








Meanings

A frequent use of the term, for example, relates to commercially
profitable technological innovations that also improve the quality of the
urban experience.The Mashable Global Innovation Series, sponsored by
car manufacturer BMW, uses the term urban innovation in this sense
(Mashable, 2016). The listing of key urban innovations (ibid.) illustrates
how difficult it is to differentiate between private and public benefit.
There are gizmos and gadgets that are more obviously geared towards
private convenience and pleasure such as high-tech clothing fabrics
that double up as mobile phone chargers. However, there are many
innovations, most privately generated, that have been applied for public
good, or offer potential solutions to pressing urban challenges. Examples
are traffic apps, sustainable prefabricated housing, high-tech carpooling,
apps for reporting infrastructure failures like potholes, leaking pipes,
broken traffic lights. There are also smart grids; technologically-enabled
education centres; crowd-funding start-ups for urban improvement;
and data apps that increase the access that residents have to local
government information.

¢
The term ‘urban The second use of the term is a partial reaction to the perceived fixation

innovation’ is used with technology in speaking of ‘innovation’. Urban innovation in this sense
with growing frequency is also known as ‘urban social innovation’ (Chapter 2) that refers to new
in the policy terrain, social practices directed to resolving a pressing social problem, serving
as a “creative transgression of established rules” (Fontan et al., 2008:22).
Urban innovation may be technologically-enabled but often involves new
forms of social practice, institutional organisation or regulatory framing.
The scope for Bike sharing, for example, makes use of smartphone mapping apps that
intellectual and practical show the location of bike stations and available bikes. Its success relies
confusion is wide. to a large extent on innovative organisational arrangements. Bike sharing
began as a small scale innovation in local community groups and non-
profit organisations yet it has evolved institutionally in some cities into
a large-scale practice supported by public-private partnerships (Shaheen
and Guzman, 2011). In framing the concept, the agents of urban
innovation are often the ‘urban impact entrepreneurs’ who may, but do
not necessarily, operate for commercial gain (Brenner and Lein, 2012).
The uptake of the innovation may be led by the public sector or may be
channelled through a public-private arrangement.
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but often without
adequate definition.

URBAN
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A third use of the term, urban innovation, is more directly related to governance. It is concerned with how
the agents of governance, with government as the anchor, would act more creatively to deliver public benefit.
Again, technological enabling is likely to take place but the focus would be directed to governance practices.
These could include a range of new models of collaborative practices with citizens, in financing arrangements, in
delivering public services and new forms of public procurement. Creative spaces for collective deliberation and
new approaches to spatial planning would develop in specific ways and forms (URBACT, 2015).

In reality, there is often overlap and fuzziness in definition and it is often difficult to neatly differentiate between
the various meanings the terms imply. In the final analysis we choose what we mean, but we should do so with
an understanding of how others use the term.

The simple definition of urban innovation the Rutgers Business School provides resonates with this understanding:

We define urban innovation as a break from common
practice to develop long lasting transformations in
communities, neighbourhoods, and cities.



Genealogy

The difference in the shades of meaning reflects a complex intellectual genealogy. The key originating idea is the
concept of ‘innovation’ with the positive normative connotation that this idea has acquired.

Benoit Godin (2015) offers an unexpected intellectual history of innovation, revealing its origins in religious dogma
as a negative and threatening trait. Innovation referred primarily to deviance and heresy' and then, in political
terms, to subversion and revolution. In 1548, EdwardV, King of England, issued a proclamation Against Those that
Doeth Innovate (ibid.). In the nineteenth century, explains Godin, innovation took on positive connotations, and
was gradually associated with positive attributes such as creativity, originality, invention and reform. In the early
twentieth century, Joseph Schumpeter, now hailed as the ‘prophet of innovation’(McCraw, 2007) coined the term,
‘creative disruption’,arguing that the disturbance of innovation was necessary for continued competitiveness, growth
and employment creation (Sledzik, 2013). Through the twentieth century innovation was well established, and
popularised, as a normative virtue but, at the same time, its use narrowed, with innovation increasingly understood
in terms of technological change. It was only towards the end of the century, with the rise of a concept of social
innovation, that that there was a broadening in the use of the term (Godin, 2015).

Rather obviously, the term ‘urban innovation’ brings together the term ‘innovation’ with the idea of ’the urban’ or
‘the city’ as the locus of innovation. Indeed, one of the necessary conditions for the emergent concept of urban
innovation is the reversal of the historical prejudice against cities. For much of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, the dominant discourse was anti-urban, despite the seemingly irrevocable move of people from rural
to urban areas. Even as late as the 1970s, national and regional policies aimed to constrain, or even reverse,
urbanisation. In the European Union, for example, it is only over the past decade that regional policies, and
related funding programmes, have explicitly acknowledged the role of cities in regional development.
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Innovation is, of course, not confined to cities and there is important work to be done on innovation in rural
contexts. However; the discourse on urban innovation does recognise that cities are the nodal points of modernity.
It is in cities where global pressures are first articulated, and where transformations are most rapid. As Capello
(2001:181) put it, cities are ‘a breeding place for new activities’. There are various studies, of which Athey et al.,2008
is an example, which show that the highest rates of innovation, in both absolute and per capita terms, are in cities.

URBAN

While urban innovation joins the ideas of the ‘urban’ and of ‘innovation’ — which are a very normal part of our
discourse today and have their own intellectual histories — there is more to the genealogy of this term. The
variant uses of the term ‘urban innovation’ reflect the different sub-streams of genealogy over the past half
century or so.We identify three of these: first, social innovation; second, the territorial dimension of innovation;
and third, innovation in governance.

! The Reformation (the rise of Protestantism) was, of course, a systemic innovation in religion, bitterly resisted by the Counter-Reformation.
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Social innovation

Very briefly, the rise of social innovation is a response to the preoccupation with technology in ideas of
innovation. It is elaborated on in some detail in the next chapter (Chapter 2). Importantly, for our purpose, the
emergent ideas around social innovation are carried over into the discourse on urban development (Moulaert
et al.,, 2007; MacCallum et al., 2009); with reference to ‘social innovation in cities’ (URBACT, 2015); or to ‘urban
social innovation’ (SEisMiC, n.d.). For Moulaert et al. (2007), social innovation in cities is an alternative to a ‘neo-
liberal’ urban discourse and practice.

The territorial dimension of innovation

Innovation was given a territorial dimension in the early to mid-1990s through the work of Bengt-Ake Lundvall
(1992) and Chris Freeman (1995) on the ‘National Innovation System’ (NIS). In their writings, innovation is not
only a feature of a firm but also the outcome of the relationships, flows and capacities of a multitude of public and
private actors connected by the histories, cultures and institutions of nation states.The National Innovation System
idea was inspired by the post-war success of countries such as Japan, South Korea and Singapore, which suggests
that there are certain features, at a national level that inspire innovation and these are not evenly distributed across
countries. The Organisation for Cooperation and Development (OECD) (1997,2004 and 2008) then took up this
argument, undertaking systematic investigation into these factors. Typically, receiving attention were those matters
involving investment in research and development, the diffusion of technology, inter-agency cooperation, regulatory
instruments, especially those related to intellectual property and human resource flows.

However, in the course of this work, it became increasingly apparent that differences in performance were often
greater within,than between, countries.Freeman (1995:21) observes that“local infrastructure, externalities, especially
in skills and local labour markets, specialised services and not least, mutual trust and personal relationships, have
contributed greatly to flourishing nether regions” Freeman (1995), who understood regional geography, refers to
the work of Piore and Sabel (1984) who identified the ‘Third Italy’ as an innovative cluster of interacting small firms.
He also points out that Harvard’s Michael Porter (1990) observed that competitive clusters of interconnected
firms, suppliers, related industry and specialised institutions emerge in particular localities, a significant point.

With this recognition, an emerging subnational focus complemented a National Innovation System at both
regional and local levels. Scholars documented their work as a ‘Regional Innovation System’ (RIS) (Cooke
et al, 1997; Cooke, 1998 and 2001; Agrawal et al, 2014) or as a ‘Local Innovation System’ (LIS) (Mytelka,
2000; Breschi and Lissoni, 2001; Rantisi, 2002). Importantly, a Local Innovation System is not simply a National
Innovation System, or even a Regional Innovation System at a smaller scale.



While a National Innovation System operates over a large and invariably diffuse geographic space, a Local
Innovation System is a spatially concentrated agglomeration of agencies such as firms, research institutes and
government departments. They produce innovation through their economic, social and intellectual interactions
(Cooke et al., 1997).

It was also not long before ‘the city’ was identified as a dominant form of a Local Innovation System. It was the
‘innovative milieu’ within which innovation happens (Camagni, 1995; Simmie, 2001)% The two key elements
of the city that underpinned this innovation were ‘diversity’ and ‘density’. Jane Jacobs, as early as 1961, had
famously argued that the vitality of cities rested in their diversity (Jacobs, 1961). Authors, such as Feldman
and Audretsch (1999), and Duranton and Puga (2001), took this notion up in relation to innovation. Camagni
(2004:121) emphasises the “relational capital” of cities, with their high density of “synergies, interpersonal and
inter-institutional relationships, collective action and shared development visions”. Carlino et al. (2007) contend
that there is a positive correlation between employment density in a city and the per capita invention rate, as
measured by patents. Knudsen et al. (2007) maintain that cities produce innovation through the knowledge
spillovers created in dense agglomerations of firms and talent.

In all these conceptions, the city provides an enabling environment within which
a multitude of agents can be innovative. For Alexander Gutzmer (2016:1), “the
city [is] a strategic resource”. This differs from other conceptions such as ‘the

smart city’, ‘the intelligent city’ or ‘the creative city’ in which innovation is
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URBAN

Innovation in governance

This discursive thread has its origins in the economic austerity of the 1970s, the decade when post-war economic
stability and growth ended the economic crisis of 1973. For cities, the defining moment may have been in 1975
when New York, arguably the most powerful city in the world at the time, experienced a fiscal meltdown.The
New York experience was replicated countless times internationally in other cities of the world (Clark, 1999).

2The idea of an ‘innovative milieu’was, in fact, developed within the Regional Directorate of then European Economic Community (EEC) with reference
to ‘lagging regions’, and as an alternative to conventional regional policies which generally involved physical relocation of industry to the spatial
periphery;however, it soon became evident that it was the large cities in Europe that provided the most effective milieu for innovation (Camagni, 1995)
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The neo-liberal response to the crisis often involved massive cutbacks in the quantity and quality of services to
city residents, either with or without privatisation. However, these austerity measures were politically damaging
to many authorities and, morally or ideologically, unacceptable to some. Public sector innovation offered an
attractive way of avoiding, or reducing, the need for these measures. Serenson (2014:1) referred to the four
structural conditions that placed pressure on local government to be more innovative: “the fiscal crisis, the
proliferation of wicked problems, growing policy-execution problems, and low growth rates in the early 1980s”.

Labelling public sector alternatives as ‘urban innovation’ came from Terry Clark (1999 and 2000) of the University
of Chicago. The large research programme he launched to document them was titled the Fiscal Austerity and
Urban Innovation Project (FAUI). The findings of the studies were not entirely straightforward. It was simply
not seen as a case of urban innovation as a counter to neoliberalism, as some of the innovations themselves
contained its very elements. In Europe, a parallel study, the Creative Town Initiative produced a database of
innovative solutions to urban problems (Landry and Bianchini, 1995).

A common response by local authorities was to adopt New Public Management (NPM), an approach that drew
largely from private sector practice, and was transferred, sometimes uncritically, to the public sector (Torfing
and Ansell, 2014:iv). Key to the approach was placing professional management at the head of a public authority
as the Chief Executive Officer; separating policy from execution; introducing rigorous systems of performance
management; developing long term strategic visions; and, ensuring flexibility to implement these visions by
introducing ‘management by objectives’ (Agger and Serensen, 2014).

Agger and Serensen (2014) not only recognise the benefits New Public Management brings, such as strengthening
strategic administrative leadership in city government, but they also claim that some of its aspects have become
barriers to further innovation.The New Public Management, for example, undermines the capacity for innovation
by leaving the executive leadership of local government isolated at the top of an administrative hierarchy. It also
introduces performance management systems that reward compliance to existing conceptions of good practice,
rather than encouraging efforts to invent the next round of good practice through incentives. Theoretically, New
Public Management is also often associated with an emphasis on inter-city competition that has the potential
to limit collaborative problem-solving that could be valuable and lead to constructive outcomes (Landry and
Bianchini, 1995; Jessop, 1998). Over the past few years, however, there has been a shift in thinking in public
administration. Instead of stressing the importance of a competitive and entrepreneurial urban leadership, the
new approach underlines the ways in which the knowledge, skills, creative capacity, experiences and resources
of multiple actors can combine to produce innovative responses to urban problems. Sgrensen (2014:1) writes
that “collaboration between interdependent actors [is] a key driver of innovation”.
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In the early 2000s, IBM had moved from hardware design and production to software and consultancy,
identifying city governments as a major target for corporate expansion. Effectively, the catalyst for the major
shift in corporate strategy was the 2008 crisis (Paroutis et al., 2014). Cisco, Siemens, General Electric and the
Chinese company, Huawei developed similar strategies. Supported by these Information and Communications
Technology transnationals, a growing number of cities formally adopted smart city strategies. Amsterdam,
Cairo, Lyon, Dubai and Seoul are cases in point. In some instances, this modus operandi was actively supported
by national urban policies. Malaysia was an early leader but, more recently, India’s Prime Minister Narendra Modi
announced plans to develop 98 smart cities (The Financial Express, 2016).

There were challenges. The stimulus packages dried up and the transfer of technologies from multinational
corporations to local governments proved to be more complex than intended. As Townsend (2013) observes,
the realisation of a smart city vision is likely to be more incremental than comprehensively planned and
implemented. However, the idea of the smart city was quickly established within urban thinking and practice,
and did offer some notable successes, as was the case in the management of traffic and transportation systems.

After a short lag of about a decade, rapid take-up of the smart city concept in academic literature appeared.
Examples are Allwinkle and Cruikshank (201 1); Deakin (201 1);Winters (201 I); Batty et al. (2012); Schuurman et al.
(2012); Batty (2013); Hancke et al. (201 3); Perera et al. (2014); Soderstrom et al. (2014);and Anthopoulos (2015).
Several of the contributions (Batty, 2013; Perera et al., 2014) were technical, dealing with the ways in which new
or emergent technologies could be employed in service of the smart city. The original focus of the internet fell
on sensors and wireless technologies. Current devices used in the Internet of Things to deal with impact of the
explosion of available data, known as ‘Big Data’, and its storage, complements its initial boost. Significantly,a wave
of critical commentary soon followed the debate.Various writers picked up on observations that corporate
interests were driving the smart city agenda. The general contention was that the implementation of a high-tech
strategy in economically and socially polarised cities could exacerbate the severity of the digital divide that was
developing at great speed.Their warning warrants heeding. Furthermore, some scholars (Hollands, 2008; Deakin
and Waer, 201 |; Soderstrom et al., 2014) criticise the smart city for being ‘technologically reductionist’, and for
not paying sufficient attention to the relationships, and organisation, required for making the smart city a success.

While critical, these writers did not call for the rejection of the smart city agenda. Hollands (2008:315) set out
the framework for a progressive reworking of the smart city:



First and foremost, progressive smart cities must seriously start with people and the
human capital side of the equation, rather than blindly believing that [Information
Technology] itself can automatically transform and improve cities....Second, the

progressive smart city needs to create a real shift in the balance of power between
the use of information technology by business, government, communities and ordinary
people who live in cities,as well as seek to balance economic growth with sustainability.

A number of scholars have proposed drawing the smart city concept closer to the ideas of collaborative
governance that incorporates the notion of collaborative learning networks in urban innovation (Shapiro, 2006;
Deakin and Waer, 201 |; Winters, 201 I; Allwinckle and Cruickshank, 201 I; Caragliu et al., 201 |; Paskaleva, 201 I;
Leydesdorff and Deakin 201 I; Nam and Pardo, 201 |b). Several salient elements relevant to the urban innovation
concept emerge from their work. First, human capital is seen as underpinning the construction of a smart city
(Shapiro, 2006; Winters, 201 I; Allwinkle and Cruikshank, 201 I). Arising this is a strong focus falls on the notion
that relationships, networks and social infrastructures allow for learning and knowledge transfer (Deakin and
Wear, 201 |; Caragliu et al,, 201 1). Nam and Pardo (201 1b:282) endorse this assumption as they claim that the
smartness of a city comes from “integration of infrastructures and technology-mediated services, social learning
for strengthening human, infrastructure, and governance for institutional improvement and citizen engagement”.
Leydesdorff and Deakin (2011:53) offer a ‘Triple Helix Model’ with the smartness coming from the dense
networks and interactions between “the intellectual capital of universities, the wealth creation of industries, and
the democratic government of civil society”.
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This discursive preamble brings the smart city closer to the ideas of urban innovation. It is noteworthy that the
academic debate is marginal to an agenda that is still powerfully driven by corporate interests.There are only a few
instances where this more inclusive and progressive understanding of the smart city is reflected in city practice.
Hollands (2008), as an exception, refers to the way in which the City of Brisbane, Australia, offers a smart city agenda
concerned with overcoming the digital divide through information access, social inclusion and lifelong learning.

URBAN

There are, however, some more recent signs of a modification in even the more mainstream applications of the
concept. Townsend too suggests that both corporations and city governments are learning the limits of a top
down, technocratic process, and now have a better understanding of what corporations are able to offer local
government and what aspects of governance technology can really solve. He suggests that this could be leading
to a more organic and adaptive conception of the smart city:

Researching and Documenting Innovative Responses to Urban Pressures 14
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You build an open grid, you allow people to customize the pieces of it that they
have jurisdiction over, and you get this fine-grained, resilient, vibrant kind of

system with a lot of complexity, as opposed to a very controlled, hierarchical
system that’s actually fairly brittle when it comes under stress. (Mathis, 2014)

This is in contrast to the initial conceptions of a centrally controlled process which involved, for example, the
establishment of Operation Control Rooms (or Intelligent Operation Centres) by IBM in municipalities to
provide “integrated maps, online dashboards, customizable reports, multiple analytic algorithms, interactive
standard operating procedures and other tools for improved city operations and incident or emergency
response” (IBM, 2016). President Obama’s Smart City Initiative may also represent a modification of the smart
city agenda in the direction of collaborative governance.The opening quote from President Obama in the official
Fact Sheet (The White House, 2015) on the initiative is instructive:



What is the relationship between the smart city and urban innovation?

This is clearly not straightforward as there are different strands of both terms. Moreover, discourse and practice
are evolving. In its ‘technically reductionist’ form the smart city is clearly at odds with conceptions of urban
innovation that are informed by ideas of social innovation and collaborative governance. The field is indeed
changing; hence it is perhaps best to adopt a ‘watching brief’.This will keep open the possibility of the boundaries
between the concepts eventually dissolving. Zygiaris (2012:217) argues for the “assembly of all smart city notions
into green, interconnected, instrumented, open, integrated, intelligent, and innovating layers” and this may be
the direction towards which we are heading. Nam and Pardo (201 Ia:185) also offer the basis for a confluence,
suggesting “a smart city can be considered a contextualized interplay among technological innovation, managerial
and organizational innovation, and policy innovation”.

Sustainable, resilient, liveable and inclusive cities

The relationships between these ideas and urban innovation are less conceptually difficult than with smart cities,
as they do not compete with urban innovation. They are normative ideals and urban innovation is arguably a
tool to achieve their realisation. For urban innovation, these concepts raise two critical questions — innovation
for what purpose! Innovation for whom?

Mieg (2012) recognises the positive interweaving of the discourses on ‘innovation’ and ‘sustainability’. Rather than
being competing threads, innovation may be regarded as a powerful instrument towards greater sustainability.
Anguelovski and Carmin (201 1) show how cities have embraced the ‘new climate agenda’ and adopted more
innovative means to address challenges of mitigation and adaptation. Similarly, Katz (2015) points out how the
COP21 (namely the 21st ‘Conference of the Parties’ of the countries signed up to the 1992 United Nations
Framework on Climate Change) meeting in Paris in December 2015 recognised the significance of cities in
producing the innovations needed to address climate change.
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URBAN

Westley (2013) clearly demonstrates that the concepts of social innovation and resilience enhance each other,
a line of reasoning that could easily be extended to ideas of urban innovation. A social innovation approach
could show how the transformation to resilience may really happen through collaboration between multiple
social actors. Moreover, resilience brings a systems approach to thinking about innovation. The United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP), together with the Asian Cities Climate Change Resilience Network,
launched an Urban Resilience Competition to recognise new and innovative approaches to building urban
resilience particularly through broad partnerships that would contribute to inclusive and pro-poor actions
(United Nations Development Programme, 2014).

Researching and Documenting Innovative Responses to Urban Pressures 16



There is an emergent scholarship on how innovation can support greater social inclusivity. Dutz (2007) edited
a book for the World Bank entitled Unleashing India’s Innovation: Toward Sustainable and Inclusive Growth;
George et al. (2012) call for further research on ‘inclusive innovation’; while Foster and Heeks (2013) write
of modifying Systems of Innovation to support low income households. These are examples in the broader
innovation literature of the explicit connections made to the goal of social inclusivity. In the more specific field
of urban innovation, social polarisation and exclusion are addressed through the mobilisation and involvement
of civil society in the innovation process (Halpern, 2005; Geromeca et al., 2005; Dente et al., 2005).
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Having addressed the merit of innovative action, the question that now arises is how
to make innovation happen. Capello (2001) recognises that there is considerable
variation across cities in the rate and quality of innovation. This suggests that

some cities are better able to support innovation than others. Interestingly, even

within individual cities, innovation is lumpy, with some districts or neighbourhoods

supporting innovation more than others. Katz and Wagner (2014) aptly write about
the rise of urban innovation districts.

Making Urban Innovation Happen

Agger and Sgrensen (2014:5) put it simply: “to be an innovation a new creative idea must be implemented
and gain practical impact”. A decade earlier, Landry and Bianchini (1995:20) distinguish between the acts of
“creativity” and of “innovation”:
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Creativity....is the process through
which ideas are produced, while

innovation is the process through
which they are implemented.


























































