren, R. 2011. “Action Design Research,” MIS
Quarterly, Volume 35 Issue 1, pp.37-56.

Stake, R. E. 2006. “Multiple Case Study Analysis,” NY: The Guilford Press.

Taylor,S., Zook, M. and Wiig, A. 2015. “The ‘Actually Existing Smart City.”” Cambridge Journal of

Regions, Economy and Society 8 (1): 13—25.

Tranos, E. and Gertner, D. 2012. “Smart networked cities?,” Innovation: The European Journal of Social
Science Research, 25(2), pp.175-190.

Walsham, G. 1995. “Interpretive Case Studies in IS research: Nature and Method,” European Journal of
Information Systems (4), pp. 74-81.

Webster, J. and Watson, R.T. 2002. “Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a Literature
Review,” MIS quarterly, 26(2), pp.13-23.

Thirty Seventh International Conference on Information Systems, Dublin 2016 10



