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ABSTRACT  

The aim of this thesis is to explain how interventions can refine the co-creation process of smart city 

development in India. Few have looked at interventions as a driver to increment co-creation process 

for joint solution development. The research contributes to the literature of co-creation, 

demonstrating how the process can be improved through interventions 

Co-creation is explained by a social constructionism approach as we need to understand different 

stakeholders’ perspectives. This approach allows us to interpret each actor's understanding of co-

creation process to see how it can be incremented to develop a new perspective on intervention.  

Choosing 100 Smart Cities Mission in India as our case we look at how co-creation for smart city 

development in India occurs and can be refined.  Through the 100 Smart Cities Mission guidelines 

various stakeholders are involved in co-creation of solutions for smart cities. This gives 

opportunities for interventions to increment the process. Through the case study we will analyze how 

interventions can refine the co-creation process for smart city development in the 100 Smart City 

Challenge.  

We argue that there are a range of issues in process for smart city development in India. First there is 

a lack of know-how and skills to implement the ideas on a local level. Second, there is no common 

understanding or clear definition of what a smart city is in India, which makes the projects hard or 

impossible to implement for the local authorities and for citizens hard to grasp. Finally, value of 

smart projects depends on actor’s perspectives.  

Interventions can refine co-creation process through creation of learning experiences at the city level 

to ensure proper implementation of projects. More importantly, solution development has to be 

driven by users’ needs for successful co-creation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

When the Indian prime minister Narendra Modi in 2016 marked the first anniversary of the 'Smart 

City Mission' (SMC/the Mission), he called the project a “mass movement” (The Indian Express, 

2016) and stated that Indians are very smart, and wonders will happen. Now citizens, and not just 

politicians and people from the authorities, would be heard and engaged in jointly finding solutions 

for the poor Indian infrastructure to meet basic needs in the cities, that grow with more than five 

million people every day in India. Hence, co-creation a dynamic process where actors apply and 

integrate resources for their own benefit or the benefit of others to create a shared understanding 

directed towards a common goal. 

“Cities have the ability to digest/absorb poor people and that is why people from village 

migrate to cities,” he said (The Indian Express, 2016). 

Today, the SMC is on its third year, and though there are positive stories to tell, there are also a lot 

of challenges. The intentions and the outline of the project are promising, but co-creation and 

engagement of citizens are not common in India, and the country has seen numerous projects failing, 

either before or after they were implemented. Often, some part of the co-creation between 

government, citizens and private or foreign entities have failed. 

Thus, this study purposes the following research question: 

How interventions can refine the model of co-creation for Smart Cities developments in India? 

Explained, we are looking at how interventions can foster enhance co-creation process and the 

relationship between two partners, citizens and government and other stakeholders, which in turn 

will help Indian cities to cope with the huge challenges that arise, when already crowded cities invite 

more and more people in. In India, the cities grow with more than five million people every day, and 

the traffic is extremely dense and polluting, there is no clean water for all and less than half the 

garbage is properly taken care off. 

There is a lot at stake, and India has a huge interest in getting this right, and that is the reason 

Narendra Modi not only launched the SMC in 2015 but also funding of 15 billion dollars. Not a 

small amount of money for India with a huge population living in poverty. 

The leaders of all the smart cities have been given special powers and competences, the citizens have 

been promised a place in the decision making and the grants are there to be applied for. The cities 

are growing with an unprecedented speed, and there is an urgent need for Smart solutions. 
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smart city development is guided by clear policies from GoI bringing different stakeholders together 

to find solutions to urban problems. Therefore, it is of interest to study different stakeholders’ 

perspectives in India participating in Smart City development. Studies in this field have mostly 

focused on the strategic outline of guidelines as well as citizen engagement (Datta, A. (2015), 

Shapiro, J. M. (2006), Sadoway, D., & Shekhar, S. (2014), Khatoun, R., & Zeadally, S. (2016) and 

technological solutions (Goodspeed, R. (2014), Perera, C., Zaslavsky, A., Christen, P., & 

Georgakopoulos, D. (2014), Bélissent, J. (2010)). However, there is little already developed 

knowledge on how interventions refine the co-creation process for smart city development. 

Therefore, this study is of highest relevance since it will examine how co-creation occurs in India, 

and identifies how this process can be enhanced for better solution development for cities. This 

research has an explorative approach to identify how interventions refine co-creation process for 

smart city development, which could be useful for stakeholders that are involved in co-creation 

process in the future. 

To find an answer to our research question, the existing literature on co-creation, is firstly presented 

and discussed. At this stage, we will have compiled our observations and conclusions for the 

theoretical framework which provides the basis for our analysis. Secondly, in the background 

chapter the current situation in India is approached, which incorporates besides the country’s urban 

challenges, the concept of smart cities. After explaining our methodology which will discuss our 

research method as well as design. Finally, the core of our research is presented in the findings 

section. The paper is then rounded-up with a discussion and conclusion. 

THEORETICAL DISCUSSION ON CO-CREATION 

To get a proper insight to co-creation and it importance for smart city development in India, the first 

part of the Literature Review aims at grasping the concept of the market and its transition from a 

goods-dominant logic (GDL) to the new service-dominant logic (SDL). Moreover, attention needs to 

be drawn on the meaning of value and resources and in connection market activities and relation 

between participants. We start out by looking back at GDL and the defining of value-in-exchange. 

Specific attention is given to predetermined roles of consumer and company, the producer of value. 

We then move to differentiating between operand and operant resources to understand value 

creation and accordingly, develop an understanding of SDL and new perception on value creation 

and definition of value-in-use. With this research, special attention had been brought to the shift of 

economic activities from passive exchange to innovative ways of interacting, in short, co-creation.  



6 

The second part of the theoretical review focuses on the study of the co-creation process by drawing 

on SDL. It relates to the main concepts of service, value-in-use and the importance of operant 

resources by taking a micro-perspective on interpersonal relationship between two actors such as 

customer and company. A macro-perspective is successively discussed highlighting the importance 

to lookup from micro-perspective to understand how collective actors are learning together through 

co-creation.  

The third part introduces determinant elements of co-creation performance, as communication and 

knowledge creation through shared experiences. Respectively, the potential downsides of co-creation 

activities are also presented, giving awareness for the risks of opportunistic behaviors. Finally, this 

chapter will be rounded up with the substantive findings from previous contributors to the co-

creation field, hence providing the basis for our own contributions for the field of research.  

SHIFT IN PERSPECTIVE OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 

GOODS-DOMINANT-LOGIC  

The well-established GDL (see Image 1) assumes that value is embedded and exchanged in tangible 

goods, while services were a feature of produced goods, an intangible product1. This perspective has 

been the foundation of the existing industrial system for a long time. Hence, through performed 

activities value was created inside the firm which later has been extended to the concept of value 

chain and more importantly outside the market, whereas, the customer’s role was limited to 

consumption (Porter, 1980). Consequently, the market functioned as exchange forum disconnected 

from value creation. Value was only created outside the market and was determined by the marketer. 

The market’s purpose was to exchange value between actors such as company and customer 

(Marshall, 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). In short, relation 

between customer as consumer and company as producer was limited to a passive exchange.  

Image  1 Goods-Dominant Logic (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a) 

 

                                                           
1 In the following we will not distinguish between goods and services but refer to both when mentioning goods  
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Accordingly, in GDL value proposes value-in-exchange and refers to the number of commodities 

which can be obtained in exchange for another. Accordingly, wealth was created through acquisition 

of goods (Smith, 2015). Therefore, the price determined by market factors is a measurement of 

value-in-exchange (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). Companies’ focus was 

on matching supply and demand resulting in a one-way process of value exchange with a passive 

customer. The goal was to maximize income by manufacturing goods in most efficient way and 

selling them (Kotler, 2002). Obviously, by looking at the relationship between two actors and 

accordingly applying a micro-perspective, in this case, company and customer, the assumption of 

GDL is that value creation is reserved to the producer in contrast; the role of the consumer is limited 

to obtaining and consuming not taking part in value creation process but destroying value through 

consumption. Hence, different actors such as a private company, end-user, NGO or public entity take 

either the role of consumer or producer in economic activity.  

In short, actors and market have clearly defined and distinct roles in GDL. Moreover, 

communication is a directed, one-way flow, from producer to consumer. Hence, interaction is 

limited to transaction or exchange at one point at a time, more specifically at the point of sale. 

Indeed, firms’ value creation activities require resources supporting value creation. 

ROLE OF RESOURCES  

For value creation process firms draw on resources supporting manufacturing process to create 

value. GDL draws on concept of operand resources defined as static and tangible resource, for 

example, natural resources that can be obtained for advantage. In contrast, there are operant 

resources, namely, skills and knowledge, which we will discuss in connection with new perspective 

on economic activities. As Malthus pointed out already in 1798, operand resources are scarce 

creating competition over acquiring operand resources to support manufacturing process of goods. 

Undeniably, GDL focuses on getting access to operand resources to manufacture goods to exchange 

on market by targeting the customer (Vargo & Lusch, 2008). As discussed before, through 

consumption of goods customers destroy value. Obviously, one has to keep in mind that through 

focusing economic activity on manufacturing goods and basing value creation on buying and selling 

of products, is unsustainable.  

Without doubt, the traditional market perspective is goods-centric with a focus on one actor’s 

manufactured output and its distribution. Value is embedded in tangible goods and tangible features 

exchanged on markets and where roles of actors are clearly defined and bounded. In short, relations 

between actors are transactional with passive exchange as only interaction.  Additionally, GDL’s 

one-sided perspective on producer clearly limits perception of economic activity and limit solution 
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development for urban infrastructure in India. Thus, in the following we will identify challenges 

inherent in GDL perspective to give understanding on necessity of shift in perspective.  

DRIVERS FOR SHIFTING PERSPECTIVE 

Vargo and Lusch (2008) discuss several problems inherent in GDL. Firstly, it is not tangible goods 

that consumers demand but intangible features such as reputation, brand, experiences, and a solution 

to problem (Lusch & Vargo, 2006a; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vargo & Lusch, 2006).  To illustrate, it 

is not the hammer per se that consumers want to possess but more a want to put a nail in the wall to 

hang a picture. In short, consumers demand a solution for a specific problem- they want to get a job 

done. In this case, hanging picture on wall. Secondly, as we discussed in detail before, GDL is 

goods-focused with passive consumer. Clearly, GDL gives an obsolete perspective on economic 

activities as for example multi-stakeholder activities demonstrate. Different entities come together to 

jointly find a solution to a problem. Participant’s roles might be blurry and interaction not limited to 

selling and buying but teaching and learning to develop solution. Indeed, new forms of interactions 

exist which clearly, influence traditional perception of roles and relation between participants. 

Thirdly, services which are intangible and heterogenic in nature do not seem to fit GDL. Services in 

GDL are always connected to goods, for example, after-sales-service as pointed out by Vargo and 

Lusch (2006). As by definition, services are produced at the same time as consumption, thereby 

GDL does not seem to be applicable as we have seen earlier value is created outside the market by 

the firm only. Different problems in GDL are obvious limiting ways to solve problems towards 

smarter cities, and therefore, we have to rethink the foundation of industrial system by shifting the 

focus to operant resources as implied by SDL. Consequently, we provide understanding on meaning 

and role of operant resources.  

IMPORTANCE OF OPERANT RESOURCES  

To highlight the importance of the shifting perspective, we move focus to operant resources. As 

Penrose (1959 in Penrose, 2015) argues, operant resources, such as skills and knowledge, are more 

important than operand resources. Characterized by intangibility, infinity and dynamic operant 

resources’ application on operand resources are triggering effects and creation of more operant 

resources.  

Obviously, operant resources are crucial as they are necessary for using operand resources which is 

applicable for companies as well as customers. As a matter of fact, skills and knowledge are 

necessary to transform operand resources. Such is also the case with a passive technology or patent 

exchange, which must be accompanied by knowledge and skills (to be integrated by the individual, 
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or the organizations) to handle the object effectively. Such binding between knowledge and 

technology is framed as the know-how (Cummings & Teng, 2003; Smith, 2001). One can’t only 

transfer technology to the recipient, but also its properties, and characteristics (Battistella et al., 

2015). The performance of technology or patent transferred will thus, depend on both the source’s 

ability to exchange the know-how to operate the technology, and on the recipient’s ability to 

integrate and apply knowledge. Now operated by a new individual or organization, a new experience 

is created potentially leading to new knowledge generation. 

In connection, the company but also the consumer holds operant resources which they can apply and 

by doing so, perform a job for others which has been mentioned already by Smith (1776 in 2015). 

However, he developed the concept of the market around a time where the assumption was that 

operant resources were only able to move by sending the person or embedded in goods in exchange 

as we have seen in GDL. For example, when a technician needs to travel to explain to a customer 

how a newly acquired machine functions. Hence, the technician transfers knowledge which a 

customer can integrate and apply himself. As a result, the customer has the opportunity to create new 

skills and knowledge. It is obvious, that through application and integration of operant resources 

new operant resources are created. 

Clearly, digitalization and globalization changed our perspective of the economic system as operant 

resources and can exist and travel without being embedded in goods or connected to people, for 

example, information technology or telecommunication systems (Normann, 2001). Accordingly, 

operant resources can travel without being embedded in tangible goods or people (Vargo & Lusch, 

2004). As a matter of fact, Bastiat (1848) argued that services can be exchange for services, and 

hence, disconnected value from goods. Therefore, integration and application of operant resources 

are vital. Hence, we can argue as Vargo and Lusch (2004) that application of operant resources is 

the basis of economic activities and accordingly, opportunities rise to interact and do things 

differently. Obviously, perspective on market activities must be revised. 

In this section, we made it obvious why GDL is not applicable. We must change perspective to 

understand economic activity to improve cities. Thus, setting the foundation to discuss the new 

perspective of the market, namely SDL with focus on operant resources. We have defined and 

discussed the application of resources and how they are the basis of economic activity. Therefore, in 

the next chapter we connect operant resources to SDL and how SDL applies to co-creation of value. 
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THE NEW DOMINANT LOGIC – SERVICE-DOMINANT LOGIC 

We will start by defining service, hence providing the ground to move to the explanation of value 

creation process in SDL. After understanding the basis and foundation of the new perspective on 

economic activity, we will elaborate on a more updated view on SDL by moving our perspective 

away from interpersonal level between two actors towards a macro-perspective. 

DEFINING SERVICE 

As we already established, application of operant resources is basis of economic activity. Vargo and 

Lusch (2004) have developed the foundation of new SDL adding to marketing and management 

(Marshall, 2013; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Vargo & Lusch, 2004). The authors introduce the 

notion service to define the application of operant resources by one entity for another entity’s 

benefit. Attention must be drawn on the fact that services (plural) in Smith (1776 in 2015) and GDL 

is different from service (singular) as defined by Vargo and Lusch (2004). Indeed, service is hard to 

grasp. To illustrate by looking at relationship between customer and company, both actors jointly 

integrate and apply operant and operand, in short, resources for own or the other actor’s benefit, 

namely value and more specifically, value-in-use which was discussed and defined in detail in 

previous section. To avoid complexity and to provide a general understanding of the co-creation 

process in the following, we will refer to general notion of value by introducing new perspective, 

value-in-use at a later stage.  

Contradicting to GDL, in SDL both actors are creating value together by service-for-service 

exchange. This means, co-creating value by applying and integrating resources. Accordingly, the 

customer is a co-creator of value which gives him an active role in value creation and therefore, has 

responsibility in co-creation process. Indeed, service-for-service and hence co-creation, is a process 

which makes it dynamic in nature (Lusch, Vargo, & Wessels, 2008; Spohrer & Maglio, 2008). 

Indeed, Vargo and Lusch (2006) divide service into direct and indirect processes. Accordingly, 

directly applying resources or by indirectly sharing money for already applied resources. Clearly, 

actor’s resources encompass operant and operand resource. Hence, as Arnould et al. (2006) point 

out, it is significant that actors are not only possessing operant, divided into physical, cultural and 

social, but also operand resources, for example, money which influence actor's’ life goals and 

thereby their activities. As the employment of operand resources depend on actors’ operant 

resources, both must always be considered in connection. Overall, this means that service moves 

away from passive exchange but focuses on experiences which are co-created by both company and 
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most importantly, the customer. In connection, economic activities are the result of application and 

integration of resources.  

SDL with a focus on consumer and company co-creating value sheds light on new opportunities of 

working together, namely co-creation. Therefore, it is not surprising that co-creation of value has 

recently become major topic of discussion in academic literature and is a broad expression referring 

to the process of entities actively creating value together. The concept became increasingly well-

known when C.K. Prahalad and V. Ramaswamy (2000) published their article “Co-Opting Customer 

Competence”. The authors define co-creation as “creating an experience environment in which 

consumers can have active dialogue and co-construct personalized experiences” and take a holistic 

view on co-creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b). Co-creation is a blurry concept of working 

together. To better understand the process and to lay the foundation, it is necessary to discuss 

concepts in SDL in detail. By replacing GDL with SDL interactions and roles of participants change 

and hence, the relationship between market actors. Therefore, we must rethink the role of customer 

and company and the whole value creation process which long has been the foundation of economic 

system. 

VALUE CREATION PROCESS IN SERVICE-DOMINANT-LOGIC  

As the purpose of economic activity is value creation, we will start by looking at meaning of value in 

SDL. As defined earlier, service-for-service activity is the foundation of co-creation process, the 

application of resources by one actor for benefit of another entity or own. Hence, it is obvious that 

the notion of value-in-exchange is not applicable. Vargo and Lusch (2004) (cf. (Lusch et al., 2008; 

Vargo & Lusch, 2006, 2006; Vargo & Lusch, 2008) draw on another definition of value proposed by 

Adam Smith (1776 in 2015) namely, value-in-use which will be discussed in the following. 

Defining Value  

Value-in-use is defined by the benefits of a good’s usage and therefore, can be different from value-

in-exchange. The company offers value propositions and only the consumer can create and 

determine the value by the good’s usage and adoption to their need. For that reason, value is 

contextual in nature. Moreover, the company can only create value jointly with the customer but 

never independently. In fact, value-in-use must be applied to understand value creation. The market 

consists of dynamic systems where agents, processes, and resources interact with each other to create 

value. Hence, co-creation is a multidirectional process where participants incorporate and apply 

resources for their advantage and the benefit of others. Clearly, SDL shifts focus to the customer. 

The customers role is shifted from passive consumption to being central in value creation process by 
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being the co-creator as well as determiner of value. Both consumer and company are interacting with 

each other to apply and incorporate resources to co-create a solution for specific problem. 

Similarly, Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000) examined the market as a forum in which consumer 

play an important role in creating value. Roles are unstructured with customers engaging in active 

dialogue applying their skills and knowledge demanding and wanting to co-create personalized 

experiences. Similarly, to SDL, Edvardsson, Tronvoll, and Gruber (2011) defined service as 

connected interactions that offer a solution to customer problem. However, Grönroos (2011) argues 

that the nature of value creation and hence, value co-creation within SDL is unclear. Notably, 

viewing value creation as an all-encompassing process, with customer and company being value 

creator or co-creator, contradicts with definition of value-in-use. In contrast to service-dominant 

logic, in service logic firms are only able to provide potential value-in-use for other actors. Only 

through customer’s sphere’s access companies get the opportunity to influence customer’s value 

creation process which is possible by directly interacting with customer. By accessing and operating 

in each other’s sphere, provider and customer develop a joint platform where they can actively 

influence each other’s process and co-create together. If not, the company is a value facilitator for 

the customer as seen in Image 2 (Grönroos & Gummerus, 2014; Grönroos & Ravald, 2011; 

Grönroos & Voima, 2012). Clearly, SDL as originally developed by Vargo and Lusch (2004) needs 

to be further improved and defined. 

Image  2 Joint Value Creation Process in SDL (adapted from Grönroos, 2011) 

  

Nevertheless, SDL changes the perspective of the market and value creation process. In accordance 

with SDL, the end user must be the focus of economy and hence, the determiner of value and not a 

passive target as proposed by GDL. However, as pointed out a customer and company can only 

interact with access to each other’s processes. Only then is co-creation happening to jointly develop 

solution to specific problem. Nevertheless, adding to this, when looking at co-creation actors’ roles 

are dynamic in nature (Edvardsson et al., 2011) and value creation is always two-sided determined 

by value-in-use and as a result, the provider also determines value, for example, financial value-in-



13 

use and hence, value depends always on the actor’s perspective (Ballantyne & Varey, 2006; 

Grönroos, 2011). To illustrate, a producer can incorporate consumers’ financial resources and apply 

them for further development of value proportions. This brings us to an important aspect in 

economic activity, namely, resources.  

Role of Resources 

To solve specific problems, resources need to be applied and integrated. As Jaakkola and Alexander 

(2014)) propose it is crucial for actors to be able to apply their own resources to augment offerings 

and hence, increase potential value for them and other actors. Indeed, value for actors depends on 

access and usage of resources (Normann, 2001). Moreover, the integration of customer’s resources 

by a company affects the joint value creation process and enhances potential value-in-use. In 

addition, the customer’s application of resources influences other actors in their behavior and value 

perception which might lead to the other actor’s resource application and as a result, opportunities 

for co-creation emerge. As Payne, Storbacka, and Frow (2008) argue, to increase efficiency or 

effectiveness of resource integration, actors must be able to influence other actor’s process or give 

them access to relevant resources which they may apply. 

To illustrate, to hang a picture on the wall the individual needs specific operand resources such as 

the hammer and a nail as well as operant resources the information how to use the hammer or how 

the picture can be hanged to the wall and most probably, the help of the neighbor who knows how to 

use hammer or a manual provided by company. By integrating and applying these resources an 

experience is co-created and new resources (operand as well as operant) that create value and can be 

applied to the market. For example, the customer gains knowledge about how to use hammer to 

make noise. By applying the knowledge, he can use hammer for different purpose, such as a gavel. 

In short, the co-creation process is driven by individual experiences which are applied to relationship 

between actors by giving access to processes which influence interaction and lead to new 

experiences for all actors. It is obvious that experiences influence co-creation process significantly. 

Moreover, we agree on the argument that is implied by SDL that value is always directly or 

indirectly co-created between actors for own benefit or benefit of another entity. In the following we 

refer to value-in-use as value if not stated otherwise.  

MULTI-LEVEL PERSPECTIVE ON CO-CREATION PROCESS 

Fundamentally, research in service-dominant logic and co-creation focuses on value-in-use within 

co-creation process by looking at co-creation from a micro perspective, the interpersonal level 

between two actors such as company-customer or supplier-customer, often to avoid complexity (cf. 
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(Grönroos & Voima, 2012; Lusch & Vargo, 2006b; Payne et al., 2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2006, 2006; Vargo & Lusch, 2008). In fact, the co-creation process can be divided into 

three static spheres according to Chandler and Vargo (2011), hence temporal spheres as seen in 

Table 1. First, the micro level where two individual actors are linked. Thus, the context is framed by 

direct interaction through service-for-service exchange. Secondly, the meso level mapping of 

indirect service-for-service exchange between two actors through direct exchange by one actor to the 

other two actors. Accordingly, it is important to remember that actors do not have to be directly 

linked to co-create value together. Finally, the macro level which focuses on complex network of 

direct and indirect sharing by actors. 

Tabel 1 Static Spheres of Co-creation Process (adapted from Chandler and Vargo (2011, p.42) 

Sphere  Unit of Analysis Contextual Framing of 

Activity 

Static Micro-Level Dyads 

 

Static Meso-Level  Triads 

 

Static Macro-Level  Complex Networks 

 

Moreover, SDL as implied by Vargo and Lusch (2004) demonstrates that all entities such as 

consumer, private entities as well as public entities or NGOs to name a few, are resource integrators 

as well as applicators and accordingly, can co-create value together by interacting. The basis of 

value co-creation is actors’ application and integration of own and other actor’s resources for own 

benefit or benefit of another actor (Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008). This means, that every actor is 

resource integrator exchanging service-for-service. Therefore, no distinct and predetermined roles 

are inherent. More specifically, every actor is equal. Moreover, no single entity holds totality of 

resources. Hence, need to co-create value is obvious as we have discussed. In view of that, 2011, 

Vargo and Lusch revised the service dominant logic by applying a macro systematic perspective to 

understand how individual actors can influence co-creation process. The authors move away from 

interpersonal relationship of for example consumer and company. As a result, all actors in co-
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creation of value are equally integrating and applying resources. Actors can refer to any entity 

participating in co-creation process as for example consumer, company, supplier, NGOs, public 

company, […]. Accordingly, in the next part macro-perspective of co-creation process will be 

examined.  

Macro-Perspective 

The Macro-Perspective activities consist of resource integration and application, taking part in 

service-for-service processes. Co-creation is at that time a multidirectional process consisting of a 

general actor-to actor (A2A) interaction where participants incorporate resources for their advantage 

and the benefit of others  

Based on the A2A theory from Vargo and Lusch (2011), Ekman et al. (2016) suggest that actors 

involved in service network value co-creation may have varying roles, even simultaneously. 

Refuting the idea of static roles, all actors may be beneficiary and providers, active or passive, 

regards to value creation process. The role that each actor plays depends on how aligned the value 

proposition is with their operations and goals. Hence, changing conditions might have an impact on 

actors’ role; consequently, the level of engagement may vary over time.  In short, the market consists 

of dynamic systems where agents, processes, and resources interact to create. 

Following Vargo and Lusch (2011), many scholars contributed to the view of interactions and 

resource integration as the basis of value co-creation in an A2A network (Edvardsson et al., 2011; 

Ekman et al. 2016; Gummesson & Mele, 2010; Storbacka, Brodie, Böhmann, Maglio, & Nenonen, 

2016).  Actors can take part and support each other’s value creation process by integrating actor’s 

operand and operant resources into another’s actor’s processes according to preferences, 

expectations and abilities. Gummesson and Mele (2010) describe resource integration as giving 

opportunities to individual actor to become member of a network targeted to solve a specific 

problem. Nevertheless, resources must be integrated into value creating networks to provide mutual 

benefits for every actor who are actively linking resources. Otherwise, resources become invaluable. 

Therefore, it is vital for actors to be able to successfully integrate into the network to play a role in 

value creation and process development. Matching visions, resources, as well as operations, is a 

prerequisite for mutual value creation. Indeed, matching is a dynamic social process evolving from 

individual actor’s view to network view shaped by perceived reality. Accordingly, resource 

integration influences experience and value and gives opportunity for future interaction and 

therefore, resource integration is main enabler of co-creation process. Through resource integration 

and application, actors create a shared understanding about how to solve a problem by teaching and 

learning together. This dynamic process is driven by experience.  
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DYNAMIC NATURE OF CO-CREATION 

The latter three levels combined in the dynamic meta layer creates a service ecosystem through 

institutionalization of resources (Chandler & Vargo, 2011). To illustrate, as we have argued in 

previous section, that no actor holds totality of knowledge and skills. Moreover, it requires 

incorporation and application of other actors’ resources to create new operant resources. 

Accordingly, every entity creates operant resources jointly with other actors directly or indirectly by 

interacting. In short, teaching and learning together and hence, developing a shared understanding on 

how to solve problems. Therefore, a shared sustainable knowledge in which everyone believes in 

that is driven by experience evolves and gives meaning to value-in-use. Multiple actors are coming 

together to co-create new routines and hence, change occurs not only at an individual level but 

across ecosystem.  

Accordingly, value co-creation occurs even outside of the dyad, the interpersonal relationship 

between two actors (Table 1)). Co-creation arises between the network service level, and impacts the 

whole society of which the network (and each actor) is part. In understanding basic aspects of SDL 

relating to social systems in which service exchange and value co-creation are embedded, it is 

obvious that value might be asymmetric for different agents involved in co-creation process. 

Multiple types of value may be perceived in service system network; each generic actor may identify 

different types of value, and may perceive it differently (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Ekman et al. 2016; 

Kazadi, Lievens, & Mahr, 2016). More importantly, individual actors may experience value creation 

as well as contribute to value fulfillment. Hence, the value-generating process becomes embedded in 

the dyad and the larger network (Ekman et al., 2016)., Subconsciously, value perception is 

influenced by specific social contexts in which it is presented as well as information asymmetry. As 

a result, service exchange might result in unequal benefit for agents involved (Edvardsson et al., 

2011). Without a doubt, to grasp the nature of value creation we must keep the broader perspective 

of the creation process in mind, and how actors co-create to create shared knowledge space.  

In a similar way, by studying behavior on each level, whether it is an individual (micro: attending), 

in a group (meso: conversing), or in an organization (macro; organizing), Scharmer et al. (2015) 

explains the change between the levels as an upgrade in the awareness of the participants in a 

system. As a result, the authors develop the Matrix of Social Evolution as seen in Table 2. In line 

with Chandler and Vargo (2011)’s meta layer, the authors include the sphere mundo, which consists 

of a global system where the whole eco-system takes joint actions to co-create. In the matrix, the 

example of listening has been used shifting from detachment of old patterns, to deep awareness to 

create new traditions.  
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Tabel 2 Matrix of Social Evolution (Scharmer & Kaufer, 2013) 

 

More importantly, actors within the service ecosystem interacting with each other in value creation 

process can be connected through platforms giving opportunities for value co-creation (Storbacka et 

al., 2016). By acknowledging that the roles are not predetermined in the co-creation process, all 

actors are resource integrators engaging in service-for-service exchange. As a result, mechanisms, 

namely institutions, exist that through a coordination of actors that enable resource integration and 

application (Vargo & Lusch, 2011). Thereby, value creation is limited or fostered by the ecosystem 

(Vargo & Lusch, 2016) and dependent on the integration of resources of different entities 

(Edvardsson, Kristensson, Magnusson, & Sundström, 2012). To give an example, different state 

initiatives such as funding for collaborative solution development or laws that can foster co-creation 

between entities, whereas control, bureaucracy and corruption could render co-creation by hindering 

access to sphere. As we examined, technology based platforms provide an opportunity to access a 

higher number of actors at low costs (Sawhney, Verona, & Prandelli, 2005) and lead to new ways of 

interaction and doing things. Without a doubt, a dynamic ecosystem evolves with every actor being a 

resource integrator and applier creating value together for own benefit or the benefit of another 

entity, co-creating value. 

For that reason, context in which actors are embedded and hence, become actors themselves, is 

defined by structures. It is difficult to distinguish actors’ roles due to different visions, values, needs 

or goals in contrast, most of the times they are equally connected by structures such as countries, 

neighborhood, and culture in which they can pursue activities. The context in which they are 

embedded influences the development and limitation of activities, hence the co-creation process 
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(Lusch et al., 2008; Lusch & Vargo, 2006b; Lusch & Vargo, 2006a; Vargo & Lusch, 2004, 2008, 

2011). In this line, Edvardsson et al. (2011) point out that it is important to remember that context 

determines adequate process. Moreover, the actors’ position, functions and interactions within social 

system needs to be considered as part of resources included in value proposition. This is especially 

true for individual needs, perceptions and reality that need to be understood for a greater awareness 

and understanding of value co-creation process. However, it is important to keep in mind that service 

exchange and roles constantly change as agents can learn through interaction and innovation, and are 

able to adapt to dynamic social system. Accordingly, co-creation process is fostered or limited by the 

context. To illustrate, sharing of knowledge might be limited when actors do not speak the same 

language. Adding to this, different cultures influence the co-creation process as well and hence, co-

creation has a different meaning as for example in different countries or regions. 

The second part of our literature review provided us with explanations and understanding of the new 

SDL and its applicability to the co-creation process. In connection, we discussed the co-creation of 

value, drawing on the notion value-in-use. By doing so we applied the co-creation process on an 

individual, hence, interpersonal level between a consumer and producer. Given the limited 

understanding of the nature of co-creation that can be grasped from a micro perspective, we 

developed on different views by zooming out to A2A level for a broader picture of the ecosystem 

where co-creation occurs.  

In context to our research, adopting the macro perspective will be of relevant usage when trying to 

identify the sources of value creation along the process of co-creation for smart solutions. Once the 

co-creation process in India has been identified, interventions can be analyzed. On this note, as we 

are looking at value creation from macro-perspective, value creation performance will also depend 

on personal features, individually or in a group. The third and last section of our theoretical 

background chapter will focus on these traits that might determine the direction of co-creation and 

the performance of value generation. 

PARAMETERS OF CO-CREATION PROCESS 

INTERACTION  

Interaction between actors is essential for the co-creation process, with dialogue the most important 

type of interaction that fosters potential value co-creation. More precisely, dialogue between actors 

is a process of learning together (Ballantyne, 2003). Firstly, following Ballantyne and Varey (2006) 

s and Jouny-Rivier, Reynoso, and Edvardsson (2017)’s argumentation, through dialogue actors 
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develop an understanding of other actor’s perspective which leads to joint solution development of 

identified problems. Secondly, actors are more likely to develop a common understanding of issues 

through dialogues as actors become attentive to other actors, as well as their own routines and beliefs 

and can confront them. Thirdly, objectives and responsibilities in the value creation process needs to 

be articulated beforehand. Moreover, dialogue between potential partners before and during the co-

creation process is important. Finally, as a result, dialogue innovatively disrupts actor’s beliefs and 

through mutual commitment and trust dialogue will result in positive outcomes. Furthermore, it is 

the integration of resources through co-creation influenced by communication that contributes to a 

joint solution development. Trust is a prerequisite for open as well as frequent dialogue and hence, to 

knowledge sharing that fosters reevaluation of previously acquired knowledge. In summary, the 

relationship between actors evolves through continuous interaction and the joint learning process 

driven by shared interests. 

Clearly, scholars agree (cf. Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012; Gummesson & Mele, 2010, 2010; 

Olson & Bakke, 2001; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004b; Vargo 

& Lusch, 2008, 2016) that communication is critical for a successful co-creation process. 

Communication fosters learning through a company’s sharing of critical information and teaching. 

Put differently, through clear articulation of the value proposition, actors can improve integration of 

their own and other actors’ resources (Payne et al., 2008). Combining the discussion by Kazadi et al. 

(2016) and Mayangsari and Novani (2015), it is obvious that for the actual development of a solution 

it requires an actor’s ability to find and attract appropriate stakeholders with critical resources valid 

for the co-creation activities, which may contribute to successful solution development. In short, 

interaction between actors but also to actors outside the network is crucial. It is important to examine 

resources available to different actors, to match them and to identify any missing resources. 

Moreover, interaction gives opportunities to acquire missing resources from actors outside the co-

creation process to lay groundwork for stakeholder co-creation projects.  

As argued by Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2000; 2004b), it is through active dialogue that the 

company can access customer’s skills and knowledge. Dialogue within co-creation process creates 

loyalty as a shared activity among equal partners. Therefore, actors need to create opportunities for 

other actors to take part in co-creation process according to their choice of participation, which 

requires flexibility and the ability to manage different channels of communication. However, risks 

and benefits of communication channels should be analyzed, for example, advantages of face-to face 

conversations may outweigh costs of implementation (Olson & Bakke, 2001). As a matter of fact, 

actors’ understanding of needs influence co-creation process either positively or negatively 
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(Aarikka-Stenroos & Jaakkola, 2012). This is dependent on the embedded context as we have 

examined. For example, different actors have different preferences of communication channels or 

communicate in a certain way whilst other actors in another way. Therefore, dialogue between all 

actors should be established to foster knowledge and resource sharing for value co-creation through 

joint learning and hence, creating a shared understanding and processes.  

Ballantyne (2004) argues that dialogue between actors facilitates trust and as a result learning and 

knowledge creation. As a matter of fact, the author’s definition of dialogue focuses on learning and 

describes dialogue “[…] as an interactive process of learning together” (Ballantyne, 2004, p. 114). 

Communication between actors only occurs when individual actors can draw meaning from 

another’s actor’s message which could be different from intended message. Nevertheless, the joint 

value increases. Two-way communication and more specifically, communication between actors 

characterized by formal as well as informal interaction are crucial for the co-creation of value such 

as team work between companies. In this case, successful dialogue is limited by a willingness to 

listen and learn together by participants to develop a mutual understanding. Moreover, dialogue can 

diminish boundaries and create a path for the co-creation process. Mutual understanding creates 

relationship specific knowledge which may be constantly updated through cycles of learning 

whereas, trust is vital for recognition of knowledge and maintaining creation of new knowledge.  

In sum, dialogue supports relationships with important stakeholders fostering new ideas and solution 

development through mutual understanding. Despite that, communication triggers mutual learning, 

which as pointed out is vital for solution development and will be further discussed in next section. 

JOINT KNOWLEDGE CREATION 

As described by Payne et al. (2008), the co-creation process requires the coordination of actors 

encounters and the value creating processes. In fact, an actor’s learning is the foundation of value 

creation and is based upon gaining crucial knowledge about other actors’ processes through 

encounters (Arnould, E. J., Price, L. L., Malshe, A., 2006) In short, learning is vital for the value co-

creation (Grönroos, 2008; Payne et al., 2008). For example, customers are an important external 

resource of knowledge for a company. As a matter of fact, consumers are the source of unique 

knowledge about their needs and expectations (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004a; Prahalad 

& Ramaswamy, 2004b). In short, integration of actors in the co-creation process as well as being 

integrated into the network is a prerequisite for learning together to create common understanding 

for solution development.  
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However, successful joint knowledge creation always depends on all participants and hence, is partly 

uncontrollable for the actors. Obviously, mutual understanding, language and especially trust are a 

prerequisite for co-creation of unique and valuable exploitative and exploratory knowledge (Kazadi 

et al., 2016; Mahr, Lievens, & Blazevic, 2014). Indeed, it is important to point out that the process of 

knowledge co-creation is not a passive transfer or exchange between actors as they are able to 

actively co-create knowledge together (Etgar, 2006).  As a matter of fact, by following Kazadi et al., 

(2016) in connection with Mayangsari and Novani (2015) who researched organizational learning 

and the capabilities required, we can argue that unique knowledge can only be incorporated and 

created through the interaction between actors. As a matter of fact, through passive transfer of 

resources joint knowledge cannot be created. In addition, co-creation fosters participants’ creativity 

as it develops a unique context itself by creating new ways of interacting and practices. However, by 

looking at cross-sector partnerships (CSP) and the impact on the co-creation process, Dentoni, 

Bitzer, and Pascucci (2016) argue that an actor’s assessment of the environment external to CSP 

decreases in the long-term. Moreover, after co-developing common goals with partners, 

responsiveness to possible new stakeholders declines and accordingly, influences learning from new 

stakeholders. As a result, change based on external stakeholders. In sum, this could have negative 

impact on solution development for problems when companies as well as networks or entire systems 

stop sensing, engaging, learning and changing through external stakeholders. In short, co-creation is 

crucial and gives access to valuable information and knowledge for joint solution development. 

Finally, the knowledge generated during co-creation activities must be successfully captured and 

easily explained. Hence, networks must be tailored at accommodating different communication 

styles and stakeholder cultures, to capture generated knowledge in the development of solutions with 

unusual combinations of actors (Kazadi et al., 2016). This entails not only the knowledge generated 

in interaction between two actors, but also the knowledge generated by interaction among all 

participants. Therefore, proper knowledge capturing and interaction strengthen the ability of 

networks to co-create knowledge.  

In short, complex interactions in the co-creation process promote privileged opportunities for unique 

knowledge access and the creation within specific areas. Indeed, stakeholders can apply unique 

resources (i.e. knowledge and experience) that would not be accessible through passive market 

transactions. Hence, combining different stakeholders simultaneously creates a unique value for the 

development of solutions by providing complementary knowledge and experience for value creation. 

However, it is important to remember that occurrence of conflicts in complex system are likely. For 

that reason, we will tackle possible challenges in co-creation process in the following section.  
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BOUNDARIES OF THE CO-CREATION PROCESS  

Previous research on interactive value creation, namely, co-creation of value through interaction 

between actors, has been cryptic and theoretical. Indeed, co-creation has positive connotation, 

mostly talking about benefits (cf.  (Edvardsson et al., 2011; Lusch & Vargo, 2006a; Vargo et al., 

2008; Vargo & Lusch, 2004) but omitting potential downside of co-creation process. In short, there 

has been missing focus on negative aspect of value creation. By applying a practice-theoretical 

framework, Echeverri and Skalen (2011) emphasize that co-creation cannot only by associated with 

positive results but also with negative outcomes, therefore, both should be considered to describe the 

value co-creation in practice. To do so, the authors introduce value co-destruction. Co-destruction is 

defined by an interaction between producer and consumer that results in a decline in one actor or 

both actors benefit. Nevertheless, decline may be uneven between actors. Applying a macro-

perspective, the value creation process can result in co-destructed value for one actor but may lead to 

co-created value for the other actor. Thus, all actors can intentionally or accidentally misuse own or 

resources of other actors which lasts in value co-destruction for individual actors or whole network 

influencing successful solution development.   

As a result, during value co-creation or co-destruction process, actors may take different subject 

positions according to situation such as, value-co-creator, value co-recoverer, value co-reducer, or 

value co-destroyer where actors shift from co-creation to co-destruction of value or the other way 

around during practices. Therefore, it is vital to develop a joint understanding on resource usage (Plé 

& Chumpitaz Cáceres, 2010). As previously discussed, successful actors need to agree on practices, 

commitment and understandings about interaction. In contrast, disagreement results in co-destruction 

(Grönroos & Voima, 2012). To illustrate, if an actor is not able to engage successfully in the joint 

sphere, it may not have an impact on the value creation process, although in worst case it might 

result in value co-destruction. Hence, conflicting views must be harmonized between actors to create 

a common vision to prevent potential conflicts stemming from stakeholder diversity and distrust 

among actors (Kazadi et al., 2016). Again, interaction and communication supports the networks to 

overcome potential divergent intended goals, conflict over value appropriation, and different culture 

issues.   

By looking at projects through a network-centered view, Mele (2011) argues that conflicts can be 

task-related, process-related, role-related, affective, or value-related, and will vary according to 

solution development. The effect of a conflict can be either negative or positive influencing on the 

co-creation process. However, constructive resolution of conflicts has a positive effect on trust and 

understanding and strengthens relationships, increasing the value co-creation process. In contrast, the 
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destructive resolution of conflicts worsens interpersonal relationships. The presence of unresolved 

conflicts can be a significant obstacle to the successful co-creation process because it diminishes 

trust, commitment, and cooperation; conversely, it encourages distrust. Hence, procedures and 

routines should foster agreements about goals, tasks, and resources. They should foster listening and 

dialogues to resolve conflicts in a manner that promotes mutual learning to optimize the co-creation 

process. Clearly, co-destruction highlights the dynamic nature of the co-creation process and 

solution development which is not a linear process.  

The review of literature in this Chapter has emphasized the benefits of SDL perspective on economic 

activities and hence, the benefit of value co-creation for solution development. At the micro level, 

the obsolete roles of the value creator and the value consumer vanish. Through integration and 

application of resources for their own benefit or the benefit of another entity in short service-for-

service exchange, value is co-created by both actors. Certain important concepts have been 

introduced, namely service, and value-in-use. In addition, the above discussion highlighted the 

importance of broadening the perspective to an application of macro-perspective. At the macro-level, 

a general A2A network perspective on value co-creation process is obvious. Therefore, in the main 

actors apply and integrate resources for their advantage and the benefit of other actors and hence, co-

creation is a multi-directional process embedded in networks. Nevertheless, we should keep in mind 

the dynamic nature of the co-creation process as through service ecosystem a common 

understanding evolves which triggers change among whole system and lifts knowledge base. As the 

purpose of our research is to look at smart city development in India, the next Chapter aims at 

understanding the concept of a smart city to then highlight India’s current situation along with the 

implementation of 100 Smart Cities Mission. Moreover, in the last part we connect the theoretical 

discussion on co-creation process to smart city development in India.  

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  

After conducting an extensive research on the existing literature on co-creation, this chapter will 

compile our main observations and conclusions bringing together the concepts of service-for service 

activities and value-in-use creation on different levels, determined by examined parameters which 

allows for analyzing how interventions can refine co-creation process for Smart City development in 

India. We model the dynamic nature of co-creation process by assessing actors on the micro level, 

co-creation process on the meso level, and smart city development on the macro-level, and how they 

influence each other (Figure 2).  
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Figure  1 Model of Dynamic Nature of Co-Creation (Own model) 

 

On the micro level, no actor (A in Figure 3) has access to complete resources, operand and operant, 

to develop adequate solution. Moreover, operant resources must be created through actor’s 

application and integration of resources. Therefore, on the meso-level (B in Figure 3) multiple 

stakeholders embedded in networks come together to co-create by applying and integrating resources 

to address issues. Thus, resources are engines for actors’ co-creation activities. These co-creation 

networks are dynamic with varying number of actors involved. Jointly new value is created which no 

actor would have created on its own. As a result, through learning together a shared understanding 

on how to solve a problem emerges as seen on the Figure 3 – left side. In this line, co-creation is 

driven by interactions and active communication which enable actors to share resources, on a macro-

level it enables to scale-up smart city solutions development in India  

On the meso-level, co-creation process is driven by resources of the micro-level empowering 

networks of stakeholders to integrate and apply these resources to jointly create solutions for smart 

cities as seen on the Figure 3 – left side. However, as we have argued, especially operant resources 

are infinite and by applying a worldview the co-created understanding is not optimal. Therefore, to 

improve co-creation process on meso-level and in connection solution development on macro-level, 

it requires new resources to scale-up common understanding. Hence, Interventions (C) are required 

to take part in co-creation process to prevent or alter a result by influencing application and 

integration of resources. These interventions can origin from macro, meso, as well as micro level, 

and come to refine the co-creation process. Based on the theoretical discussion, we developed a 

dynamic co-creation process that evolves over time, as seen Figure 3 – right side. 

Withdrawn from the theoretical background, we observed the following component to foster  co-

creation: i) Interaction must occur between at least two actors, ii) interaction must be translated into 

a willingness to share resources, meaning that there is no passive or active actor only; iii) There 

must be no such thing as opportunistic behavior, being that there must be an alignment of 
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expectation; Finally, iv) co-creation performance will not succeed if value is not generated - value 

has to be created, namely value-in-use. In addition, value is contextual determined by actor, system 

and hence, depends on perspectives. 

Additionally, interaction is addressed as the main trigger to initiate, and subsequently, give 

continuity, to the co-creation process. Hence, based on the existing literature, we identified the 

following five concepts at the micro-level that drive A2A interaction at the meso- level, and 

consequently affect the performance of co-creation for smart city development in India:   

1. Resources: through integration and application of resources, operand as well as operant, for 

own benefit or benefit of another actor, in short, service-for-service exchange is fundamental 

to co-creation process 

2. Motivation: individual motivations respectively interest and needs influence shared goal and 

purpose of co-creation  

3. Experience: knowledge is limited to actor’s experience which acts as a driver of Co-creation 

process 

4. Interaction: with other actors is vital to give Access to each other's processes through 

information sharing and to foster sharing of resources and learning together to path the 

way to shared understanding 

5. Trust: limits and fosters quality of relationship between actors  

Aspects are not independent but somehow interconnected and therefore, influencing each other.  

Although considerable research has been devoted to analyzing co-creation process and how actors at 

micro-level are influencing co-creation process of solution on meso- as well as macro-level, rather 

less attention has been paid to how interventions influence co-creation process and add to shared 

knowledge. The next Chapter will present the development of smart cities in India and will give an 

understanding of the context in which co-creation processes are embedded, which can enable factors 

towards Indians joint development of smart cities.  
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Figure  2 Co-creation process – meso and macro levels (Own model) 
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INDIA’S URBAN GROWTH CHALLENGES 

In India, the cities are facing huge challenges. Not only are they at this very moment 

struggling to provide basic services such as clean water to all citizens, reliable electricity, 

clean air and safe roads, the urban population is also growing rapidly every day, thus adding 

more pressure on the existing, fragile infrastructure and exacerbating existing problems. 

A closer look at the population growth in India’s urban areas shows that they right now grow 

with 5,2 million2 extra citizens every year, and the number of cities with populations of more 

than a million people will jump from 53 in 2011 to 87 in 20303. That year, the total urban 

population is expected to be 590 million, according to McKinsey, which is an addition of 

almost 75 percent in comparison with the 340 million people in 2008 (Sankhe et al. 2010). 

India is in other words undergoing an extraordinary urban transformation4. 

So far, the urban transformation has been inherently unsustainable. On a whole range of 

parameters, such as clean water, sanitation and electricity, India is lacking behind cities in 

economically comparable countries (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2016). 

A few examples: no Indian city receives piped water 24 hours a day all week. Piped water is 

only distributed for a few hours every day, regardless of the available quantities. 18 percent of 

all households in urban areas don't have any access to toilet facilities. And less than a third of 

the human waste generated in cities is disposed in a proper and safe manner, and even when it 

is, there are high chances that it ends in raw sewage which often overflows into open drains 

and puts citizens at risk. There is a myriad of similar problems in other sectors such as energy, 

safety and health. 

The rapid growth of the urban population coupled with the existing challenges in Indian, will 

without any doubt add extra pressure on Indian cities in the near and long future (Singhal, 

Newell, & Nguyen, 2011). For this reason, and as the Indian government has agreed with the 

World Bank (2015), Indian cities need to plan ahead, think innovative and secure a sustainable 

                                                           
2
This number was reached by multiplying the Total Urban Population in India in 2015 (Figure X) by the 

expected Average Annual Rate of Change of Urban Population in India (Figure W) until 2050 and then dividing 

by the number of years in the interval analyzed, 35 years. 
3
Though only 31% of India’s population is classified as urban, 70% of these urban-dwellers live in “100,000 +” 

cities, and 30% in “million +” cities. (Sharma & Ghosh, 2015) 
4
India applies a rather conservative definition of urban areas, which has many areas in India registered as ‘rural’ 

although they visually appear to be urban. The triple criteria are i) a minimum population of 5,000; ii) 75% or 

more of the male working population in non-agricultural occupations; iii) a population density of at least 400 per 

km2. 
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infrastructure rather than just adding changes to deep-rooted problems and irrational or 

traditional patterns. As specified by the World Bank (2015), proper urban development must 

ensure infrastructural, economic and environmental benefits for the citizens and thereby 

provide the prospects of a better life for all. 

In the following, we will address the current situation in India and look at the initiatives 

implemented by the current government in order to address the urban challenges. We will 

discuss the meaning of sustainable urban development and show, why the current government 

is aiming for 'smarter' cities. 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT IN INDIA 

One of the major reasons for the growing problems with infrastructure and urban service 

delivery in India, is the unauthorized construction of residential buildings, which allow more 

people to move into the cities and leave the authorities with basically no control of the 

population growth. 

In short, this has led to a both random and haphazard management of resources with a 

complete disregard for the environment and little space for i.e. urban commons. The densely 

populated areas are left with almost no green space, pressure on existing precarious 

infrastructures, a decrease in living conditions for the existing and new inhabitants, and an 

acceleration of pollution (Vij, 2012). And the challenges are not going away because the rapid 

population growth is in no way likely to slow down (see Figure 4). 
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Figure  3 Indian Population Evolution and Projections based on the World Population Prospects: The 2017 Revision (The 
United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2017; The World Bank, 2017) 

 

Population projections estimates that India’s urban population will add 350 million citizens 

before 2050 (The United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2017), and 

despite an expected growth deceleration the coming decades (see Figure 5) the over-all urban 

population in India is still expected to increase by an annual average of 1,8 %. 

Figure  4 Average Annual Rate of Change of Urban Population (%) (United Nations, 2014; United Nations, Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs, 2014) 

 

The pressure is real, and the intensity will only exacerbate the aforementioned infrastructural 

problems over the coming decades – unless India's infrastructure undergoes some vital 

changes and the cities equip the existing to accommodate both existing and new people, and 

thereby unlock the cities' full potential and the citizens demand for economic growth and 

better standards of living. 
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None of this is of course new to the Government of India (GoI), which sees the population 

growth as both a huge challenge and a big potential, and for both reasons have the issue 

placed high on its agenda (Ministry of foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2016). 

This has made the current GoI launch the 100 Smart Cities Mission in 2015. A mission that 

combines a variety of initiatives to encourage Indian cities to find and create 'smarter' and 

sustainable solutions ranging from digital infrastructure and intelligent transport networks to 

ways of providing basic needs such as food, clean air, electricity and water (Sharma, 2015). 

DEFINING AND APPROACHING ‘SMART’ 

All over the world, cities have gained increased attention over past decades as they need to 

confront and tackle diverse urban challenges caused by growing populations. Sufficient fresh 

water is needed, as is universal access to cleaner energy, the ability to travel efficiently from 

one point to another, and the ability to live in a safe and secure neighborhood. All 

infrastructural promises that modern cities must honor, if they want to stay competitive and 

provide a decent quality of life for their citizens (Scottish Government, 2014). 

Mayors and local governments need to come up with and implement more integrated and 

complete strategies to control and push the urban development in the right direction. They 

need to make their cities 'smarter' to use a word that has spread all over the world and has now 

become an umbrella term for strategies tackling urban challenges in cities with focus on 

technology, population, public and private companies, and an urban image (Caragliu, Del Bo, 

& Nijkamp, 2011). 

The common use of the word poses a challenge though, because there is no clear definition of 

what 'smart' is. The concept as a whole and what is attributed by local actors around the globe 

varies from case to case. Furthermore, the definitions in academia are difficult to compare 

(Dameri, 2012). 

Just to exemplify this, we have listed four definitions in table 3. 
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Tabel 3 Definitions of Smart City 

Definition of Smart city References 

“A smart city is the result of the efforts of many stakeholders, working 

together in partnerships of different shape and form. The citizen / user is at the 

center of the map, indicating that successful smart cities are always user-

centric. Smart cities exist on the intersection of digital technology, disruptive 

innovation and urban environments” 

(Deloitte The 

Netherlands p. 28) 

“A Smart City is a city well performing in a forward-looking way in [these] 

six characteristics: [smart economy, people, governance, mobility, 

environment, living], built on the ‘smart’ combination of endowments and 

activities of self-decisive, independent and aware citizens” 

(Giffinger & 

Pichler-Milanović, 

2007, p. 11) 

“[…] smart city is the product of digital city combined with the Internet of 

Things” 

(Su et al., 2011, p. 

1029) 

“The Smart City can be defined as the integration of data and digital 

technologies into a strategic approach to sustainability, citizen well-being 

and economic development” 

(Scottish 

Government, 2016, 

p.4) 

Deloitte5, a Smart Cities Council6 lead partner, emphasizes the multi-stakeholder approach 

and most importantly the engagement of the end-user. A smart city, according to this 

definition, exists in the “intersection of digital technology, disruptive innovation and urban 

environments” (Deloitte The Netherlands, 2015). Giffinger and Pichler-Milanović (2007) – 

whose definition is cited in a range of articles – believe that a city needs to be forward-

looking and perform well when it comes to its economy, people, government, mobility, 

environment and living conditions in order to be 'smart'.  Su, Li, and Fu (2011) draws 

attention to the difference between academia and empirical perspective, and the Scottish 

Government (2014) combines a technological and data approach with a sustainable solution 

development for economic development and increasing quality of life for citizens. Adding to 

this, a collective approach and development of a framework integrating different projects has 

never been developed (Paroutis, Bennett, & Heracleous, 2014), which in turn contributes to 

confusion of smartness of a city and a missing measurement of effect on quality of life 

(Dameri, 2017). 

                                                           
5http://smartcity.deloitte.com 
6http://smartcitiescouncil.com/ 

http://smartcity.deloitte.com/
http://smartcitiescouncil.com/


32 
 

Despite the lack of a clear definition and framework, Dameri (2014) points out four core 

components of a smart city: i) people, as habitants, tourists, students; ii) a government, with 

capability to govern all parts of city includes municipalities, regions as well as country level; 

iii) land, with efficient and sustainable usage to decrease pressure on environment; as well as 

iv) infrastructure, such as digital, transport system water supply. How the components act 

together is important for the overall public value, as discussed by Alawadhi et al. (2012) and 

Carli et al. (2013) and in order to succeed it includes all levels such as government, private 

and public sector, and citizens. 

The vague definitions have not mean that cities have approached the task of creating smart 

cities loosely. Rather on the contrary, the expectations have in general been high and the new 

initiatives have often been expected to solve all or most urban, infrastructural challenges (A. 

Mulligan & Olsson, 2013). Instead, the effect of vague definition has led local governments to 

approach the idea of a 'smart city' in ways that fit their local needs. Therefore, the solutions 

are significantly contextual. Image 3 shows some examples of ‘smart solutions’. 

Image  3 Example of smart solutions (Ministry of Urban Development of India, 2015) 

  

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

An important aspect of smart cities is the emergent and, in a country like India, new view of 

citizens as the final consumer of the public service and urban infrastructure. It is the citizen’s 

experience that will determine how smart a solution is. Because of this change of paradigm, 
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citizens must be more engaged in the city development process. Services must be develop 

based on their needs. 

Hence, smarter cities are often associated with citizens being invited to co-create smart ideas 

(Deloitte The Netherlands, 2015). Such engagement often comes in the form of a platform 

open for public opinion, critique, suggestion, and experimentation. Barcelona Urban Lab7, in 

Spain, fosters the use of the city as an urban laboratory. Also, through this project, the city is 

made available for companies with innovative projects to test their infrastructures and 

services for the future in a real environment. Along the that line, the Open Data Aarhus 

platform8 in Denmark, allows all interested citizens and companies to easily access data from 

the municipality and the partners in Smart Aarhus. There are, in example, data in traffic, 

culture, nature and environment. Other initiatives such as open days boosting brainstorming, 

or incubators supporting entrepreneurship are also co-creation activities. 

Cities are investing in enhanced openness and transparency that promotes citizen and 

community engagement and ownership of service transformation. Such transition leads to 

new form of democracy, where every stakeholder can contribute with its own input based on 

its own experience on a more regular basis (Scottish Government, 2014). 

Cities that are going 'smart' do not only focus on citizens – the sharing of data makes different 

sectors more and more interconnected. The smart cities adopt a ‘system-of-systems’ approach 

to service delivery and develop collaborative service models to focus on shared outcomes 

across organizational boundaries (Deloitte The Netherlands, 2015). 

Furthermore, as Baccarne et al. (2014) explain in his conceptual model Image 4, a smart city 

is a living laboratory, which creates public value by connecting adequate research with policy, 

citizens and the fourth component: private sector, which contributes with funding and 

technical know-how. All stakeholders need to co-create solutions which contribute to smart 

city development and value co-creation. 

                                                           
7http://www.22barcelona.com/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=83 
8https://www.odaa.dk/ 

http://www.22barcelona.com/index.php?option=com_frontpage&Itemid=83
https://www.odaa.dk/
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Image  4 Conceptual model of smart city development (Baccarne et al., 2014) 

 

In the next section, we will look at how the GoI tackles its own cities’ urban challenges by 

launching initiatives and promoting smart city development.   

INITIATIVES IN INDIA FOR URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Previous programs have been applied in India to fix space and infrastructure rather than 

finding long-term solutions to enhance cities’ assets (Tiwari, 2015). However, as we have 

mentioned earlier in this section, a government that wishes to deliver sustainable solutions, 

which improve the quality of life on a long-term basis, needs to think ahead and embark on a 

path that reaches far into the future. 

Therefore, in 2015 the Indian Government launched a program targeting urban growth 

directly: the 100 Smart City Mission (100 SCM) 9 with a core funding of almost 16 billion 

dollars. 

The SCM covers 100 smart cities, and the objective is to harness technology and data to 

improve infrastructure and services in cities, hence to upgrade cities and enable sustainable 

economic development through the employment of intelligent abiding solutions (Deloitte The 

Netherlands, 2015). More specifically, in the context of India, this means to focus on the 

                                                           
9 For more information about the 100 SCM one can access the program’s official website in 

www.smartcities.gov.in 

http://www.smartcities.gov.in/
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development of a more efficient core infrastructure. The 100 SCM aims to create replicable 

models that can inspire other cities to become 'smart'. 

The policies promoted by the program range from innovative ideas such as smart meters for 

energy and water, intelligent traffic-management systems, e-governance and citizen services, 

to more established solutions such as waste-to-compost or waste-to-energy, recycling, and 

reduction of waste (Government of India, 2016). 

Often, India’s cities fail to integrate environment and social sustainability into their planning 

and resource management. This is often caused by a lack of demand for environmentally 

friendly products and services or a poor assessment of this demand on the part of the 

authorities (Vij, 2012). The Smart City Mission aims to bridge the gap by providing 

innovative (yet unspecified) means for increased interaction among citizens and local 

governments, among other groups. It calls for new greenfield projects around existing cities, 

for inclusive development, and for “area-based development”, which involves targeting 

specific areas of the city for transformation based on their specific needs, through 

redevelopment schemes or through retrofitting amenities that were not installed when the 

areas were first constructed (Sharma & Gosh, 2015). 

In order to keep a rigid focus in this relatively short study, we will focus only on 

organizations, companies, and projects, involved within the 100 SCM, though we 

acknowledge that one program activity is hard to segregate from others. The purpose of our 

research is to look at the co-creation process in India when developing smart city solutions, 

and innovative environment is more prone for co-creation activities to happen (Ramaswamy, 

2010; Vargo et al., 2008). 

The following section will be dedicated to outline the 100 Smart Cities Mission. 

100 SMART CITIES MISSION 

DEVELOPING THE MISSION 

The GoI invited the Bloomberg Philanthropies to support the success of the Smart Cities 

Mission based on both its expertise in designing large scale competitions for cities and its 

deep urban policy expertise and network. The foundation provided strategic and technical 

support in the design and delivery of the Smart Cities Challenge, through which the central 
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government would select 100 cities over the following three years to receive funding (The 

Bloomberg Philanthropies, 2015). 

The challenge, in which Indian cities compete for central government funding, marks the first 

time the GoI has used a competitive framework to advance a major urban development 

mission and allocate funding. Such mark shows the current government intention to innovate 

India’s current status quo by delegating executive power to cities. A new policy framework 

that empowers States and Urban Local Bodies (ULBs)10 is put in place to initiate an 

upgrading of cities. 

Besides the competitive framework, the GoI has also proven to be open to new solutions 

design techniques, such as providing opportunities for co-creation activities. Hosted by the 

Bloomberg Philanthropies, Ideas Camp gathered leaders from Indian cities with global 

experts in urban innovation. 

SELECTION PROCESS 

To be selected cities had to be shortlisted based on standardized criteria. If shortlisted, the 

cities had to develop a Smart City Proposal (CSP) in order to apply for funding including their 

own concept, vision, goals and plan for a Smart City. Proposals had to be appropriate to the 

local context, resources and levels of ambition. Besides aspects such mobilization of 

resources and description of intended outcomes in terms of infrastructure and ‘smart 

applications’, both collaborations and citizens engagement were also decisive criteria for 

cities selection for funding. 

In June 2017, the number of Indian cities included in the Smart Cities Mission reached 90. 20 

cities are currently competing for the 10 remaining slots. At the end of the Challenge each 

state will be guaranteed at least one city in the competition (Government of India, 2017). 

IMPLEMENTATION 

To ensure selected cities can meet the challenges posed by new development demands of 

smart cities, special purpose vehicles (SPVs) are created to speed up the process. SPVs are 

                                                           
10Urban Local Bodies (ULB) are at the bottom of the Indian administrative hierarchy, comprising municipalities 

and city corporation. ULBs are the key service providers to citizens. They are responsible for mobilizing local 
resources (e.g. through land taxes and user charges), and for delivering services and maintaining the city’s basic 
infrastructure. However, in practice ULBs do not have adequate power, funds or capacity to provide these 
services. (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2016). 
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limited companies created by the state and municipal bodies. There is a CEO, generally a 

senior bureaucrat appointed by the state government with a fixed tenure of three years, and 

who cannot be replaced without the authorization of the GoI. 

The SPV will be incorporated under the Companies Act, 201311 at the city-level, in which the 

State/UT and the ULB will be the promoters having 50:50 equity shareholdings. The private 

sector or financial institutions could be considered for taking equity stake in the SPV, 

provided the shareholding pattern of 50:50 of the State/UT and the ULB is maintained and the 

State/UT and the ULB together have majority shareholding and control of the SPV. 

Since the development of a smart city consists of functions which are often outside of 

municipal bodies’ traditional activities scope, elected local governments are encouraged to 

delegate the rights and obligations of the municipal council with respect to the smart city 

project to the SPV. The SCM requires a body corporate that is not tied down by historical or 

legal limitations, but is open to new ways of working and solving problems. Being a separate 

body corporate, the SPV can take up processes, works and mechanisms which the municipal 

body may not be empowered to do in terms of law or its processes, such as being able to raise 

large amounts of debt, enter into joint venture arrangements, lease, purchase or sell assets – 

most of which, for municipalities – need separate sanction from the state government. 

Also, unlike municipal bodies, where professional cadres have been generally lacking because 

of a perpetual mismatch between fund, function and functionary, the SPVs are much more 

business oriented and have staffing that is commensurate with their functions. 

FINANCING 

The core funding of the 100 SCM program consists of almost 16 billion dollars (1000 billion 

INR). The funds are tied grants that cities, through the SPV, compete for. 

The funds will be utilized only for the purposes for which the grants have been given and 

subject to the conditions laid down by the MoUD. The budget will be 50% financed by the 

Central Government of India, and 50% will be financed by the local state government. 

However, the total amount is conceived only as seed money to allow cities to attract funds 

from other sources, including from development banks, bilateral donors and private investors 

as through PPP establishment bringing private capital to public projects. Overall, the actual 

                                                           
11http://ebook.mca.gov.in/default.aspx 
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financial requirements are estimated to be approximately five times higher than the program’s 

core funding, according to the layout of the project. 

In the case of a smart city, tax based financing is being stated as a key source of funds to meet 

debt and recurring costs of the smart city, and municipal bodies are constitutionally authorized 

to levy and collect land based tax. Still, by using the power of the SPVs, ULBs can raise 

money through other means than taxation or other government revenue schemes only, which 

has historically left few resources for improving and upgrading the city’s infrastructure and 

service delivery: ULBs have extensively relied on central and state funding for such activities. 

In the following section, we will discuss how 100 SCM fosters potential co-creation processes 

and hence, we will connect theoretical discussion to Smart City development in India. 

METHODOLOGY 

To investigate our research question, and eventually explore how co-creation process for 

developing smart cities in India could be refined through interventions we applied two steps 

following the levels of dynamic model of co-creation process as seen in Figure 5.  

 

Figure  5 Analysis overview 

 

In a first step, to get familiar with the co-creation process in India within the 100 Smart Cities 

Mission we had to understand the macro level by analyzing secondary data addressing 100 

Smart City Mission as well as smart city development as seen in Background Chapter. On the 
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micro level, our focus has been on approaching a variety of actors engaged, directly or 

indirectly, in the development of smart solutions for cities or business activities in India by 

applying our Theoretical Framework. In this matter, our approach has been to explore 

different actors view and their role in co-creation activities and smart city development.  To 

then, in the final step explore how interventions refine co-creation process on the meso-level.  

In this methodology section, our qualitative research strategy will be described in terms of 

epistemological and ontological considerations and decisions we have made regarding our 

research and the inductive approach we applied. Following this, our Research Design is 

presented by describing selection of Interviewees. Subsequently, presentations of each 

interviewee are given. Eventually it will be explained how the data collection was executed, 

coded, and eventually analyzed.  

THE RESEARCH STRATEGY 

To investigate how the process of developing smart solutions for Indian cities through co-

creation could be refined, the topic was explored by conducting and analyzing qualitative 

interviews with representatives of different stakeholder groups. Altogether, 11 representatives 

from academia, NGO, public sector, private sector, consultancies, and SPVs were interviewed 

to get insights on individual understandings about the 100 SCM process and the opportunities 

that may arise from it.  

The advantage of interviewing several actors was to get first-hand knowledge on how the 

mission facilitates co-creation activities, accordingly with the different sectors of society’s 

perspective based on their own experience. The information gathered through these interviews 

is primary data, which was analyzed. 

The corresponding unit of analysis is thus the co-creation of smart cities in India, and the 

aspects in which interventions could take part to enhance this process in the best way possible 

to successfully develop solutions for urban challenges in India. Therefore, we assessed 

different perspectives of actors on smart city development, value as well as relationship 

between stakeholders. A qualitative research strategy was applied with semi-structured 

interviews as this method offers a balance between the flexibility of an open-ended interview 

and the focus of a structured ethnographic survey (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). The research 

strategy entails an inductive approach to the relationship between theory and research because 

no assumptions were made beforehand on how non-Indian actors could refine the Indian co-

creation process when developing solutions for smart cities. Due to the qualitative research 
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strategy, we acknowledge that our science has a social constructivism12 epistemology, and a 

relativism ontology. In the upcoming sections, the research strategy is explained in detail by 

presenting chosen epistemology and ontology as well as the inductive nature of our approach.  

EPISTEMOLOGICAL AND ONTOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

In order to investigate how interventions, refine co-creation process for smart city 

development in India we have to understand different stakeholders’ perspectives. Hence, the 

theoretical approach of this research is social constructionism. The epistemological position 

of social reality is not objective and exterior, but is socially constructed and is given meaning 

by people in their daily interactions with others. It focuses on the way people make sense of 

the world (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). By conducting interviews with several actors from 

different sectors of Indian society, we interpret each stakeholders’ common sense of how co-

creation is experienced within smart cities’ solutions development, and how its process could 

be incremented. With our epistemology being social constructionism and our ontology 

relativism, we acknowledge that there might not exist one single truth; what counts for the 

truth can vary from place to place and from time to time. Hence, reality depends on the 

viewpoint of the interviewee which we consider within the framework of our research.  

As researchers, we try therefore to understand the different experiences that people have, 

rather than search for external causes and fundamental laws to give explanation to these 

experiences (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). As mentioned in the Theoretical Framework, co-

creation does not happen if value is not generated - value has to be created, namely value-in-

use. In addition, value is contextual determined by actor, hence, depends on perspectives. In 

other words, the understanding of the real world, or co-creation in our case, depends on one’s 

personal experience, consequently, reality is nothing but socially construct- as value-in-use is 

determined by actors’ perspectives.  

As we assume social construction as the nature of reality, every construction is equally real 

and qualifies as the truth in the context of our research. On this line, we fully acknowledge 

that our attempt of understanding our interviewees is based on our own interpretation of what 

they said. In this sense, there is a constant process of interpretation between our interview 

subjects and their understanding of our questions, as well as our own interpretation as 

researchers of their opinions and answers. Such considerations translate our ontological 

                                                           
12 There are a few terms which are equivalent to ‘social construction’, notably constructivism, 

and interpretivism. (Easterby-Smith, 2015) 
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position, in which we consider our perception of reality as objectively real although it is made 

of subjective constructions. The next section will discuss the selected approach to research.  

AN INDUCTIVE APPROACH 

As previously mentioned, the connection between theory and research in this investigation is 

based on an inductive approach. The understanding on how the co-creation model of 

developing solutions for smart cities in India occurs, leading to the conclusion on how the 

model could be refined, is an outcome of the research that was conducted. The inductive 

approach allowed us to identify the opportunities for enhancement of the co-creation process 

in India based on the conversations we had with each interviewee. 

The single interview investigations around the topic of smart cities solutions development in 

India contributed to the understanding throughout our investigation. Hence, our empirical 

understanding of co-creation in the Indian context is based on the accumulated knowledge and 

experience of the interviewees on the subject, and was used to answer the research question. 

THE RESEARCH DESIGN   

To answer our research question, we apply a single case study approach. We chose to look at 

100 Smart City Mission in India as it is a recently established initiative which is designed in a 

way that fosters co-creation between participants. While the mission has only been 

implemented recently it gives opportunities to refine the process of co-creation for smart cities 

development. This approach allows us an in-depth and detailed examination of our case to 

provide a comprehensive conclusion. The nature of our research question is of explorative 

nature and therefore, we decided to use a qualitative approach to understand and interpret co-

creation process for smart city development. Therefore, we conducted empirical in-depth 

interviews which will be discussed in detail in the following section. Prior to our data 

collection we conducted introductory expert interviews which will be presented in the 

following.  

INTRODUCTORY EXPERT INTERVIEWS  

The GoI implemented the 100 Smart Cities Mission to scale-up India’s cities. The mission 

definitely has the idea of bringing together a variety of stakeholders for jointly co-creating 

solutions by establishing a common vision. However, we cannot make assumptions about the 

way co-creation happens in India. As Jones (1985 in Easterby-Smith et al., 2015) argues, all 
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researchers have some level of understanding prior to the interview of the research 

surrounding the interview topic. 

In that sense, prior to starting our research and defining our scope, we conducted three 

introductory expert interviews as seen in Table 4 to gain an increased understanding of smart 

city development in 100 SCM and in connection to co-creation activities in India as well as to 

further grasp the process of working in smart city development. These interviews gave 

insights into process of smart city development, guidelines of 100 SCM and overall process. 

In addition, these interviews provided us with additional information of culture in India, and 

especially on business level and the meaning of co-creation processes. Therefore, we realized 

the importance of the contextual nature of co-creation process which helped us in specifying 

our interview questions for first data collection.  
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Tabel 4  Expert Interviewees 

# Role  Organization  Interviewee Description  Relevance Date  Duration in 

min  

a Senior 

Director  

CLEAN 

Cluster  

Carsten 

Møller 

Due 

Diligence 

Phase 

aiming to 

decide on 

project for 

solution 

developmen

t for smart 

cities in 

India to 

export 

technology  

Expert in 

smart 

solution 

developmen

t and doing 

business in 

India  

28.06.

2017 

70:18 

b Associa

te 

Profess

or  

Copenhagen 

Business 

School  

Sudhanshu 

Rai  

Several 

publications 

and 

research on 

Co-creation 

activities 

for solution 

developmen

t with focus 

on India  

Expert in 

Co-Creation 

activities in 

India  

03.05.

2017 

37:10 

c Partner  Quercus Group Neelabh 

Singh 

Consultancy 

and 

Advisory 

Services for 

smart cities 

in India, 

Consultant 

for 

Himachal 

Pradesh in 

waste 

managemen

t  

Expert in 

smart urban 

developmen

t in India as 

well as 

doing 

business in 

India  

28.04.

2017 

65:00 

Consult

ant 

Niels Utoft 

Andersen 

 

Moreover, the interviews helped us in understanding different actors involved in 100 SCM 

which was the basis of our selection criteria for interviewees as described in the following.  
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PURPOSE AND SELECTION OF INTERVIEWEES  

We interviewed several different actors, engaged, directly or indirectly, in different activities 

within the 100 SCM and business activities along the country, to develop a more holistic view 

on co-creation in India as seen in Figure 6. By doing so we aimed at extracting a broader 

understanding of Indian stakeholders’ agreements or conflicts of opinions about the 100 SCM 

characteristics and process. Subsequently, an analysis of our findings led to our investigation 

of opportunities to refine the co-creation model in India when developing solutions for Smart 

Cities.  

Figure  6 The Interview Investigations 

 

The sample of the interviews conducted consists of 11 Interviews as seen in Table 5. We 

stopped interviews when no new information seemed to be forthcoming in the interviews. The 

interviewees have been chosen carefully in order to gain insights that will contribute to our 

analysis. Answering our research question requires an understanding on how smart city 

development process is perceived by locals to take place. Additionally, we also wanted to get 

an understanding of stakeholders’ perspective to investigate how engaged they are and how 

committed to create solutions. Indeed, to be able to examine what determines co-creation 

process we wanted to get insight into perspectives on value, as well as interaction between 

different stakeholders. Hence, we intended to interview at least one representative from each 

stakeholder group, as mentioned before. Once, understanding how India co-creates in 

connection to understanding stakeholders’ way of thinking and ideas, we can better analyze 
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how interventions are able to refine co-creation process and what opportunities might evolve 

in the future.  

In addition, we needed to understand co-creation in India from a broader overall perspective 

and therefore, we conducted one expert interview. Sampling requirement for participant was 

to have rich knowledge on co-creation process and business environment in India. 

Consequently, Interviewee Balagopal was recruited to give us general perspective on co-

creation activities in India.  

Altogether the interviewees were recruited in different ways. We started out by contacting 

different consultancies shortlisted by government as support for project proposal development 

municipalities taking part in smart city challenge. The list with contact details can be found at 

Website from Ministry of Urban Affairs. Debashish responded and we were able to arrange an 

interview. Sundar has been named as a speaker at the 2nd National Summit for Smart City 

development in 2016 and has been contacted through e-mail stated on website of Bharat 

Exhibitions securing that the preconditions of the sampling are met in being directly involved 

in smart cities development. Likewise, Anoop and Avinash were cited in newspaper articles in 

the Journal "The Times of India". By securing that these interviewees are directly involved in 

mission we contacted them by e-mail given on website.  

Furthermore, we were searching for private companies involved in solution development by 

going through websites established by different municipalities as well as project proposals 

uploaded to https://www.mygov.in/ and contacted 13 different companies. However, 

considering responses of private actors that replied to us, we were only able to arrange one 

interview. Unfortunately, the agreed time of the interview was delayed many times as 

experienced during many interviews and finally, the interview never took place. As already 

perceived in early stage of sampling process getting access to different stakeholders involved 

in smart city development was difficult. In reaction to that, we tried snowball sampling 

(Easterby-Smith et al. (2015)) by asking participants at the end of every interview for contacts 

involved in smart city development. One contacted actor that was referred to us by a Professor 

at Copenhagen Business School forwarded us to Interviewee #6 by email. Prior to agreeing on 

interview, we verified that he meets the requirements for sample.  

We applied a different approach to overcome the hurdle of getting access to new stakeholders 

not yet related to previous Interviewees: We used digital platforms as Facebook and LinkedIn 
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to interact with actors that engage on different sites or posts targeted at or work at an entity 

engaged in 100 SCM. Ensuring that preconditions of sampling were met we contacted a 

variety of actors and were able to recruit Interviewee Sarbeswar, Aditya, Vinay, Kulshrestha, 

Bhardhaj and Anoop.  
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Tabel 5 interviewees description and relevance 

# Role  Organization  Interviewee Description  Relevance Date  Duration in min  

1 Academia  Smart Cities 

Research 

Cluster; UNSW 

Australia, smart 

city research  

currently PhD 

at UNSW with 

focus on smart 

city 

development in 

India 

worked with Indian smart cities for seven years, 

worked on smart solution project for state of 

Gujarat prior to 100 Smart Cities Mission, current 

project funded by Indian Council to investigate how 

collaboration between India and other countries 

could be increased  

Active role as academia in 100 Smart 

Cities Development for years  

20/08/2017 39:40 

2 Government

/NGO 

Government of 

India, Andhra 

Pradesh 

and CEO of 

NGO in 

education 

television 

industry  

commissioner 

of user security 

for 

Government, 

Information 

Technology 

Department, 

CEO of NGO 

providing services for citizens especially to rural 

areas,  

providing education channels for rural students in 

India   

active role in providing smart service for 

citizens  

28/06/2017 33:35 

3 Consultancy  Deloitte India  Director  advising SPVs for smart city plans in different 

Indian cities  

active role in consulting different cities for 

smart city plan for smart city selection  

10/07/2017 31:09 

4 Private 

sector  

Architects PDA  Architect involved in two projects for cities in area based 

development, public spaces as part of smart city 

mission  

Involved in smart city initiative in urban 

planning 

15/08/2017 23:39 

5 Academia  School of 

Planning and 

Architecture, 

Bhopal, 

Madhya 

Pradesh, India 

Student, Master 

in Urban 

Design with 

focus on Smart 

City 

Development in 

India  

comparing different initiatives worldwide to smart 

cities initiative in India and accordingly, how to 

improve, 110 smart cities layout  

Active role as a Student in smart cities 

initiative in India  

15/08/2017 32:13 

6 Private 

Sector 

Terumo Penpol Founder of 

Terumo Penpol, 

world leader in 

Blood 

Management. 

actively engaged with GoI when doing business as 

well as with Japanese firm (Joint Venture) 

general knowledge on co-creation activities 

in India  

08/07/2017 43:18 
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7 SPV Bhopal Smart 

City 

Development 

Corporation 

Limited -SPV  

Chief Planner, 

Architect  

working on area based development as a planner. 

To do so, he is engaged in Partnerships with 

different stakeholders in India and indirectly with 

non-Indian entities 

Employee at SPV in Bhopal, planning 

smart cities projects  

20/08/2017 34:59 

8 Consultancy Freelancer  Freelance 

consultant with 

background in 

agriculture 

focusing on technological automation of urban 

landscape such as streets, parks, etc. advising Israeli 

company involved in Smart City development in 

India  

advising non-Indian private company for 

Smart City Development in India  

27/08/2017 37:39 

9 NGO Gati 

Foundation  

Founder of city-

based research 

and advocacy 

think tank in 

Dehradun  

have the vision to shape the world around them, to 

apply their findings to the real world and in this 

case smart city development in Dehradun  

engaged with citizens to raise awareness of 

smart city development as well as represent 

them in their needs and interests to 

government  

29/08/2017 43:21 

10 NGO All India 

Women’s 

Conference 

(AIWC) 

Vice President Organization working for empowerment of women 

in India  

through capacity building and policy 

recommendations the AIWC aims at 

making urban initiatives inclusive and 

acceptable for local citizens   

31/08/2017 40:02 

11 Private 

Sector  

Gaia Smart 

Cities  

Director  Internet of Things Solutions and Services company 

for Smart Cities  

introduced low power Wide Area Network 

technology (instead of costly broadband 

Internet connection) as smart solution  

31/08/2017 33:18 

12 NGO Waste Warriors Project 

Manager  

The organization's vision is to establish waste 

management systems all over India, currently 

projects in Dehradun, Dharamsala and Corbett 

Tiger Reserve   

Invited to advise on initiative of 

underground dustbins in Dharamsala as 

part of Smart City Mission  

29/08/2017 35:45 
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DATA COLLECTION  

For the purpose of our research we conducted data source triangulation (Patton, 1999), an analysis of 

secondary and primary data to obtain more comprehensive information. Our analysis is based on 

websites, reports, and online Indian newspapers which gave us a picture regards how the GoI intends 

to foster co-creation as a tool for smart city development.  

Our empirical data collection took around two months, from July 2017 to August 2017. Although 

interviews were not conducted in a specific order, we always had in mind that we aimed to interview 

at least one representative of the different actors involved in the mission. After the process of data 

collection, we transcribed interviews word for word as data collected during interviews is socially 

constructed and hence, we use their way of phrasing aspects during interview process. However, 

utterances, like for example “hmm” or “ah” have been left out. To produce an understandable text 

the original grammar and more importantly, structure has been maintained. Nevertheless, dialect has 

been transformed to regular language.  

At the beginning of our data collection we developed an interview guide as a support during our 

interviews (see Annex) with questions that should be tackled during the conversation but giving 

space to follow up on crucial topics. Inspired by Foundation of Research we developed 12 questions. 

As for example aimed to investigate relationship between partners fostered or limited by interaction. 

access or trust.  

"How do stakeholders engage in smart city development?"  

 

Hence, our interviews were semi-structured as explained by Brinkmann (2013). However, as also 

argued by the author, relying on preset questions makes researchers not flexible enough to deepen 

the conversation to generate valuable insights. As argued by Jones (1985 in Easterby et al., 2015), 

prepared questions limit the researcher to reveal new and interesting topics. Therefore, after three 

interviews we moved away from our interview guide and defined topics, inspired by literature (see 

Annex) we wanted to discuss, which provided a framework for our interview. This sharpened our 

focus but gave us a flexible structure during our interviews to generate better insights and to give us 

the opportunity to ask for elaboration on specific aspects during the interview.  

We chose to conduct remote interviews (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2015), as it gave us the 

opportunity to get access to greater and broader number of interviewees all over India in a cost-

efficient manner. Most of the interviews were conducted via Skype, phone call, and even WhatsApp, 

which was learned to be a communication tool of preference in India also in business context. While 
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we were the leading-interviewer in turns, both interviewers asked clarifying questions or asked for 

elaborations and further explanations of important aspects. As a result, not all questions were asked 

in each interview, and a variety of topics were discussed in some interviews but not in others. This 

confirmed the decision of moving away from our interview guide towards a more flexible structure, 

as new opinions and crucial aspects evolved, which we would have overseen otherwise. The new 

approach gave us the ability to dig deeper into experience and knowledge of interviewees, and gave 

them the opportunity to express their experiences and actions regarding smart city development in 

India. 

QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 

As we have gathered all interviews of fitting actors from stakeholders directly or indirectly engaged 

in smart city development in India we will conduct content analysis to analyze data material. To 

analyze data in-depth, we coded our interviews after all interviews were transcribed. This approach 

excluded temptations to be biased towards suggestions or discussions with individual interviewees 

during data collection. Representing the purpose of our analysis we first had to investigate how co-

creation process exists in India. Therefore, one step of the analysis was to apply developed 

categories inspired by Foundation of Research to the material.  

Hence, we went through data material line for line excluding material that was not relevant to co-

creation process in India. By reading material we applied Codes when material was relevant.  

To illustrate, the code Interaction as seen in Table 6 has been applied to text segments that have 

been talked about by two or more actors indirectly or directly affecting each other. In this example 

Consultancy PWC and Interviewee #7 discussing together to identify needs.  

Tabel 6 Application of Code Interaction to data material 

Code  Interviewee Material  

Interaction  #7 So PWC is making the  

proposal for us, no matter what we do 

after discussions, then we will  

come up with what we need for that. 

Then we always come up with this  

kind of global tender sort of thing.   

In a next step, we added subcategories to further differentiate between Codes as seen in Table 7. As 

PWC and Interviewee are directly discussing subject matters and not for example through 

intermediaries or digital platforms the subcategory direct interaction has been applied.  
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Tabel 7 Applying Subcategories to categorized Material. Example Interaction 

Code  Subcategory Interviewee Material  

Interaction  direct Interaction #7 So PWC is making the  

proposal for us, no matter 

what we do after discussions, 

then we will  

come up with what we need 

for that. Then we always 

come up with this  

kind of global tender sort of 

thing.   

Therefore, we applied a nominal category system to structure the content for analysis in multiple 

coding sessions. During our research we revised formulated categories, added and changed some 

codes until we developed a final set. By doing so, we aimed at developing new understandings.  

Additionally, to analyze the common understanding between stakeholders in SCM we counted the 

frequency of relevant words such as for example government, citizens, needs basic needs to develop 

an understanding on patterns of common features between interviewees.  

The next step aimed at analyzing how interventions can refine the co-creation process for smart city 

development. Therefore, we applied an inductive approach to coding as we did not have any pre-

hypothetical explanations beforehand on how interventions could refine the co-creation process in 

India. To generate new knowledge on subject matter we created new categories by going through 

relevant material again line by line. As a result, we developed new categories as seen in Annex.   

The codes and categories are the main indicator for our analysis. By breaking down the data, 

comparing it, conceptualizing and categorizing it we found patterns between different Interviewees 

that we have analyzed and based our findings on.  

LIMITATIONS TO THE RESEARCH 

While our methodology enables an extensive research, we are aware of its limitations and 

shortcomings. Hence, in the following we will reflect upon limitations in addition to that mentioned 

before. Clearly, we experienced shortcomings along our qualitative data collection commonly faced 

by researchers (Bryman, 2015; Easterby et al., 2015).  

The second constraint area relates to the sample selected. Even though we covered determined 

stakeholder groups it has to be considered when evaluating the generalizability of the findings that 

interviewees are not necessarily representatives of actors involved in smart city development in 

India. It can be argued that the generalizability of the findings would increase by including more 
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Interviews from different stakeholder groups. Nevertheless, our research was not aimed at providing 

generalized findings, but to provide grounds for further research on Co-creation process for smart 

city development.  

Furthermore, it was difficult to recruit interviewees which has meant that we have had to settle for 

other actors from stakeholder groups, different from our first choice. Limitations displayed by 

Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) regards to the option of conducting remote interviews were considering 

from the beginning. Notwithstanding the flexibility and cost-efficiency of the technique applied by 

us, we were aware of the potential impact on insights caused by the differently framework of 

interviews. Consequently, whenever possible we conducted interviews via Skype or Video Call to 

get close to face-to-face interaction.   

Additionally, we acknowledge the uniqueness of each interview, who the interviewer and 

interviewee were, and what the circumstances were. Any different situation than the one that 

occurred when conducting the interview, would have given a slightly different outcome. 

Replicability of our science would be affected by our position towards reality and truth, however its 

legitimacy remains. Nevertheless, our samples were large enough to account for a valid outcome of 

the combined interviews as we found a critical mass of consistency in the different interviews.  

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

The following chapter is divided into two parts. In the first part, we will systematically lay out our 

findings. The findings are mainly extracted from interviews with 11 local actors, who represent 

various stakeholder groups, but also from documents published by the GoI, articles and journalist 

published in Indian and international journals and online newspapers, as well as data from the World 

Bank and other international actors. Though we will save the discussion of the findings in the later 

section in this chapter, the part is explorative and helps paint a clear picture on how co-creation 

happens in India as well as benefits and challenges. 

In the second part, we discuss our findings and what can be done to overcome some of the above-

mentioned challenges, which stakeholders on various levels confront when taking part in the Smart 

City Mission in Indian. Since we have meticulously gone through our findings in the first part of this 

chapter, the discussion be shorter and focus on what can be learnt from the Indian case, and how this 

knowledge can be used to optimize co-creation process. This, in the end of this second part, brings 

us to the answer of our research question: how intervention can refine the co-creation process in the 

development of smart cities in India. 
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ELEMENTS OF CO-CREATION IN INDIA  

Throughout our research we observed six contextual key aspects that drive the co-creation process in 

India – the mission, trust, common understanding, interactions, access to process, and value. In this 

section, we will elaborate on each of these aspects. The aim is to give the reader an overview of the 

co-creation model in India, which is key when developing Smart Cities.  

A MISSION FOSTERING CO-CREATION 

“It's a very top down strategic approach. So, it was mandated by the Government, that cities 

do citizen engagement through a variety of platforms including social digital [platform] as 

well as face to face interactions.” – Amrita  

As mentioned by Amrita, fostering the engagement of citizens in public affairs has been a high 

priority for the current GoI. In the course of the investigation around the 100SCM, we could sense 

how interaction with citizens has been one of the core foundations of the Mission’s strategy and 

goals.  

In the foundation of our research section, interactions were described as one of the key components 

of co-creation, followed by alignment of expectations, exchange of resources, and value-in-use 

generation. More specifically, interaction is addressed as the main trigger to initiate, and 

subsequently, give continuity to co-creation processes. Hence, in this part we will focus on the 

means by which the Mission endorses interaction between actors, and therefore, how the Mission 

can foster co-creation initiatives.  

First, we will look at the “Mission Statements and Guidelines” (Ministry of Urban Development, 

2015), followed by the required conditions before preparing a Smart City Plan Proposal, and finally 

focus on the SPVs, the entities responsible to manage and execute the Smart City Plans.  

The Mission statement and guidelines 

To apply for funding within the 100 SCM, cities must develop a Smart City Proposal. The “Mission 

Statements and Guidelines” (Ministry of Urban Development, 2015) serves as a guiding tool for 

potential Smart Cities to develop their proposals. Despite the lack of concrete key performance 

indicators (KPIs), the document attempts to generate a common understanding of Smart Cities by 

outlining features, expected benefits, and illustrating examples of smart solutions. Throughout the 

document refer to a direct and indirect citizen engagement activities, in example: cities are required 

to consider citizens’ feedback before making certain decisions.  
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“In retrofitting, an area consisting of more than 500 acres will be identified by the city in 

consultation with citizens” (p.8).  

In some sections, the Government also aims at positioning citizens on the same level as other 

stakeholders with regards to decision making.  

 “The SCP [Smart City Plan] is collaborative because the objectives and funds of all 

government departments, parastatals, private agencies and the citizens are dovetailed during 

the process of preparing the SCP” (p.9).  

Also, while each city has to select one consulting firm, among a list of consultancies designated by 

the Central Government to assist in preparing the Smart City Proposal, consultants must remember 

to include citizens engagement in the proposal.  Hence, the Scope of work for the Smart City 

Consulting Firm section, includes the following:  

“The Proposal development will lead to creation of a smart citizenry. The proposal will be 

citizen-driven from the beginning, achieved through citizen consultations, including active 

participation of groups of people, such as Residents Welfare Associations, Tax Payers 

Associations, Senior Citizens and Slum Dwellers Associations. During consultations, issues, 

needs and priorities of citizens and groups of people will be identified and citizen-driven 

solutions generated.” (p.22). 

The frequent references to citizens as active actors indicates the current government’s intention to 

ensure that cities emphasize citizen participation in public sphere matters. Hence, if a city does not 

include citizens’ engagement activities in the Smart City proposals, it is very likely to lower its 

chances to be elected for funding. This becomes even more evident by the fact that seven out of 

twenty-five evaluation criteria of proposals cover citizens’ engagement aspects (Ministry of Urban 

Development, 2015). One as a part of the 'Credibility of Implementation' section, one as a part of the 

'Impact of Proposal' section, two as a part of the 'Innovation and Scalability' section, and three as a 

part of the 'Process Followed' section.  

Overall, the “Mission Statement and Guidelines” by the Ministry of Urban Development of India 

shows that the GoI is providing the framework for citizens’ feedback to be considered in decision 

making process. However, the framework does not state clear rules for the initiatives, and the degree 

of engagement is not specified either, leaving the decision to the cities. Amrita, Business Strategist at 

Gaia Smart Cities, which is currently engaged as the program management consultant for three cities 

explains how the degree of citizens initiatives and interactions differ from city to city.  
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“Now the degree which it was implemented differ in different cities. Obviously, some cities 

were extremely proactive and did a lot of engagement, some cities were less proactive. […] 

So, there was a specific set up like a marked that had been allocated to citizen engagement. 

So regardless of how well they did it they have to present it” Amrita. 

So, despite the GoI’s written intentions to bring citizens feedback into decision making in the smart 

solutions sphere, the actual implementation of such will depend on the cities, especially on SPVs, 

and their willingness and capacities. 

Before preparing Smart City Plan proposal  

Prior to preparing the Smart City Plan proposals, cities are required to, besides selecting a 

consultancy firm from the list provided by the government, establish a Smart City Advisory Forum, 

and create a page in mygov.in. Whereas the first condition consists of engaging an experienced 

private entity to assist in preparing the Smart City Proposal, the two other conditions attempt to 

bring citizens in the Smart City Plan to the proposal development phase (Government of India, 

2016). 

The Smart City Advisory Forum’s role is to advise and enable collaboration among various 

stakeholders. It’s a group formed by city representatives, private sector, and civil society and must 

be established by every potential Smart City prior to the proposal development. (Ministry of Urban 

Development, 2015). The civil society is represented by at least one member of the city area who is, 

i) President or secretary representing registered Residents Welfare Association,  

ii) Member of registered Tax Payers Association or Rate Payers Association,  

iii) President or Secretary of slum level federation, and,  

iv) Members of a Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) or Mahila Mandali or Chamber of 

Commerce or Youth Associations. (Government of India, 2016).  

Overall, the forum promotes stakeholder engagement and fosters new ideas from different sphere of 

life in a city. In case a city is selected, the forum will also play the role of monitoring the execution 

of the plan at a city level (Government of India, 2016).  

“So, this is a sort of new idea of bringing these civic intelligences into play, you know? It's 

not only the city government that says, ‘okay we do this’ but rather they are creating a 

practice where this Advisory Forum and the citizen participate and engage. And there is this 

whole change in the cycle and the overall process of how the plan is being prepared. So, this 
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is a quite a drastic change in the way the Smart Cities Mission has brought in, actually.” - 

Sarbeswar, Project Coordinator, UNSW, Australia. 

That said, to what degree the forum is engaged depends on the willingness of the city and especially 

the SPVs. 

The online platform, mygov.in was launched in July 2014 as one of the first initiatives by the newly 

elected and current Prime Minister to establish a citizen engagement platform for participative 

governance. For the last couple of years, the platform has provided multiple engagement 

opportunities such as hosting citizen consultations, creating online polls, and launching contests. 

Today, the portal plays a dynamic role. Every city had to create a page on the platform and upload 

its Smart City Proposal draft. The drafts are public and every citizen is given permission to comment 

on the proposals as well as to prioritize proposals through a voting scheme. After that, comments and 

suggestion are meant to be a part of the considerations of the final proposal.   

 “This is very new in India [...] The idea of a consultant was already there, but this new idea 

of citizens participation or engagement, especially through online mediums, was an 

innovation, actually.” - Sarbeswar. 

All this is positively perceived by our interviewees as a change of paradigm in Indian cities. There is 

a sense of optimism regards the communication channels fostered by Central Government, which 

might enable a better communication between cities and its citizens, and establish more transparency 

and cooperation. However, examples of citizens’ comments that were actually integrated into 

proposals or other decisions were not available, which means that so far, we are not able to conclude 

whether the content on the platform is actually seen and being used by the relevant people. What we 

can confirm is that the platform is running and is used to effectively inform Indian citizens.     

At the Special Purpose Vehicle level 

The SPV is a limited company incorporated at the city-level, responsible to plan, appraise, approve, 

release funds, implement, manage, operate, monitor and evaluate the Smart City development 

projects. It must be structured so that the State or Union Territories and the Urban Local Bodies 

together have a majority shareholding and control of it. The remaining part however, can be 

undertaken by the private sector or financial institutions through equity. Such scheme gives 

opportunity to gather a more diversified group of stakeholders interacting as partners for a common 

purpose. They bring a variety of financial resources and know-how to the whole project, which then 

can be integrated by one or multiple parties for their own or other actor’s benefit. 
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In short, and as explained in the Theoretical Framework chapter, service-for-service exchange 

is fundamental to co-creation process. Hence, by bringing financial partners to jointly develop smart 

solutions with SPVs, the conditions for co-creation to occur through exchange of resources and 

experiences are at least in theory in place. The financial model of Smart City Plan proposals might 

also foster the co-creation between the SPV and partners in the context of smart solutions 

development. 

Funds required for the overall implementation of the Smart City proposals will go beyond the 

provisions made by the government, hence it is expected that SPVs use the grant to attract additional 

funding. The execution of projects may be done through joint ventures, subsidiaries, public-private 

partnership (PPP), and turnkey contracts suitably dovetailed with revenue streams (Government of 

India, 2016).  

Both the organizational structure of SPVs and the financial model of smart solutions are enablers of 

co-creation through interaction of partners. As both cases involve the SPVs sustainability and 

success, it is believed that co-creation might occur at this level. However, its success will depend on 

the SPVs capacity to develop attractive revenue models for the smart solutions, as well as, the 

acquisition of other capacities influencing partnerships establishments (e.g. reputation and know-

how). Another finding, is that at this stage, co-creation is almost never happening with citizens 

involved, unless the SPV or the partner is willing to bring in other stakeholders to develop smart 

solutions.   
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LACK OF COMMON UNDERSTANDING OF SMART CITIES  

Although most interviewees share a common perception of some characteristics associated with 

Smart Cities (Table X), no one can give a clear and concrete definition of the concept, and Mission. 

“They're all struggling with the definition of smart city. I myself have been writing an article 

for last few years what is smart city for India and I’m unable to complete it” – Interviewee 

#5, Founder Architect & Partner of Vastu Vista.  

With regards to shared understandings (Table 8), all interviewees seem to share the view that Smart 

Cities began as an initiative from the central government. There is a shared perception that the 

mission consists of a new and experimental idea in India, and that its focus is on citizens and their 

needs. Technology is also mentioned by most of the interviewees, and perceived as the driver of the 

Section Findings 

• Co-creation activities through stakeholders’ interaction are fostered from a top-down 

approach, through Government policy impacting cities administration activities. 

Citizen Engagement  

• Cities are required to include citizen’s engagement initiatives in their Smart City 

Plan proposals; however, if cities will indeed comply with its plan’s proposal will 

depend on the cities capacity and willingness to do so. 

• Despite the existence of the online platform, mygov.in, to engage with citizens, there is 

no clear evidence about the degree in which citizens’ opinion is integrated in decision 

making process.  

SPV Level  

• There is no law enforcement with regards to the degree of engagement of the Smart 

City Advisory Forum, both in the proposal development phase and the execution 

phase of the Smart City Plan  

• The organizational structure of SPVs and the smart solutions financial models, under 

responsibility of SPVs, are both enablers of co-creation by means of necessity.   

Co-Creation Initiatives 

• In the three contexts described, initiatives enabling co-creation only to occur at the 

city level.  

• In the two first points, Mission Statement and Guidelines and Before preparing Smart 

City Plan proposal, co-creation initiatives were prone to happen between cities and its 

citizens. At the SPV level though, co-creation initiatives were prone to happen 

between SPV members and smart solution providers.  
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mission. “So smart city is seen as a largely technology driven agenda, you know?” (Sarbeswar), 

Project Coordinator, UNSW, Australia). In short, the interviewees mostly agree on basic features 

connected to Smart Cities but a more detailed explanation or deeper understanding of the concept is 

missing.   

Tabel 8 Frequency of relevant words per interviewee – common understanding 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL 

Government 26 14 24 9 35 24 10 18 46 33 26 26 291 

Experiment(al) & Experience & 

Idea & Test & New 

41 28 14 14 16 13 4 25 12 1 7 14 126 

Citizen & Needs & Basic needs 5 30 9 1 1 2 4 11 26 3 17 17 107 

Technology & technical 6 13 4 3 6 11 2 26 4 0 8 1 84 

Infrastructure  3 1 7 6 12 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 19 

Environment 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 12 

Safe & Safety & Safely 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 

We have observed different spheres of common understanding within India, with regards to the 

Mission: the authorities sphere, the citizens sphere, and the business sphere.  

Authorities sphere 

The common understanding at the authority sphere of smart urban development seems first to have 

been introduced by the GoI via the integration of already existing individual missions and projects in 

the country in one overall mission: the 100 Smart Cities Mission. Further, this understanding 

becomes clearer at the city level as tools are presented for cities to establish their own smart projects 

under the Mission's context. The “Mission Statement and Guidelines” (Ministry of Urban 

Development, 2015) drives cities’ shared understanding of Smart Cities. At the stage of Smart City 

Plan Proposal development, cities are guided by the conditions, requirements, and criteria for 

evaluation, established by the GoI. Hence, at this stage all relevant stakeholders should be able to 

share a common understanding of the concept. When it comes to the development of solutions, and 

more ahead, its implementation and execution, the common understanding has not been developed.  

The first reason is the lack of experience, know-how, and available examples to guide the members 

of SPVs, which are responsible for the implementation of the Cities Plans.  

“The smart cities’ plan, they are not in the open [...] They were figuring out what to do and because 

this a new project […] they didn't have much of idea because there's no past precedence in this. […] 

These cities are just set up. [T]he CEOs has been put there who actually doesn't really know at the 
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point of time how to go about it because there is not precedent.” Sarbeswar with regards to the CEOs 

of SPVs invited to collaborate with the city of Sydney. 

The second motive leading to the non- shared understanding is that some cities are more developed 

than others. Hence, the meaning of a Smart City is contextual and might evolve accordingly to a city 

development stage, as explained by Interviewee #5.  

“Actually, everyone over here is struggling with the definition of smart city. [T]he definition 

given in the smart city initiative booklet is that it cannot be defined; it is different from 

different cases [...] India is such a large country that we would have a different 

understanding of smart cities, what is smart for a city is entirely different from case to case.” 

Interviewee #5, Founder Architect & Partner of Vastu Vista.  

This said, the lack of a common understanding does not seem to confine the eagerness to succeed 

within this experimental Mission context. Once aspiring to become a Smart City, SPVs members 

appear to show commitment to develop skills and know-how to reach the Mission goals, and 

implement its City Plan. Regardless of the definitions. 

“They [cities’ authorities] are committed towards making a smart city whereas the definition 

of smart city was not properly decided” (Interviewee #5, Founder Architect & Partner of 

Vastu Vista). 

Citizens sphere 

In the citizens’ sphere, the concept of Smart Cities has been more challenging to grasp, especially 

within more traditional groups. Aditya who as an architect is currently a part of a project within the 

Mission context, is frequently talking with locals, and he meets a lot of skeptical people, who are 

more worried about basic needs than smart cities. 

“[The] marketing comes with smart ideas, smart technologies [...] so few […] traditional 

people can really absorb these things. [I]t becomes difficult to like for them. [T]hey are not 

well-versed with it"(Aditya).  

On this note, Interviewee #8 expects that a clearer understanding will come with time, by usage, and 

experience, and consequently, by the word of mouth.  

“As of now, conceptual living is not in existence in India right. [W]hen the city will start 

evolving, then they will start experiencing and once they experience, share with other friends, 
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their family relatives. Then, you know, this might […] then other people may join” 

(Bhardhaj). 

Business sphere 

In the business sphere the common understanding becomes less complex than in the authorities’ and 

citizens’ spheres. At this level, the focus is more project driven, or specific goal driven, so no matter 

the definition of Smart Cities, partners come together to develop a project, which they agree on 

beforehand. In this sphere, legislation plays an important role as the common understanding is 

translated into application of resources in the form of business arrangement (e.g. Memorandum of 

Understanding, strategic alliance, joint venture, and partnerships) established for a specific purpose.  

Still, understandings do diverge, especially when dealing with foreign business partners. There are 

cases where, although both parts shared a common goal and thought they had the same 

understanding of their shared business, they might end up with diverging views on how to reach the 

goal. This is the fine boundary where cultural clashes might appear, and with regards to the topic of 

our research, where the different understandings about Smart Cities between countries might be 

noticed. One minor example from Bhardhaj is the case of British architect Norman Foster who was 

hired by the city of Amaravati in the State of Andhra Pradesh to design the city’s image. Currently 

the architect team is facing problems because the 'western style' does not seem to neither fit nor 

translate the city’s values and traditions. 

Establishing a common understanding of Smart Cities between Indians and foreign partners is 

important, according to several interviewees. Besides providing better conditions for Indian citizens, 

and developing the capacity to accommodate the expected increase of the Indian population, the 

Mission is also an initiative to attract relevant key players and build sustainable partnerships on the 

long run. “So, Smart Cities Plan, Smart Cities Mission goes actually beyond the boundary of only 

developing cities but also forging new sort of alliances in terms of trade and business” (Sarbeswar).  
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THE VALUE OF TRUST IN INDIA 

“Everything here in India is based on interpersonal” Interviewee #5, Founder Architect & 

Partner of Vastu Vista 

Indeed, along the investigation we observed the importance of trust in Indian. It plays a huge part in 

relations development not only at the personal level but in most spheres in the country. We 

especially observed two things during our research and interviews: the matter of trust in the 

authorities, and trust in the business context. In this section, we will go through both.  

Trust in the authorities 

In general, there is a low level of trust in the authorities in India, and as one interviewee put it, 

people would rather rely on luck than expect anything from the central government.  

“We depend largely upon the matter of chance, we wait in queues. [T]he uncertainty in any 

recurring regular government operation is so high that we do not know when and how things 

will get in place” Interviewee #5, Founder Architect & Partner of Vastu Vista. 

Consequently, this lack of trust creates a society consisting of citizens, who are not willing to take 

laws and rules seriously. The Founder of Terumo Penpol explains this with the fact that there was 

never “very strong central government in a very big country” and strengthens the point by 

mentioning the local bribe culture and a high tax evasion in India. It ranks number 172 among 190 

countries (World Bank, 2016).   

Section Findings 

• Cities’ winning proposal for Smart City Mission and selection for public funding is 

not enough evidence for a developed common understanding because:  

i) Even though, Proposals were developed with experienced consultants does 

not mean that knowledge and experiences have been shared with relevant 

actors  

• as stated by Interviewees, authorities still lack understanding of Smart Cities The 

lack of common understanding of Smart Cities might be translated to obstacles along 

Smart City projects development and implementation, originated both from 

i) citizens who don’t comprehend its cities initiatives, and consequently, don’t 

perceive their needs being tackled, and 

ii)  from foreign partners who might carry its own definition of Smart City based on 

previous experience, different from Indian context. 
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Another interesting explanation for the low trust in the government is historical.  

“And also, our freedom of movement which was led by the great man called Ghandi - he 

based his freedom movement on non-violence and it’s the main weapon for what we call civil 

disobedience. That is, he told citizens not to listen to the government, not to pay taxes, not to 

follow rules. [...] So now, even seventy years after independence, Indians whenever they 

don’t like something, what the first thing they will do is they’ll not pay their taxes, they won’t 

listen to the rules, they won’t listen to government, and Indian democracy except in one or 

two places like Kashmir and the North-Eastern States, force is not used very much in India” 

Balagopal 

Despite the low trust in government, the interviewees tend to be optimistic when asked about their 

general opinion about the Mission. ‘Expectations’ and ‘hope’ were present in almost all the 

interviews (Table 9). 

Tabel 9 Frequency of relevant words per interviewee – trust and expectations 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL 

Expectation & 

Hope 

3 3 1 0 11 3 3 2 10 12 8 0 56 

Trust 15 1 0 0 0 16 1 8 0 4 0 0 45 

Better 0 3 1 0 4 3 2 6 12 1 3 6 41 

   

The more optimistic interviewees referred to the experimental and innovative aspects of the Mission 

to explain their expectations. Vinay also referred to the increasing usage of smartphones in India, 

which might be a bridge between the Smart Cities and its citizens.  

“[A]s we have more and more users on smartphone platforms, we probably will be able to 

organize them better and you know, inform them better and get a better productivity out of 

our cities” (Balagopal).  

The Project Coordinator at UNSW, however, says that for the projects within the Mission to 

succeed, “trust has to be established by the city government, they have to trust locals this kind of 

arrangement. Unless they do that they won’t be able to implement the project” #1. 

Business  
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“In India trust is everything. [P]eople are not much into documentation but a lot of things 

are done on trust basis only” (Bhardhaj). 

Most interviewees agree that trust is at the core of any economic activity in India, and often trust is 

more important than official documents. A good example of a business done based on trust only, is 

the case illustrated by Vinay, a consultant with a background in agriculture. The interviewee 

established a business relationship with a Russians company via email, without having met any 

representative of the company, nor having signed a contract.  

“I was approached by one of the Russian companies to promote their technology in India, so 

as of now, we just exchanged email, and we decided that this is the work which I will be 

doing and this is the basic charges which is required to do the daily business for the company 

and just on email, we are doing that and everything is happening perfectly” (Bhardhaj). 

One way to circumvent or deal with trust in India and establish a viable business, is engage with a 

local partner. The more influential the local partner is, the more opportunities the foreigner will have 

and the better and more efficient the start-up will be.  

Trust is often built by reputation in India, and a connection to someone influential from the 

authorities can work as a gateway to other key players. One interviewee recalls how he had to 

engage with actors at the government level first and then go through one of the states, before he was 

able to reach key actors in the cities.  

“And so, I engaged with them first [the advisory wing of the Ministry of Urban Development, 

you know, to sort of create a trust and tell them who we are, what is our interest, and what 

our expertise is. And so that took quite a bit of time actually. I've made a couple of visits and 

making presentations and that is the trust development you know […]. And then when they 

were clear that what we can deliver then actually we moved into let's say okay which are the 

States that we feel and which are the cities we believe can be sort of paired for this kind of a 

relationship, you know. In terms of our expertise and their demand […]. So, there was this 

multistage process you know, we didn't really jump through to the local level. First, we 

actually went from the top and then went to the bottom lower level” (Sarbeswar). 

Within the 100 Smart Cities context, some of the interviewees expect that it will be quicker and 

easier for foreign entities to gain trust, whereas local entities will struggle.  

“So, for international collaboration I say it's more clear, okay, in terms of what are the 

deliverables and what are the expectations. But in the local scale I would say it's still not 
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very apparent in terms of how this trust element would be sort of considered or how it will 

play out. We need to still wait and see” (Sarbeswar). 

As we have mentioned earlier, the goal of the Mission is more than developing smart cities. It is also 

to forge new trade and business alliances. Here, trust will play a key role in building sustainable 

long-term relationships with key partners, potentially foreign actors.  

 

ACCESS TO SMART CITY DEVELOPMENT  

This section is about interactions and networks. We look at interactions on citizens and business 

spheres, and how networks play a crucial part in different ways for both local actors and foreign 

entities. 

Interaction with Citizens 

To engage with citizens, GoI as well as municipalities, give citizens access to information and offer 

opportunities to take part in discussion through digital platforms as well as physical meetings. How 

these interactions take place will be described in this section.  

As seen before the central government integrated citizen engagement into 100SCM strategy. It is 

required for cities to engage with citizens through website developed by GoI (www.mygov.in) 

enabling direct interaction.  

Section Findings 

Citizen Level  

• In general, citizens demonstrate a low level of trust in authorities, translated in low 

expectations and low compliance with the law. The latest is also influence of a weak 

enforcement of the law.  

• Despite the previous points, it was felt a general optimism with regards to the 

Mission.  

Business Level  

• Trust plays a crucial role, as in India interpersonal relationships might occasionally 

matter more than formalities (e.g. a contract). Hence, trust can be passed on through 

well-established network of key players, especially if from the Central Government. 

• Within the Mission, it is easier to trust foreign partners with already developed 

experiences in Smart City development, than in locals from whom no knowledge or 

skills regards Smart Cities are known. 
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“[T]hey created four or five possible projects and then they put up for voting so citizens 

actually went online and voted for the projects and the projects which one of them got the 

most number of votes from their citizens generally were selected by implementation” 

(Sarbeswar). 

The platform makes it possible for cities to connect with a wide number of its citizens and to ask for 

opinions. As for example the city of Ghaziabad created a survey asking citizens what project they 

thought should be implemented by ABD, a company that provides solutions as shown in Image 5 

The digital platform is a common and easy tool to indirectly interact with.  

Image  5 Poll Ghaziabad Smart City Project (retrieved from www.my.gov.in last accessed 09.09.2017I 

 

The voting phase is still going on, so the final decision on what to priorities has not been reached. 

Thus, it is too soon to assess, whether the voice of the citizens was heard. 

Aditya, who is involved in developing plans for area based development, interacted directly with 

citizens to raise awareness and develop common understanding of the projects. 

“I used to be on the site for most of the time and that's how I used to interact with people 

[…] and told the perspective of the project and the profits of the project […] few people had 

some points to mention [...] But majorly we got a good response from people and they were 

quite happy with the project we were doing”. 

In the heritage city Vrindavan, Uttar Pradesh shortlisted as a model city for smart cities mission by 

GoI, projects were developed to protect temples, develop street light system, cycling paths, waste 

management, sanitation facilities as well as green areas (Times of India, 2015). But as Kulshrestha 

states citizens voiced their opinion, and they were not satisfied with the plans.  
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“So, we had to change everything immediately and then after doing even the feasibility of 

that, we did a lot of work for that”. 

Citizen participation is a bottom-up approach initiated by citizens. NGOs representing citizens are 

invited by cities as Anoop: 

“So, I don’t represent the government, I don’t represent any company. I represent the citizens 

of my city”.  

Interviewee #9 is the founder of Gati Foundation, a think tank based in Dehradun. The city has been 

ranked 31st in the list of air polluted cities worldwide by World Health Organization (WHO) in 

2016. After four attempts, the city was selected to be one the smart city list. To discuss issues and 

challenges in Dehradun there has been organized proposal seminars. To bring different stakeholders 

together, though in this case not the ordinary citizens. 

“So, these meetings happen at community level […] but only the representatives are involved 

at these kinds of meetings […] if there's a citizen who was very well known or as a social 

worker or takes these kind of stands, they're also invited. And yeah, before we go to meeting 

we obviously take opinions of people and ask and discuss these things on the ground level.”  

As he explains, well known citizens are given access to interact at meetings. So are organizations 

considered important actors and representing citizen’s needs and concerns.  

“The slum development Federation's organizations [National Slum Dwellers Federation] 

[…] they're very powerful and then they control a lot of public sentiment and therefore they 

are a part of this they have been considered as part of this forum, advisory forum” 

(Sarbeswar) 

The National Slum Dwellers Federation was founded in 1970s and persists of slum based 

community groups across India (Sparcindia, 2017). The organization is based in Tamil Nadu and 

engages with government to give advice and secure benefits in smart projects for large number of 

slum dwellers. In Tamil Nadu 15-20% of urban population lives in slums (Primary Census Abstract 

for Slum, 2011).  

Varanasi, Uttar Pradesh aims at developing one smart area in the city and conduct town hall style 

meetings. 

“Where People from different organizations like you know citizen organizations social 

organizations have been invited. To give their feedback. So, the feedback was collected from 
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variety of sources. And analyze it. Like an urban development plan, like the technology 

component of urban development plan” (Amrita).  

In Dharamsala, the municipality implemented underground garbage bins, which is a part of a new 

solid waste management system. The bins are equipped with sensors that are supposed to sense when 

they are full (Times of India, 2016). Prior to this, government officials invited the NGO Waste 

Warriors, which works with the improvement of waste management in India, to represent the 

citizens and their needs. They did not like the idea, since a lot of citizens and their everyday income 

rely on stuff they find in the bins, which in turn creates a system of recycling. 

“It was better to not have underground dustbin because then the informal sector has access 

to the container where the segregation happened. And more recycling could be done because 

they are involved" (Avinash). 

According to the guidelines of GoI in SCM (Government of India, 2016), the citizens voice and 

concerns must be included in the proposal, but in this case, it was not. As Avinash points out:   

“The city actively invites NGOs to discuss projects and to take part in smart city 

development. No. They already thought out of what to do because it's a, it’s a protocol, 

before doing something like that, that you invite people to talk about it and take an opinion, 

the opinion was taken”.  

He highlights the top-down strategic approach towards citizens engagement from GoI and claims 

that it is mere formality in Dharamshala, where they don’t integrate feedback. While the 

municipality of Dharamshala claims that garbage bins are being used by citizens, local organizations 

says that people are not using them, and littering is still present (Himalaya Watcher, 2017).  

As the interviewee Anoop claims, municipalities need to engage citizens more to enhance citizens 

quality of life:   

“[…] there has to be a channel of communication, and there has to be sincerely efforts. There has to 

be consistent efforts, they can be smaller efforts, they can be baby steps. But you need to bring 

confidence into the citizens that hey, here is the platform and you can come and you know, you can 

leave your suggestions”.  

With my.gov.in platform citizens have the opportunity to leave their feedback, prioritize projects and 

to get access to information provided by GoI and municipalities. Direct influence, though, depends 

on cities’ willingness to engage. Furthermore, it is mainly achieved through NGOs, and none of the 
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interviewees mentions private actors and their engagement of citizens directly in the product 

development. 

Interaction in the business sphere  

“[P]rivate sector [has] a very important role” (Sarbeswar) since cities need to attract 50% private 

investment for project implementation as part of 100SCM strategy. Only 50% come from public 

funding. 

“[I]t is investment for the rest of the smart cities mission. I would say, they will only be 

sustainable and successful, if they are able in the future to attract the rest of 50 % revenues 

from private players. That's a major challenge” (Sarbeswar).  

The demand for private money creates opportunities for Indian as well as foreign companies to 

interact with the Mission, the SPV - and potentially take part in decision making process.  

“Somebody now wants to implement a huge transport project for that particular city, they 

might want to invest in that SPV and be a part of the board members” (Debashish). 

In a similar way, municipalities are giving access to companies worldwide to access development of 

smart projects. Through tenders, created for businesses supplying solutions.  

“All those tenders are coming up. In the tenders, we’re coming out to whomever companies 

are interested. They fight for that, and then we decide which company we’re to give this 

particular service to.” (Kulshrestha). 

While investment opportunities as well as tenders facilitate access to smart city development for 

potential private actors worldwide, there is a less formal way to enter smart solution development. 

And while foreign entities need to build a network in India first, established networks are giving 

opportunities for local entities to enter smart city development.  

Networks - Access for Local Actors  

In India “personal relations play a major role” (Bhardhaj). Knowing people who can give you 

access to the right people directly or indirectly involved in smart city development is important.  

“[…] it’s very hard to get access to the right person, but if somebody is known to you, then 

he can connect you with the right person, right, then discuss business […] You know 

somebody who can understand you very well and then help you connecting with the right 

person” (Bhardhaj). 
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LG and IBM both competed in getting access to the Greenfield project in Ghitori near New Delhi as 

a technology solution provider. Bhardhaj, who is advising private organization for smart solution 

development for the city Ghitorni states:  

“the track record of IBM is not that very good because they used to take contracts and sublet 

to other local companies which at times are not in compliance with what the standard 

operating procedures is.” (Bhardhaj).  

In contrast to LG which has a very good record. 

[...] the company has been introduced because the mission’s director of LG was known to the 

developers, the owner. You know personal relations they work better than any other country 

in India […] if she was not known to one of the developers, right she would not have got the 

access” (Bhardhaj). 

Whereas established networks to people involved in smart city development give access to local 

actors another method to engage is through invitation. As Amrita Director at Gaia Smart City states 

“[…] one of our founders Bipin is sitting on several different government authorities which are 

looking at IOT and end to end standards in the country”. He is an invited expert at 

Telecommunications Standards Development Society India where he leads Smart Cities group (Gaia, 

2017).  

An established supportive network is one that gives you access to actors involved in smart city 

development, and is valuable to local entities in order to give them opportunities to take part in 

Smart Cities Mission. 

Networks- Access for foreign entities 

In contrast to local companies’ non-Indian entities cannot simply interact with organizations at the 

local level to access smart city development. “It is not so simple” as Sarbeswar says when talking 

about how he established partnerships with Chennai and Raipur.   

“So, there was this multistage process you know we didn't really jump through to the local 

level first we actually went from the top and then went to the bottom lower level” 

(Sarbeswar). 

Foreign entities need to establish trust through interacting with authorities to be able to access smart 

city development at the local level.  
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“to sort of create a trust and tell them who we are what is our interest and what our 

expertise is and so that took quite a bit of time actually[..]” (Sarbeswar). 

Direct interaction is crucial to develop trust but also needs time and resources as Sarbeswar says 

“and when I say we have invited [government and state representatives as well as private 

sector] I only given you a glimpse so I actually coordinated three different workshops, okay. 

One in Sydney, the second one was in Chennai, and third in New Delhi”. 

He, along with two other interviewees emphasizes the importance for non-Indian actors to have a 

local partner for a sustainable engagement in smart city development 

“[…] it’s very complex unless you have a local partner and go through them so that is also 

we have explored that how do we establish this connection and also how do we continue 

engaging”. 

The other way around, three interviewees describe the benefits for Indian actors to engage with non-

Indian entities, since it gives an opportunity to learn, to create new ideas and to get new knowledge. 

In example, Bhardhaj visited several Chinese smart cities, where he learned that basic technology 

potentially provides higher benefits for citizens in Ghitorni than intended high-tech solution. 

“We saw that how China has developed smart city, China has not done great programming 

or kind or sci-fi kind of things in the city. They are very basic, but very user friendly [...] We 

are going to apply that”. 

Through experiencing and direct interaction with foreign entities, Indian actors are able to tap into 

new knowledge, which they can integrate into the smart city development process.  Sarbeswar 

mentions, how the government in Bhubaneswar was confused about what to do with the smart city 

but with help from an NGO from the Netherlands, who focus on women and child issues, they found 

out what to do. The NGO approached Bhubaneswar and took charge in creating the proposal - with 

great success. 

“It became the number one smart city actually in the ranking [...] whereas a year ago this 

Commissioner had no idea what to do” (Sarbeswar).  

This is a case of value co-creation. As value has been created for the municipality of Bhubaneswar 

since the co-developed proposal tackled the smart city challenge, and for the NGO “they became a 

sort of formal consultant” (Sarbeswar). 
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According to the interviewees, non-Indian entities have to take a more proactive approach to enter a 

smart city development process. On one side building relationships and maintaining them fosters 

trust and gives opportunities for non-Indian actors to access the Mission. On the other side, 

interaction with non-Indian entities is a valuable source for local actors to tap into new knowledge. 

This leads us to the last part of the findings, where we go through the perception of value. 

 

Section Findings 

Citizen Engagement 

• Interaction with citizens is mostly coordinated through digital platform 

https://www.mygov.in  

• Direct interaction between municipalities and citizens are seldom and differs from 

city to city and often through NGOs as representative 

Business Level  

• Access for private entities is important for co-creation process in India as 50% 

funding has to be attracted from private actors 

• Access to private companies is given globally through tenders or local partners.  

• Through investment opportunities in SPVs private companies can access decision 

making process. 

• Access can be gained through networks 

• Interaction fosters learning between actors and overcomes potential bounded 

knowledge of Indian municipalities  

• Interaction important for better matching of needs with resources for smart solution 

development  

• There is no evidence of direct access to citizens. 
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PERCEPTION OF VALUE  

As argued in the Theoretical Framework, the purpose of co-creation activities is creation of value for 

benefits of at least one actor. Therefore, it is important to understand how different actors in India 

perceive value and how value occur.   

The 100 SCM aims at enhancing quality of life for its citizens, so the implementation of projects 

requires technological solutions valuable for tackling urban challenges. Bhardhaj describes the value 

of technologies that are being implemented:  

“technology might be great but if the cost is high, then nobody is going to have to buy   

their technology. So, cost and these things plays a good role […] less technology but 

meaningful technology which isn't necessarily required, though it helps the administrator to 

manage the city” 

That reflects the perceived value of meeting basic infrastructural needs and the demand for simple, 

robust and low-cost solutions rather than high-technology solutions as emphasized by several 

interviewees.   

“It’s about the basics” (Anoop). Technology does not change citizen’s basic needs in India, another 

interviewee claims. 

"Waste management is a big issue; water supply is a big issue. Continuous electricity supply 

is a big issue. And I suppose, if a company can assess these systems and India with the 

reasonable costing infrastructure, I think it would be readily” (Vinay). 

Problems need to be understood, defined and employed to tackle the right issue and to address 

different cities and their individual problems. 

“Whatever you want to do, suppose in certain cities here’s a problem, you have to identify 

the problem. But each city has to identify their problem [themselves]” (Kulshrestha).  

Perception of valuable smart solutions differs from city to city as Vinay says that “[…] smart would 

be a very individual definition for every individual city”.  

Debashish highlights the contextual perception of value.  

“India is a vast country, so what will work in New Delhi, the capital of India won’t work in 

another city. So, you really need to Indianize the solutions exactly” (Debashish). 
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Similarly, as mentioned earlier in the findings, different community groups in the municipality are 

perceiving value differently as Avinash highlights:  

“It was better to not have underground dustbin because then the informal sector has access 

to the container where the segregation happened. More recycling could be done because they 

are involved” 

The informal sector does not perceive underground garbage bins as valuable as they are not able to 

use them. That emphasizes the fact that smart cities have to include different perceptions of value to 

benefit citizens.  

In Bhopal, the citizens suffer from high pollution from traffic in streets. The municipality has 

promoted a Public Bike Sharing system. The City Citizens can rent bikes at around 40 different 

places in city. They register through an app or use online payments (Ministry of Urban 

Development, 2017). Bhopal partnered with a German company, and 250 bikes have been imported 

so far. 

The project was implemented in June 2017.  As Kulshrestha explains. 

“Most of the time the people are taking bikes. So, it’s a very whole good response [...] The 

people are realizing gradually that it’s good for the health”.  

In other cities, the perceived value is negative. One of them is Amaravati, which was named the 

capital of the state Telangana, when the state was founded in 2014 (The Hindu, 2016). The city is 

one of the smart cities in India. But as Sundar explains: “we don't have a proper capital”. 

“You don't have a social lifestyle here you don't have the ecosystem, you don't have balls, you 

don't have movie theaters, you don't have entertainment spaces, you don't have proper 

serving booths so there's a lot of problem within” (Sundar).  

The municipality requires around 35,000 acres of land to build the capital but most of the land is 

owned by the citizens - since they are farmers. This could maybe be solved by buying the land, but 

the local government lacks the financial resources, so it came up with a new policy: to pool land. By 

giving up land, farmers would contribute to the development of smart areas, and after the 

implementation, the farmers get a quarter of land in return. Obviously, farmers are not willing to 

give up their land, as they do not perceive the value of developing smart area. Right now, the 

farmers generate economic value through cultivating their land and thereby sustain a living (The 

Guardian, 2016). The development of smart city has no value for them, so here citizens are only 

experiencing the disadvantage of developing a smart city.  
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Finally, the already mentioned aspect of attracting financial investment from private entities, as 

identified by several interviewees, is also perceived as value, because it is one of the main goals of 

the mission: to encourage long-term financial partnerships. Financial value as perceived by business 

sphere and cities is important to make smart city development sustainable and thereby enhance the 

quality of life for its citizens.  

 

Section Findings 

• Value is contextual  

o Low cost, simple solutions addressing basic infrastructural needs of citizens 

o Perception of value differs from country to country, city to city as well as 

between communities 

• Value must be experienced to see benefits  
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In this section, we will discuss the implications of our previous findings in order to understand how 

interventions can refine the co-creation process when developing Smart City solutions in India. We 

will use our knowledge from the literature coupled with the main points from our findings to address 

the challenges for and possible solutions to co-creation in India. As we will see, interventions can 

come from several different actors, and their finest task will be to create trust and make Indians 

believe - with reason - that smart city developments are in their interests. 

Looking at the case explained by Sarbeswar, we could see how foreign entities acted as an 

intervention, refining the co-creation process with know-how and expertise – operant resources. 

When the representatives of the City of Bhubaneswar found themselves stuck because of their own 

limited knowledge, a Dutch NGO came forward and advised them on the project proposal based on 

previous experience. The NGO became a co-creation partner. The outcome, or in connection to the 

theory, value-in-use was in this case obvious - Bhubaneswar turned out to be selected in the first 

round of the Mission, while the NGO continued to be a partner of the city. Another example of 

intervention was one with regards to technology, which Bhardhaj talked about when he mentioned 

the benefits of collaborating with IBM. Both cases illustrate two types of interventions that scale-up 

the co-creation process for developing smart cities in India. Also, both cases illustrate cases of co-

creation between the private sector and cities, only. 

The transfer of power from the Central Government to the State Governments, and the financial 

empowerment of the urban local bodies, open for new and potentially strong partners on state and 

local levels, according to the guidelines from the Mission, while both are also supposed to generate 

interest among decision-makers in finding solutions that can substantially improve the functioning of 

their city and the quality of life of its citizens. 

However, as our findings suggest, cities do not always succeed in turning the establishment of strong 

and financial partnerships into benefits for its citizens. Looking back at the Waste Warrior case, 

there were several opportunities for co-creation of  value-in-use for the final users, but it none of the 

opportunities ever materialized. Citizens did not use the underground dustbins. 
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Usually, face-to-face interaction as feedback sessions or workshops - which was used in the Waste 

Warrior case - are unique opportunities where key actors that hardly interact on a frequent basis can 

have access to each other’s’ knowledge. It’s the most interactive and direct method to provide 

suggestion and get answers, discuss common challenges, and to establish common grounds for 

solution development. In simple words, face-to-face interaction, is per se a co-creation activity. If we 

look at the City of Dharamshala case, all conditions seemed to be in place for co-creation to occur, 

and hence jointly develop the correct solution for the waste management of the city. However, no 

value was experienced at any moment. The reason being that the city never showed real intentions to 

do so. And as mentioned by Avinash, the feedback session was after all just a protocol that had to be 

followed. 

When looking at the case from a theoretical viewpoint, Waste Warriors intervened twice, willing to 

apply resources to jointly create the best solution for managing the household waste in the city. 

However, the city deliberately chose not to integrate those resources – the know-how and expertise 

of the NGO. Consequently, not only did co-creation not occur, but the situation led to co-destruction, 

since the informal sector situation got worse, as the collectors were not able to collect and recycle 

waste anymore. This case represents a major issue between policy and implementation: solution was 

implemented, but the know-how wasn’t shared. As expected by the Waste Warriors, who several 

times before implementation had explained the flaws of the project to the city, the dustbins failed to 

be useful for the citizens. One of the main reasons was a lack of awareness and education to sort the 

waste. the problem here was, that the final user had never been involved in the ‘smart’ solution 

development. 

From our understanding, this situation could have been prevented in two ways – if the city had 

incorporated the valid feedback and suggestions from the NGO, or if the service provider as we saw 

with the Dutch company and their dustbins, had engaged directly with the citizens and tried to 

understand their needs. 

None of the interviewees mentioned any form of interaction between end-user of smart solutions and 

the solution provider, and most likely that is not common practice. Unfortunately, if someone or 

something (e.g. policy) doesn’t intervene, cases like this one are most likely to reappear in the future, 

as citizens’ engagement in India is still a fairly new concept for most cities, which do not yet 

perceive any huge benefits. 
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Since citizens are rarely directly involved in these feedback session, their opinion is mostly 

represented by social workers, social activists, political leaders, well known citizens, and NGOs. 

Therefore, cities must learn how to engage and take advantage of professional relations with these 

representatives that are informed about the wishes of the communities and the citizens. Another 

important lesson learned from this, is that the SPV’s role as intermediary between citizens and 

solution providers should be more active. The SPVs are, namely, key when it comes to ‘indianizing’ 

projects, which crucial for the local solutions’ success.  

Cities representatives don’t have the awareness of how ‘indianization’ matters, and that solutions 

that succeeded in the western world, in Europe, where ‘smart cities’ emerged, might not fit the needs 

in India (Khanna et al, 2005). Or that they might fit, but that implementation takes time, just like in 

the Western World, where  solutions didn’t take place from one day to the other. Citizens have to be 

educated, and city ‘smartness’ and citizens must evolve together (Palmisano, 2008). This point is 

also state by other sources, such as Hoelscher (2016), while focusing on implications within the 100 

SCM.  “Many cities and consulting agencies seem to be applying the same templates and best 

practice examples, with little appreciation of both positive and negative experiences of various 

European smart cities and with few unique, context-specific ideas emerging in early SCP 

development”. (p.37) 

As the researcher says, SPVs should have an incentive to not look towards success stories only, 

because there also is a lot to gain from looking at stories of failure. Looking at failures fosters 

organizational learning (Sitkin, 1992). On this note, Indian cities should look more towards 

international cities with similar conditions and not only look in the direction of the West. 

As referred to in the findings, the 100 SCM welcomes cities to attract foreign direct investment in 

order to develop solutions. The program structure gives opportunities for foreign entities to take part 

in solution development process. Our findings showed a few cases of Smart Cities that experienced 

benefits by engaging with foreign entities in the search for solutions for its urban challenges - or 

through private partnerships, as already mentioned, or through city to city engagement. 

The examples described by Sarbeswar Praharaj with regards to Sydney, and by Bhardhaj with 

regards to China, show concrete examples of successful co-creation, since there were perceived 

value in both. 
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In the first case value was shown by SPVs’ CEOs enthusiasm to learn about Sydney’s experience as 

the city down under is going through a similar process of ‘smartness’. In the second case, the 

acknowledgment that smart solutions not necessarily mean high-tech solutions, neither costly 

solutions, was a clear value for the Indian city. Above all, value was perceived in both cases because 

CEOs had limited knowledge about smart solutions. 

This shows that if there is a willingness on the top-level, there is easy value to be gained by 

exchanging experiences and engaging with foreign entities. 

Through decentralization, the GoI delegated the right and duty of cities to face its urban challenges. 

Smart Cities are being delegated with responsibility to manage and execute ‘smart’ solutions for a 

more flexible and efficient urbanization process. As the concept of smart city sets a new context for 

India, the GoI provides guide tools for cities to incorporate their Smart City Plans. However, as we 

saw in the findings, it is often that CEOs of SPVs, and other members as well, lack required skills to 

execute the Smart City Plan. 

From our understanding, this aspect could be tackled with a top-down approach, which is already a 

part of the Mission’s structure. In the same way that the GoI delegate decision making power to 

cities, coupled with provision of grants, the government should make sure that its interests and 

resources will be properly managed, and that the 100 SCM doesn’t end in the same category as 

previous initiatives that didn’t succeed in India (Hoelscher, 2016). The risk of not doing so, besides 

delaying and putting the outcome of SCP at risk, is that the whole project, and therefore the 

legitimacy of SPV, will fail.  

Going back to the example from the City of Dharamshala, Avinash, calls the implementation of the 

dustbins “a fashion statement”. Instead of focusing on citizens’ needs, the city was more concern 

with appearance. The city not only lost a chance to improve its image among citizens, but also 

proved to lack management skills: resources were misused (e.g time, money and proactivity from the 

NGO). Most likely this attitude will decrease the chances of future co-creation. Citizens and key 

players of society motivation and degree of engagement and participation might decrease, 

consequently impacting the outcome of co-creation activities. 

Unless SCP managers think about Smart Cities in terms of its final users benefit, the Mission goals 

are at risk. This is especially important in India, which is a country with a lot of corruption and as 

mentioned several times earlier low trust in government - two serious issues that both affect co-

creation and citizens’ willingness to participate and engage. 
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Thus, if Indian authorities don’t start prioritizing citizens’ needs over their own, the impression that 

elites are leading the country, and most likely benefiting from it at the expenses of the poorer, will 

remain. 

To end this section on a positive note, the Prime Minister of India, in November 2016, announced 

currency notes demonetization in a major assault on money laundering, fake currency and corruption 

(The Economic Times, 2017). Although not directly linked to Smart Cities, such initiatives are 

crucial to both, build and empower the image and respect citizens have for the government, and to 

enable a trustworthy culture – two aspects that were found to play key roles in Indian society, and 

thereby also key roles in co-creation of smart solutions. The intended transparency of development 

process by GoI triggers trust and contributes to potential co-creation process as we have discussed in 

detail in theoretical discussion. In India where corruption is increasing steadily (Ernst & Young 

Global Limited, 2017) a transparent approach prevents potential mismatch between resources by 

tackling corruption contributing to solution development for benefits of civil society. Transparency 

obviously positively contributes to communication and triggers joint learning process and potentially 

co-creation.  

CONCLUSION 

This idea to this thesis began back in 2015 when the Indian government implemented the 100SCM 

with the aim to empower both its cities and citizens and their needs. This seemed like a very 

ambitious project in a country with more than a billion people, weak institutions and little tradition 

for engaging citizens. 

We were curious about how the co-creation process in India happens to implement the mission by 

examining the process in India, and where they were heading. We heard and read about positive 

stories but also a lot of challenges – especially with co-creation. In the end, for this thesis, we settled 

on the following research question: 

How can interventions refine the model of co-creation for Smart Cities developments in India? 

Overall, we believe that with the work done in this thesis we have gotten much closer to an answer – 

or several answers – to our research question than we were before our analysis. We have identified 

some of the core challenges, and we analyzed how interventions can refine co-creation process and 

issues that make co-creation a challenge in India. 
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By developing our framework for co-creation, we were able to examine how co-creation process 

exists in India. In the guidelines sent out to the selected cities, the central government especially 

talked about engagement of citizens, financial support and prospects for long-term partnership with 

foreign entities. In turn, the cities seemed eager to get a share of the funding and participated in the 

challenge.  

As we have also found through our interviews with local stakeholders, co-creation began to happen 

in India, and citizens were as dictated from above, invited to participate - to varying degrees. 

Still, there is also a long range of issues for smart cities in India. Hence, opportunities for 

interventions to refine the process of co-creation for smart city development. 

First, though the structure and the guidelines are in place, there is a lack of know-how and skills to 

implement the ideas on a local level. Second, there is no common understanding or clear definition 

of what a smart city is in India, which makes the projects hard or impossible to implement for the 

local authorities and to some extent makes citizens look at smart cities as just another empty promise 

from the authorities – they don’t believe it before they can experience the benefits, so to say. Third, 

trust has proven to be key, and on a citizen level there is generally very little trust in the government, 

while the local authorities trust more in experienced foreign entities than local solution providers. 

Fourth, value of the project is indeed perceived differently by the stakeholders: while the 

government is happy with foreign investments, the citizens – contrary to the original promise from 

the government - are often not heard and end without the perception of value. And fifth, interactions 

that were supposed to happen between all stakeholders, mainly appear directly between the local 

government and private/foreign partners, whereas the citizens participate in no or limited 

interactions. 

Still, through our analzsis we were able to identify interventions to the discussed challenges that 

limit co-creation in India as well as opportunities to influence co-creation process. As for example, 

on the top local level, the CEOs of the SPVs would be in a much better position, if they were 

properly prepared to execute the Smart City Proposals and actually bring in citizens in the decision 

making. Also, there is often a big gap between smart solutions proposed by foreign entities and the 

actual need of Indian citizens a possibility for inerventions to refine co-creation between the 

partners. And lastly, the SPVs simply have to ensure that solutions are always centered on the final 

users, otherwise the whole Smart City Mission – not just one local project – risks to loose credibility 

and fall apart as seen many times before in India. 
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This said, we have to keep in mind that the Smart City Mission in India is less than three years old, 

and there is still a lot of goodwill, rightminded intentions and a lot of initiatives have already been 

implemented or are being developed. 

Lastly, we took a look at India and the Smart City Mission on an very early stage, and it would make 

good sense to follow the project and conduct similar research after the end of the pilot phase, which 

is in two years from now. Hopefully our findings can contribute to further studies of co-creation and 

its challenges and potentials in this complex and fascinating country. 
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ANNEX I - INTERVIEW GUIDE  

 

Tell a bit about yourself, experience background, how are you engaged in the smart city 

development in India?  

  

How are smart solutions for cities developed in India?  

 

How do stakeholders engage in Smart City Development? 

  

What is your experience so far?   

  

How do you work together (with Stakeholders)?   

1. Face-to face?   

  

What does value mean for you?  

  

Can you give as an example of an aha moment in this process?  

1. Who was involved?   

1. How was that?  

  

What are your expectations?   

  

How would you develop smart solutions for urban development? 

 

What does Co-Creation mean? 
 

 



91 
 

ANNEX II – INTERVIEW TOPICS 

 
Experience 
 
Value 
 
Interaction  

Communication 
 Dialogue  
  
Relationship  
 Trust  
 Power 
 Common understanding 
 common vision  
 
Stakeholders 
 Collaboration 
 
Resources 
 Integration 
 Knowledge 
 Skills 
 Sharing  
 
Motivations 
 Goal 
 Purpo 

 


