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Abstract
Science and technology parks (STPs) are fundamental elements of the knowledge 
economy infrastructure. They are clusters of research and development, innovation 
and technology transfer. However, they often tend to endorse specific trajectories 
for technological and business development, such as the production of high technol-
ogy and the proliferation of profit-maximising businesses. In response to an intense 
environmental and socio-economic crisis, this article explores how STPs could 
facilitate a postdigital science and technology development, reaping the benefits of 
open-source technology and social entrepreneurship. The article aims to outline an 
alternative approach to designing and operating STPs through an exploratory case 
study from Greece. By embracing a postdigital and commons-oriented approach, 
STPs could promote technology and business diversity, which might help address 
environmental degradation and wealth inequality.

Keywords Science and technology parks · Commons · Postdigital · Open-source 
technologies · Social and solidarity economy

Introduction

Science and technology parks (STPs) are often considered to be fundamental, even 
traditional (Frischmann 2012) infrastructure elements bolstering the knowledge 
economy. They aspire to realise local collaborations and enhance regional innova-
tive and economic performances (Albahari et al. 2017; Laspia et al. 2021). To ful-
fil these aspirations, STPs tend to promote the production of high technology and 
profit-maximisation business models. However, it is important to reconsider envi-
ronmental and socio-economic consequences caused by high-tech development, the 
so-called digital revolution, and profit-maximisation business activities (Kallis et al. 
2018; Kostakis and Tsiouris 2024).
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In response to the high-tech and profit-maximising fixation of the conventional 
STP paradigm, I draw inspiration from postdigital theory and the commons. Post-
digital theory posits that the digital is no longer novel, as high-tech disruptions have 
become commonplace, and recognises the need to look further than analogue–digi-
tal dichotomy (Jandrić et al. 2018; Macgilchrist 2021; Jandrić 2023a). Digital tech-
nology has taken a specific form in people’s minds and the postdigital brings the 
opportunity to break the norms and provoke change. The essence of postdigital ideas 
does not lie in a linguistic shift but a cultural one (Sinclair and Hayes 2019). An 
STP that persists in a digital revolution will more likely continue to have similar 
results. A postdigital STP approach challenges the norms and could create new path-
ways, friendlier to both humans and the environment. At the same time, the com-
mons showcase a more inclusive and sustainable way of organising our societies, an 
alternative proposition that harnesses a global wealth of knowledge to localise and 
democratise production (Kostakis and Tsiouris 2024).

High-tech development is burdened by plenty of problematic processes. The use, 
production, disposal, and even recycling of high-tech artefacts is often an energy-
consuming, toxic-generating, and labour-intensive process marked by inhumane and 
precarious conditions (Lange et al. 2020; Sovacool et al. 2020). Further, high-tech 
advancements are often proven environmentally and economically unsustainable by 
products’ short lifespan and planned obsolescence in an attempt to achieve expo-
nential economic growth (Kostakis et al. 2018). Although in many cases high-tech 
increases efficiency, it can also result in rebound effects that end up neutralising its 
positive impact in terms of socio-environmental sustainability (Kallis et al. 2018). 
Similarly, for-profit-maximisation business activities regularly ignore environmental 
boundaries and exploit socio-economic inequalities, creating wealth and comfort for 
the few at the cost of the many (Kallis et al. 2018; Kostakis and Tsiouris 2024).

In contrast, there is a multitude of potentially more collaborative and inclusive 
business- and technology-development models that are inspired by, and correlated 
with, the commons. Examples include the open cooperativism movement (Pazaitis 
et  al. 2017), the platform cooperativism movement (Scholz and Schneider 2016), 
and the open-source movement (Kostakis et al. 2018). The commons are social sys-
tems where a shared resource is collectively managed by the community or group 
of stakeholders that produces, maintains, and protects that resource (Bauwens and 
Jandrić 2021). Movements and initiatives organised around the commons aim not to 
maximise profits but to maximise public value through sharing the acquired knowl-
edge openly (Pazaitis and Drechsler 2020). The profit motive is not absent, but it is 
relegated to the periphery (Benkler 2011). Humans are activated by a rich motiva-
tional diversity, which may include the incentive to satisfy a particular need or the 
pleasure of creativity, sharing and learning (Benkler 2006; Weber 2004).

This article provides a constructive critique of the established views and practices 
around STPs. It offers an alternative approach for establishing more pluralistic STPs, 
which could serve as hubs towards a more sustainable technology and economy. To 
realise these goals, I use an exploratory case study from the Region of Epirus in 
Greece that tentatively frames two commons-oriented emerging phenomena, open-
source technologies and the social and solidarity economy, within the planned-to-be 
built local STP.
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The article proceeds with a review of the characteristics and challenges of con-
ventional STPs regarding technology, business, and governance. Then, I underline 
potentialities of an alternative technological and business approach and an explor-
atory case study where a citizens’ initiative advocating for an alternative STP is 
introduced. Next, I discuss the case study in conjunction with postdigital theory 
and the commons. The article lists some benefits that STPs could reap by pursuing 
a more pluralistic approach amidst a profound environmental and socio-economic 
crisis.

Conventional STP Approach

Literature around STPs is extensive yet characterised by a sense of ambiguity 
(Lecluyse et  al. 2019). The latter becomes apparent already by the lack of a con-
cise, universal definition of an STP. According to one definition, STPs function as 
regional clusters of organisations such as universities, research institutions, and 
other private and public entities, where human, material (machines, tools, and infra-
structure) and immaterial (knowledge) resources are accumulated in one physical 
location with the purpose of creating positive social and economic impact through 
innovation and technology transfer (Xie et al. 2018).

STPs share a core of similar elements, which are the spatial specificity, the 
R&D and innovation orientation, the knowledge and technology transfer between 
stakeholders, and the proximity—in terms of distance and involvement—to a uni-
versity or other higher education institutes (Hobbs et  al. 2017). Commonly, STPs 
bring together and host organisations that specialise in a specific field of science 
and technology, i.e., the biotechnology parks in India (Vaidyanathan 2008) or the 
Wuhan Donghu High-Tech Zone on information technology and electronics (Xie 
et  al. 2018). The proximity to entities with a similar specialisation seems benefi-
cial for companies on several levels, from enabling collaborations to the more direct 
exchange of knowledge and access to state-of-the-art developments in the field (Xie 
et al. 2018).

STPs in ‘advanced’ economies are almost always formed by an alliance between 
scientists and private investors, whilst in emerging economies, STPs are mostly a 
government-planned project to spark high-tech innovation within an area as part of a 
regional development plan (Lau and Lo 2015). In both cases, public-funding is ubiq-
uitous as the government sets up financial institutions to compensate for the lack of 
investment support start-ups or other tenant companies could be facing (Vásquez-
Urriago et al. 2016). The level of private sector involvement and its impact on the 
performance of STPs remains a subject of debate. Although some authors argue 
more private sector involvement benefits STPs (Chen et al. 2006; Sofouli and Vonor-
tas 2007), there is no conclusive evidence that this is indeed the case (Albahari et al. 
2022; Lecluyse et al. 2019).

Collaboration of universities and STPs has often presented positive spillovers on 
the development of the regional and local economy, by raising the level of perfor-
mance in the universities and increasing employment opportunities in the region 
(Link 2016; Mora-Valentín et al. 2018). Technology development and transfer may 
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instigate a relationship between universities and companies that proves to be mutu-
ally beneficial. Universities can attain R&D funding and secure their intellectual 
property interests and rights, whilst gaining a reputation for their innovation poten-
tial and using licensing revenues to finance further research in the institution. Con-
versely, companies can potentially significantly reduce R&D costs and capitalise on 
the produced technologies (Steruska et al. 2019).

Companies’ participation in an STP is incentivised by favourable rent prices and 
locations, and technical services that are easily accessible on-site (Ng et al. 2022; 
Steruska et  al. 2019). The spatial proximity enables a dense networking activity 
facilitating the creation of informal, diverse relationships between stakeholders, 
which in many instances leads to successful synergies (Poonjan and Tanner 2020). 
Location, local context, and pre-existing competencies in terms of governance struc-
ture and innovation culture in the region usually have a significant effect on the 
development of an STP. That is because, on the one hand, universities and research 
institutions tend to dictate, to a large extent, the kind of technology companies are 
able to commercialise and, on the other hand, national or local governments are in 
charge of innovation promoting policies (Ng et al. 2022; Poonjan and Tanner 2020; 
Vásquez-Urriago et al. 2016).

High-tech is perceived as a prerequisite for STPs, whilst other technological 
approaches seem to remain unexplored. Most funding for STP development arrives 
from public sources but the impact on local stakeholders and society has been far 
from what was initially anticipated; some authors even consider STPs as high-tech 
fantasies (Bakouros et al. 2002; Massey and Wield 2003). Regional socio-economic 
problems involve many more parameters than the mere implantation of a high-tech 
cluster can solve. At the same time, the high-tech approach coupled with private-
sector involvement has shown to increase the development gap between regions 
(Massey and Wield 2003; Vedovello 1997). Conventional STPs have achieved mixed 
results in fulfilling their purpose of positively transforming the social and economic 
status of a region (Albahari et al. 2022; Hobbs et al. 2017). I argue that there are 
alternative technological and business approaches that have indicated nodes of suc-
cess in spurring innovation and enhancing sustainability and could translate favour-
ably within an STP context.

A Postdigital and Commons‑Oriented Approach

STPs have been prevalent around the globe for more than half a century with their 
total number being in the hundreds (Sandoval Hamón et  al.  2022). However, so 
far they have shown mixed results in fulfilling their presumed goals to the initially 
expected level (Albahari et  al. 2022; Lecluyse et  al. 2019). This opens room for 
experimentation, in this article, with a postdigital and commons-oriented approach. 
The postdigital, much like the commons, represents both a disruption and an exten-
sion of the digital revolution and brings forward a grand challenge across science, 
education, arts, and other areas of human interest (Jandrić et al. 2018; Macgilchrist 
2021). In this case, the disruption represents a tipping point where the old notion, 
i.e., the digital, is arguably no longer sufficient and a new notion emerges moving 
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forward, i.e., the postdigital. Similarly, it may be time for STPs to steer away from 
their conventional digital approach and explore a postdigital one.

Fixating on high-tech production, STPs often remain stagnated. Beyond grave 
environmental consequences and inhumane working conditions (e.g., mining in 
Africa and precarious labour in Asia), artificial monopolies and planned obsoles-
cence (e.g., Monsanto’s seed monopoly or Apple’s support policy on its devices and 
services), high-tech is usually locked behind patents and proprietary licences (Bol-
drin and Levine 2013; Pazaitis et al. 2021). In contrast, a commons-oriented open-
source approach allows users to study the technology, use it, reproduce it, develop it, 
and adapt it to their needs (Weber 2004). Closed technology restricts those freedoms 
and minimises the agency of the users.

An exemplary case of the benefits of open over closed technologies is 3D print-
ing. Since the FDM patent expired, knowledge has been open to everyone, and 
thousands of people have experimented with it innovatively, accelerating the rate 
of development around it (Priavolou et  al. 2022). A similar situation occurred 
220 years ago, with the steam engine that catalysed the Industrial Revolution (Nuvo-
lari et al. 2011). When closed technology became open, innovation around technol-
ogy increased exponentially. The patent system is outdated and does not seem to 
spur innovation but rather interrupt it (Pazaitis et al. 2021). Conversely, the afore-
mentioned examples showcase how innovation can be amplified by being managed 
as a shared resource, i.e. a commons.

High-tech is not by definition socially and environmentally unsustainable. How-
ever, when produced ‘within silos’ being profit-incentivised, it has a detrimental 
effect on societies and the environment (Kostakis and Roos 2018; Lange et al. 2020). 
Open-source technological products can also be high-tech but are mostly produced 
in a way that may mitigate some of high-tech’s challenges. Humans regain some 
control over technology; a significant part of production can be localised; and an 
optimal synthesis can be achieved between the efficiency and seamlessness of high-
tech and the frugality and resilience of low-tech (Kostakis et al. 2023a).

The latter intersects with a postdigital perspective in which the digital element 
makes part of a comprehensive totality, prompting a more critical stance to under-
standing technology and its practical applications (Fawns 2019). Technology is 
an object but also includes processes and knowledge produced around the object. 
Opposing the deterministic digital perspective, technology is not neutral but socially 
defined. It is highly influenced by the decisions of manufacturers, designers and 
anyone else—directly or indirectly—involved (Kostakis and Tsiouris 2024). Post-
digital theory illuminates the complex relationship between humans and technol-
ogy. It highlights the imperative for humanity to ponder the profound ramifications 
of its continuously more intricate interaction with digital technologies—an urge to 
comprehend and scrutinise the human-technology connections (Jandrić et al. 2018; 
Green 2021; Jandrić 2023a).

The open-source paradigm has already been integrated into global organisa-
tions. A report commissioned by the Ford Foundation (Eghbal 2016) concludes that 
almost all software ‘used by Fortune 500 companies and governments is based on 
FOSS: from Apache, the most popular web server, to GNU/Linux, on which the 
top-500 supercomputers run, to WordPress, the most popular content management 
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system, to OpenSSL, the most popular encryption protocol to secure transactions’ 
(Pazaitis and Kostakis 2022). In the realm of hardware, there is a bloom of initia-
tives worldwide that produce OSH (Blind et al. 2021). For example, in a small coun-
try like Greece, one can find open-source initiatives that produce various technolo-
gies such as agricultural machinery,1 robotic and bionic devices,2 small-scale wind 
turbines,3 and satellites.4 We have come to the point that open-source technology is 
gradually recognised as a possible alternative not only by the likes of The Economist 
and Forbes but also by huge consulting companies such as Deloitte and Pricewater-
houseCoopers (Pazaitis and Kostakis 2022). This should serve as a warning that the 
commons could and have been co-opted as capital and remind communities to take 
care of and protect their commons (Bauwens and Jandrić 2021).

Open-source technologies go beyond the technical and generate positive spillo-
vers in the business and governance sphere. The latter effect derives from the non-
negligible tendencies of the commons-oriented approach, which is pervaded by the 
elements of transparency, inclusion and sustainability (Priavolou et al. 2022). Open-
source boosts innovation, empowers communities through collaboration, and ampli-
fies local economic and social impact (Robra et al. 2023). Therefore, open-source 
technologies are incremental for the social and solidarity economy (Gagliardi et al. 
2020). The economy is dominated by profit-driven corporations that exploit human 
labour by doing business as usual, whether that is in subcontracted sweatshop fac-
tories and warehouses, in typical companies, or in ‘agile’ teams and user groups 
(Pazaitis and Kostakis 2022).

In contrast, commons-inspired initiatives such as social enterprises and open 
cooperatives are often more resilient than those aimed at maximising profits; benefit 
the local communities; and tend to operate in a more democratic way (Esteves et al. 
2021). Some even foresee that a social and solidarity economy could become the 
vehicle to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals set by the UN (Esteves et al. 
2021; Gagliardi et  al. 2020). Social enterprises, and more so open cooperatives, 
adopt multi-stakeholder democratic governance models, enable their community 
to mutualise resources and organise around social and environmental global issues 
(Pazaitis et  al. 2017). STPs are incubators of innovation and technology develop-
ment. Therefore, aspiring STP designers, directors, and other stakeholders should 
explore those possibilities.

The Case of the OpenTechPark‑Citizens for Open‑Tech

This article employs an exploratory case study to tentatively frame an alterna-
tive approach to STPs (Yin 2009). The latter builds on the conjunction of two 
emerging collaborative movements: open-source technologies, and the social 

1 See https:// www. tzoum akers. gr/ engli sh/. Accessed 20 June 2024.
2 See https:// openb ionics. org/. Accessed 20 June 2024.
3 See https:// neagu inea. org/. Accessed 20 June 2024.
4 See https:// libre. space/. Accessed 20 June 2024.

https://www.tzoumakers.gr/english/
https://openbionics.org/
https://neaguinea.org/
https://libre.space/
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and solidarity economy. The case study involves a grassroots initiative from the 
Region of Epirus in Greece. The initiative, called OpenTechPark-Citizens for 
Open-Tech (COT), is critical of conventional STPs and goes on to provide a set 
of proposals for an alternative STP. The critique and the proposals are informed 
by a year-and-a-half-long public deliberation, in which various stakeholders and 
experts have participated. The set of proposals has been co-configured through a 
series of iterative cycles of participant feedback.

I adopt a participatory approach to case study research, where case partici-
pants become contributing researchers and, hence, experts who can contribute to 
understanding the underlying processes (Reilly 2010). This article is developed 
subjectively mainly through personal observations and interpretations and pro-
ceeds to suggest a normative STP framework. I aim to further theorise it within 
the postdigital theory and the commons through my subjective interactions and 
experiences as a member of the COT initiative.

The case study takes place in Epirus, where the regional government decided 
to contribute tens of millions of euros and acres of public land to create a high-
tech park in the regional capital, Ioannina. Specifically, the submitted budget was 
49 million euros, from which 20 million would be covered by the Recovery and 
Resilience Facility. The remaining 29 million would be covered half by loan and 
half by rent advancements from companies. The decision to create a high-tech 
park was taken without any public deliberation on whether the city needs a tech-
nology park, and if so, what kind of technology park should that be.

In early 2021, the P2P Lab, a local social enterprise that studies technology 
and its impact on society and the environment, noticed the regional government’s 
plans. Reflecting on my own positionality (Hayes 2023), I am a core member of 
the P2P Lab as well as a participant in the later-formed COT initiative. Initially, 
as a collective of researchers and activists, we published an open letter advocating 
for an open-tech park seeing that an STP built with public funding and on public 
land should enable sharing, collaboration, and local socio-economic impact. Soon 
after, an online consultation for an alternative technology park was held. The con-
sultation, in which 217 scientists and citizens participated, began on the mailing 
list of the P2P Lab and produced a set of policy proposals for a different STP. It 
should be clarified that all participants in the consultation were familiar with, and 
their work relates in some capacity with, the two main concepts that permeate the 
proposals, i.e., open-source technologies and the social and solidarity economy. 
To a degree, this influenced the tendency of the proposals towards these concepts.

Subsequently, the under-formulation grassroots initiative issued an invitation 
(via relevant mailing lists, the P2P Lab’s social media, and a press release that was 
published by most local media) to an open online—due to COVID-19 restrictions—
meeting to discuss the first iteration of proposals. The Governor of Epirus formally 
denied this invitation and dismissed the goals of the initiative through an exchange 
of registered letters via regular mail. During the online meeting that led to a second 
iteration of the proposals, it was unanimously agreed that two of the members—
myself being one—would be tasked to represent the initiative and convey its pro-
posals in person to more local stakeholders. Moreover, a website (opentechpark.org) 
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would be created to document the initiative’s progress. The website is bilingual and 
is regularly updated with relevant developments.

In the following two months, the initiative’s members met and discussed with 
individuals and local organisations, such as the Head of the Chamber of Commerce, 
the Mayor of Ioannina City, social enterprises, social movement groups, and other 
Epirus-based networks. Moreover, argumentation of the COT initiative was commu-
nicated to the leaders of two opposition parties of the Greek parliament and the Min-
ister of Digital Governance. A think tank, affiliated with one of the two opposition 
parties, organised a public event in Athens in which the goals of the COT initiative 
were discussed in person with almost 100 participants (members of the parliament 
included). Another open online event followed on the topic, which was co-organised 
with the Athens-based Open Technologies Alliance5 (GFOSS). The above-described 
activities aimed at the expansion of the initiative’s network and the collection of 
further feedback.

A continuous public deliberation took place indirectly and asynchronously 
through a mailing list that was created for the coordination of the COT initiative. 
After having publicly documented the process stage by stage, the initiative reformu-
lated eight proposals which were then submitted via mail to the Region of Epirus. 
The letter was followed by a request to discuss the proposals in the Regional Council 
of the Region of Epirus, as well as in the Municipal Council of the Municipality of 
Ioannina. The proposals were also shared with the deputies of the Region of Epirus.

The COT initiative suggests that public infrastructures should facilitate the shar-
ing of knowledge. The list of proposals6 regarding the high-tech park that was sub-
mitted to the Region of Epirus by the COT initiative is, as follows:

1. To establish a public co-working space. This way, freelancers and students will 
use this space, facilitating collaborations and knowledge exchange. The park 
could also attract people who work remotely in technology and look for places to 
settle temporarily (digital nomads).

2. To establish a makerspace. All citizens will be able to access it, but priority will 
be given to businesses housed in the park, to schools and the local university. 
Connecting the communal makerspace to the local economy (e.g., agricultural 
production, livestock, and wineries) may provide solutions for primary produc-
tion in terms of automation, control and digital switching solutions. Knowledge 
is produced locally and creates value for the region.

3. To integrate direct democratic processes for the administration of the co-working 
space and the makerspace by the citizens and the entities that are active there.

4. To provide benefits (e.g., rental discount) to park-based businesses that produce 
open technology (e.g., FOSS and/or OSH) and/or have integrated circular econ-
omy elements in their organisation. If the company can demonstrate the impact 

5 See https:// gfoss. eu/. Accessed 20 June 2024.
6 Details of specific local context, such as names of local organisations, were omitted to facilitate the 
reader and prevent confusion.

https://gfoss.eu/
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of its open product or service in the Region of Epirus, benefits would be even 
greater.

5. To provide benefits to social and solidarity economy entities that deal more widely 
with technology. Such companies have cooperative/participatory structures, and 
thus significant impact on the local economy.

6. To be open and easily accessible to the local community. In the design phase, 
needs of people with disabilities (e.g., ergonomic office design, area access, and 
toilets) as well as general diversity (race, gender) should be taken into serious 
account.

7. To encourage development and operation of clean energy communities to increase 
the energy autonomy of Epirus.

8. To promote interaction and cooperation between the public and private sectors. A 
good starting point may be to organise training seminars for farmers and produc-
ers/designers throughout Epirus.

The proposals were discussed during a Regional Council that took place online 
on 25 May 2022 with the participation of some of the initiative’s members. In 
November 2022, the Recovery and Resilience Facility formally approved part of 
the funding needed for the construction of the park. The COT initiative’s actions 
resulted in the Region of Epirus including most of its proposals in the master plan 
that was submitted to the respective ministries. Thus, one of the STP’s buildings 
shall be dedicated to entities that produce open-source technologies and promote the 
social and solidarity economy. Although the inclusion of the initiative’s proposals is 
a positive outcome, the next steps of design and implementation will be critical. At 
the time of this writing, the plan for the local STP has not come to fruition.

As a participant in the COT initiative, I recognise potential academic contri-
butions from this exploratory case. The initiative has managed to contour a more 
inclusive and socio-environmentally sustainable STP based on the diffusion of open-
source technologies and the promotion of the social and solidarity economy. I do not 
aim to provide a definite objective masterplan of how STPs should operate. Instead, 
I build on this case to suggest a normative, more pluralistic approach, which con-
nects with postdigital theory and the commons.

Discussion

STPs have traditionally aspired to a high-tech path (Massey and Wield 2003) that 
provides advanced, sophisticated solutions but often also causes grave problems 
(Sovacool 2019). In most cases, it creates artificial abundance for the few and scar-
city for the many—whilst even the privileged few have limited agency (Boldrin 
and Levine 2013). To an extent, these consequences could be addressed by the sup-
port and adoption of open-source technologies whilst aiming for an optimal middle 
ground between high-tech and low-tech (Kostakis et al. 2023a). One could consider 
it as a postdigital notion that transcends dichotomies such as online and offline, vir-
tual and real, digital and analogue, and technical and natural (Macgilchrist 2021; 
Jandrić 2023a).
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The COT initiative advocates for what Gorz (1968) would call a ‘non-reform-
ist reform’. Answering the question whether systemic change will emerge through 
reform or revolution, Gorz proposed that through non-reformist reforms, social 
movements could achieve immediate gains and actively prepare for a wider bat-
tle, eventually culminating in more radical transformations. The COT initiative is 
a social movement calling for a non-reformist reform in STPs. There is a wealth of 
knowledge, experience, and good practice produced within the postdigital and com-
mons realm that could affect a sustainable, non-exploitative, non-reducible knowl-
edge economy (Green 2021). As an integral infrastructure element of the knowl-
edge economy, STPs should explore the benefits of this wealth. Having said that, a 
non-reformist reform of STPs will not come without the organisational and political 
challenges inherent to such institutions.

A commons-oriented open-source approach enhances co-creation and inclusion 
in the production of technology and accelerates innovation through sharing, show-
cased by the multiple successful projects ranging from agriculture to space tech-
nologies (Giotitsas 2019; Robra et al. 2023). In line with the values of openness and 
collaboration in the production of technology are the proposals of the COT initia-
tive to include, in the local STP, co-working spaces; a community makerspace; and 
offer benefits to entities that produce open-source technologies. In accordance with 
the COT initiative’s proposals, including an open community makerspace and a co-
working area could be beneficial for an STP as they could function as a point of 
convergence for students, researchers, communities, and organisations. They could 
serve as places to meet, exchange knowledge and experience, and develop informal 
or formal relationships. Fostering an environment where people from different fields 
and backgrounds come together to create has shown to enhance innovation (Farritor 
2017). Both relevant proposals are derivatives of the commons-oriented approach 
that the initiative, and me in this article, adopt. Makerspaces can serve as hubs of 
innovation, vehicles for needs-driven transformation (Niaros et al. 2017) and local 
economic development (van Holm 2017), all of which correlate strongly with the 
targets of an STP for increased local impact.

Although postdigital dynamics between technology, the makers, and the growth-
oriented knowledge economy are complex, collective initiatives have managed to 
foster non-hierarchical patterns that encourage creativity, collaboration, and knowl-
edge sharing towards successful innovations (Green 2021). Human relationships and 
praxis are vital for social innovation as it is aimed at avoiding ecological overshoots 
and socio-economic shortfalls whilst navigating paths towards a more just economy 
through the creation of collaborations, shared aspirations and infrastructure (Good-
year 2022). The strive for productive and purposeful human-technology relation-
ships occurs simultaneously at a micro-level and a macro-level (Jandrić 2023b). 
Infrastructures such as STPs include both these levels and influencing them can con-
tribute to radical change.

As STPs are set in a specific spatial context, they aspire to have a positive 
economic and social impact locally, e.g., attract companies and create profes-
sional opportunities for the locals, develop technological solutions for the region, 
and enhance the local innovation culture (Lau and Lo 2015; Ratinho and Henr-
iques 2010). In more than half a century of existence, STPs have achieved some 
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positive outcomes locally. There have been cases, however, that the development 
of STPs contributed to the mitigation of inequalities between, and within, regions 
by providing increased agency to private-interest initiatives and by staying con-
fined in the high-tech pathway (Bakouros et  al. 2002; Massey and Wield 2003; 
Vedovello 1997). The most prominent example is that of Silicon Valley which 
aspires to offer avant-garde efficient solutions, promising digital and other ‘revo-
lutions’ sparked by big data and algorithms (see Jandrić 2024). There is an immi-
nent problematisation over the actual social, and material influence of the digital, 
which contradicts the common fallacy that the digital is something without tan-
gible consequences. Postdigital aims to ‘hold the digital accountable’ by looking 
beyond the promises of maximising efficiency and establishing a critical com-
prehension of implications of digital technologies on our society (Jandrić et  al. 
2018).

Whilst not dismissing the impact of conventional STPs, there are challenges that 
need to be addressed. For example, the COT initiative, keeping in perspective that 
the local STP will be primarily publicly funded, has proposed the enhancement of 
public–private sector collaboration through the STP’s administration, the inclusion 
of diverse social groups in the different phases of the project, and the promotion of 
non-profit renewable energy communities in an effort to limit the issue of energy 
poverty in the region. Enabling communities to innovate and fulfil their needs in a 
spirit of collaboration, solidarity, and democratisation of technology has revealed 
glimpses into more sustainable and inclusive futures (Kostakis et  al. 2023a, b). 
These arguments are deeply intertwined with a postdigital infrastructure where the 
social, digital, material, and all in-between aspects are embraced (Goodyear 2022).

STPs’ focus on maximising profits and efficiency has been counterproductive 
(Chen et  al. 2006; Laspia et  al. 2021). STPs are multi-stakeholder entities with a 
strong public sector presence. There may lie an opportunity for STPs to adopt and 
promote the social and solidarity economy, which is characterised by more demo-
cratic governance models and a more social and political orientation (Gagliardi et al. 
2020; Robra et  al. 2023). Social cooperatives are intrinsically gravitating towards 
the common good and work on addressing global challenges, even if they operate on 
a local scale (Pazaitis and Drechsler 2020; Priavolou et al. 2022).

There are three main levels of resource allocation: the state, which represents 
regulatory planning, as in the capitalist system; the market, which regulates the allo-
cation of capital; and the emergence of mutual coordination or ‘stigmergy’, which 
creates a friendly environment for open-source commoning. At the moment, we are 
experiencing an ecological, socio-economic crisis but also a crisis of democracy 
caused by the failure of the state and the market. That creates a pathway for a more 
sustainable response through the commons (Bauwens and Jandrić 2021). Accord-
ing to Bauwens and Jandrić (2021), the answer lies in the emergence of a public-
commons cooperation pool that would legitimise products and services produced by 
communities and place them into existing systems. This idea goes hand in hand with 
Gorz’s (1968) non-reformist reform. The COT initiative’s approach to STPs could 
disrupt the existing system and legitimise postdigital theory and the commons by 
transferring them to an institutional level, managing publicly funded infrastructure 
as a commons.
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Conclusion

This article tentatively synthesises good practices in technology, organisation, 
and business and provokes discussion around postdigital and commons-oriented 
infrastructure. It draws experience and knowledge from successful commons-
inspired examples from the open-source movement and identifies multiple bene-
fits for an alternative STP that adopts these approaches. The case of the COT ini-
tiative has been an opportunity to open the debate and construct some untapped 
potentialities regarding STPs. An exploratory case makes it hard to provide in-
depth and robust findings. Nevertheless, it could be worthwhile for STPs to be 
more pluralistic and open, recognising the limits and inefficiency of the conven-
tional approach and gathering the seeds from promising alternatives.

Postdigital theory disrupts dichotomies and reaches beyond the digital, shed-
ding light on aspects that are explicitly or implicitly ignored. Respectively, the 
COT initiative disrupts conventional STP approaches. Not all disruptive move-
ments correlate. In this case, however, postdigital theory and the initiative’s 
alternative approach to STPs have a prevalent connection. They both explore and 
embed human relationships in technology, obviously with their imperfections but 
with an important and undervalued contribution. Following Sinclair and Hayes 
(2019), the postdigital (com-post) is a fertile ground for sharing, collaborat-
ing, and producing science and technology that is socially and environmentally 
sustainable. Thus, the article opens a postdigital dialogue (Jandrić et  al. 2019) 
between postdigital and STPs.

This article positions postdigital theory within the context of an STP. Postdigi-
tal theory has extensively discussed creative labour, digital learning, even uni-
versities. STPs bring together all these previously explored aspects, along with 
many others, which makes them an interesting experimental testbed for postdigi-
tal theory. The presented study is based upon an exploratory case study within 
the Western (Greek) context and should be expanded to and tested in other con-
texts. Therefore, the article’s most important implication is opening a dialogue on 
exploring postdigital approaches in such an institution, enriching both postdigital 
theory and praxis of a multi-stakeholder complex institution like an STP. Based 
on a lot of recent good work related to studies of postdigital futures (e.g., For-
sler et  al. 2024), future research may inquire what a postdigital and commons-
oriented STP would look like: should it be spatially centralised or distributed, 
should it concentrate on a specific field of science or opt for a more extensive 
variety, and so on.

Funding This work was supported by the European Research Council under the European Union’s Hori-
zon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No 802512) and by the European Com-
mission through the H2020 project Finest Twins (grant No. 856602).

Declarations 

Competing Interests The author declares no competing interests.



1 3

Postdigital Science and Education 

References

Albahari, A., Barge-Gil, A., Pérez-Canto, S., & Landoni, P. (2022). The effect of science and technol-
ogy parks on tenant firms: a literature review. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 48, 1489–
1531. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10961- 022- 09949-7.

Albahari, A., Pérez-Canto, S., Barge-Gil, A., & Modrego, A. (2017). Technology parks versus science 
parks: Does the university make the difference?. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 
116, 13–28. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2016. 11. 012.

Bakouros, Y. L., Mardas, D. C., & Varsakelis, N. C. (2002). Science park, a high tech fantasy?: an 
analysis of the science parks of Greece. Technovation, 22(2), 123–128. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S0166- 4972(00) 00087-0.

Bauwens, M., & Jandrić, P. (2021).The Seeds of The Commons: Peer-to-Peer Alternatives for Plan-
etary Survival and Justice. Postdigital Science and Education, 3(3), 575–591. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s42438- 021- 00218-8.

Benkler, Y. (2006). The wealth of networks: How social production transforms markets and freedom. 
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Benkler, Y. (2011). The penguin and the leviathan: How cooperation triumphs over self-interest. New 
York, NY: Crown Business.

Blind, K., Böhm, M., Grzegorzewska, P., Katz, A., Muto, S., Pätsch, S., & Schubert, T. (2021). The 
impact of Open Source Software and Hardware on technological independence, competitiveness 
and innovation in the EU economy. Final Study Report. Brussels: European Commission. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2759/ 430161.

Boldrin, M., & Levine, D. K. (2013). The case against patents. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 
27(1), 3–22. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1257/ jep. 27.1.3.

Chen, C., Wu, H., & Lin, B. (2006). Evaluating the development of high-tech industries: Taiwan’s 
science park. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 73(4), 452–465. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. techf ore. 2005. 04. 003.

Eghbal, N. (2016). Roads and bridges: The Unseen labor behind our digital infrastructure. Ford Foun-
dation. https:// www. fordf ounda tion. org/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2016/ 07/ roads- and- bridg es- the- unseen- 
labor- behind- our- digit al- infra struc ture. pdf. Accessed 20 June 2024.

Esteves, A. M., Genus, A., Henfrey, T., Penha‐Lopes, G., & East, M. (2021). Sustainable entrepre-
neurship and the Sustainable Development Goals: Community‐led initiatives, the social solidar-
ity economy and commons ecologies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 30(3), 1423–1435. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ bse. 2706.

Farritor, S. (2017). University-based makerspaces: A source of innovation. Technology & Innovation, 
19(1), 389–395. https:// doi. org/ 10. 21300/ 19.1. 2017. 389.

Fawns, T. (2019). Postdigital Education in Design and Practice. Postdigital Science and Education, 
1(1), 132–145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 018- 0021-8.

Forsler, I., Bardone, E., & Forsman, M. (2024). The Future Postdigital Classroom. Postdigital Science 
and Education. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 024- 00488-y.

Frischmann, B. M. (2012). Infrastructure: The social value of shared resources. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Gagliardi, D., Psarra, F., Wintjes, R., Trendafili, K., Pineda Mendoza, J., Haaland, K., Turkeli, S., 
Giotitsas, C., Pazaitis, A., & Niglia, F. (2020). New Technologies and Digitisation: Opportuni-
ties and Challenges for The Social Economy and Social Enterprises. Brussels: European Com-
mission. http:// www. socia lente rpris ebsr. net/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2020/ 10/ New- techn ologi es- and- 
digit isati on- oppor tunit ies- and- chall enges- for- the- SE_ ENG. pdf. Accessed 20 June 2024.

Giotitsas, C. (2019). Open source agriculture: Grassroots technology in the digital era. Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 030- 29341-3.

Goodyear, P. (2022). Realising the good university: Social innovation, care, design justice and edu-
cational infrastructure. Postdigital Science and Education, 4(1), 33–56. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s42438- 021- 00253-5.

Gorz, A. (1968). Reform and revolution. Socialist Register, 5(5), 111-143.
Green, B. (2021). Virtue Signaling: Problematizing Creative Labor Within Knowledge Socialism. 

Postdigital Science and Education, 3(3), 870–892. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 021- 00231-x.
Hayes, S. (2023). Postdigital Positionality. In P. Jandrić (Ed.), Encyclopaedia of Postdigital Science and 

Education. Cham: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 031- 35469-4_ 35-1.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-022-09949-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(00)00087-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(00)00087-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00218-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00218-8
https://doi.org/10.2759/430161
https://doi.org/10.2759/430161
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.27.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2005.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2005.04.003
https://www.fordfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/roads-and-bridges-the-unseen-labor-behind-our-digital-infrastructure.pdf
https://www.fordfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/roads-and-bridges-the-unseen-labor-behind-our-digital-infrastructure.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2706
https://doi.org/10.21300/19.1.2017.389
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0021-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-024-00488-y
http://www.socialenterprisebsr.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/New-technologies-and-digitisation-opportunities-and-challenges-for-the-SE_ENG.pdf
http://www.socialenterprisebsr.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/New-technologies-and-digitisation-opportunities-and-challenges-for-the-SE_ENG.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29341-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00253-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00253-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00231-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35469-4_35-1


 Postdigital Science and Education

1 3

Hobbs, K. G., Link, A. N., & Scott, J. T. (2017). Science and technology parks: an annotated and ana-
lytical literature review. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 42, 957–976. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10961- 016- 9522-3.

Jandrić, P. (2023a). Postdigital. In P. Jandrić (Ed.), Encyclopaedia of Postdigital Science and Education. 
Cham: Springer. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 031- 35469-4_ 23-1.

Jandrić, P. (2023b). Postdigital human capital. International Journal of Educational Research, 119, 
102182. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijer. 2023. 102182.

Jandrić, P. (2024). On The Hyping of Scholarly Research (With A Shout-Out to ChatGPT). Postdigital 
Science and Education, 6(2), 383–390. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s42438- 023- 00402-y.

Jandrić, P., Knox, J., Besley, T., Ryberg, T., Suoranta, J., & Hayes, S. (2018). Postdigital science and 
education. Educational philosophy and theory, 50(10), 893–899. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 857. 
2018. 14540 00.

Jandrić, P., Ryberg, T., Knox, J., Lacković, N., Hayes, S., Suoranta, J., Smith, M., Steketee, A., Peters, M. 
A., McLaren, P., Ford, D. R., Asher, G., McGregor, C., Stewart, G., Williamson, B., & Gibbons, A. 
(2019). Postdigital Dialogue. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 163–189. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s42438- 018- 0011-x.

Kallis, G., Kostakis, V., Lange, S., Muraca, B., Paulson, S., & Schmelzer, M. (2018). Research on 
degrowth. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 43(1), 291–316. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ 
annur ev- envir on- 102017- 025941.

Kostakis, V., & Roos, A. (2018). New technologies won’t reduce scarcity, but here’s something that 
might. Harvard Business Review, 6 January. https:// hbr. org/ 2018/ 06/ new- techn ologi es- wont- reduce- 
scarc ity- but- heres- somet hing- that- might. Accessed 20 June 2024.

Kostakis, V., Latoufis, K., Liarokapis, M., & Bauwens, M. (2018). The convergence of digital commons 
with local manufacturing from a degrowth perspective: Two illustrative cases. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 197, 1684–1693. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jclep ro. 2016. 09. 077.

Kostakis, V., Niaros, V., & Giotitsas, C. (2023a). Beyond global versus local: illuminating a cosmolocal 
framework for convivial technology development. Sustainability Science, 18(5), 2309–2322. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11625- 023- 01378-1.

Kostakis, V., Pazaitis, A., & Liarokapis, M. (2023b). Beyond high-tech versus low-tech: A tentative 
framework for sustainable urban data governance. Big Data & Society, 10(1). https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1177/ 20539 51723 11805 83.

Kostakis, V., & Tsiouris, N. (2024). How to unite local initiatives for a more sustainable global future. 
Sustainable Futures, 7, 100187. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. sftr. 2024. 100187.

Lange, S., Pohl, J., & Santarius, T. (2020). Digitalization and energy consumption. Does ICT reduce energy 
demand?. Ecological Economics, 176, 106760. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ecole con. 2020. 106760.

Laspia, A., Sansone, G., Landoni, P., Racanelli, D., & Bartezzaghi, E. (2021). The organization of inno-
vation services in science and technology parks: Evidence from a multi-case study analysis in 
Europe. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 173, 121095. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf 
ore. 2021. 121095.

Lau, A. K.W. & Lo, W. (2015). Regional innovation system, absorptive capacity and innovation perfor-
mance: An empirical study. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 92, 99–114. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2014. 11. 005.

Lecluyse, L., Knockaert, M., & Spithoven, A. (2019). The contribution of science parks: a literature 
review and future research agenda. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 44, 559–595. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10961- 018- 09712-x.

Link, A. N. (2016). Competitive Advantages from University Research Parks. In D. B. Audretsch, A. 
N. Link, & M. L. Walshok (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Local Competitiveness (pp. 337–344). 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Macgilchrist, F. (2021). Theories of Postdigital Heterogeneity: Implications for Research on Educa-
tion and Datafication. Postdigital Science and Education, 3(3), 660–667.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s42438- 021- 00232-w.

Massey, D., & Wield, D. (2003). High-tech fantasies: Science parks in society, science and space. Lon-
don: Routledge.

Mora-Valentín, E. M., Ortiz-de-Urbina-Criado, M., & Nájera-Sánchez, J. J. (2018). Mapping the con-
ceptual structure of science and technology parks. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 43(5), 
1410–1435. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10961- 018- 9654-8.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9522-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9522-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-35469-4_23-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2023.102182
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-023-00402-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2018.1454000
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131857.2018.1454000
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0011-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0011-x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102017-025941
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-102017-025941
https://hbr.org/2018/06/new-technologies-wont-reduce-scarcity-but-heres-something-that-might
https://hbr.org/2018/06/new-technologies-wont-reduce-scarcity-but-heres-something-that-might
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.077
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-023-01378-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-023-01378-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517231180583
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517231180583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sftr.2024.100187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106760
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-09712-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-09712-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00232-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00232-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9654-8


1 3

Postdigital Science and Education 

Ng, W. K. B., Appel-Meulenbroek, R., Cloodt, M., & Arentze, T. (2022). Exploring science park 
location choice: A stated choice experiment among Dutch technology-based firms. Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change, 182, 121796. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2022. 121796.

Niaros, V., Kostakis, V., & Drechsler, W. (2017). Making (in) the smart city: The emergence of mak-
erspaces. Telematics and informatics, 34(7), 1143–1152.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tele. 2017. 05. 
004.

Nuvolari, A., Verspagen, B., & Von Tunzelmann, N. (2011). The early diffusion of the steam 
engine in Britain, 1700–1800: a reappraisal. Cliometrica, 5, 291–321.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11698- 011- 0063-6.

Pazaitis, A., & Drechsler, W. (2020). Peer production and state theory: Envisioning a cooperative 
partner state. In M. O’Neil, C. Pentzold, & S. Toupin (Eds.), The handbook of peer production 
(pp. 359–370). Wiley-Blackwell. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ 97811 19537 151. ch27.

Pazaitis, A., & Kostakis, V. (2022). Are the most influential websites peer-produced or price-incentivized? 
Organizing value in the digital economy. Organization, 29(4), 757–769.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
13505 08421 10201 92.

Pazaitis, A., Giotitsas, C., Savvides, L., & Kostakis, V. (2021). Do Patents Spur Innovation for Soci-
ety? Lessons from 3D Printing. The Centre for Postcapitalist Civilisation, mέta Working Papers. 
https:// metac pc. org/ wp- conte nt/ uploa ds/ 2021/ 12/ 7EN- mWP- 3D- print ing- Pazai tis- Gioti tsas- 
Savvi des- Kosta kis. pdf. Accessed 20 June 2024.

Pazaitis, A., Kostakis, V., & Bauwens, M. (2017). Digital economy and the rise of open coopera-
tivism: the case of the Enspiral Network. Transfer: European Review of Labour and Research, 
23(2), 177–192. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 10242 58916 683865.

Poonjan, A., & Tanner, A.N. (2020). The role of regional contextual factors for science and technol-
ogy parks: a conceptual framework. European Planning Studies, 28(2), 400–420. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1080/ 09654 313. 2019. 16790 93.

Priavolou, C., Troullaki, K., Tsiouris, N., Giotitsas, C., & Kostakis, V. (2022). Tracing sustainable 
production from a degrowth and localisation perspective: A case of 3D printers. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 376, 134291. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jclep ro. 2022. 134291.

Ratinho, T., & Henriques, E. (2010). The role of science parks and business incubators in converg-
ing countries: Evidence from Portugal. Technovation, 30(4), 278–290. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
techn ovati on. 2009. 09. 002.

Reilly, R. C. (2010). Participatory case study. In A. J. Mills, G. Durepos, & E. Wiebe (Eds.), Encyclo-
pedia of case study research (pp. 658–660). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Robra, B., Pazaitis, A., Giotitsas, C., & Pansera, M. (2023). From creative destruction to convivial 
innovation post-growth perspective. Technovation, 125, 102760.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techn 
ovati on. 2023. 102760.

Sandoval Hamón, L. A., Ruiz Peñalver, S. M., Thomas, E., & Fitjar, R. D. (2022). From high-tech 
clusters to open innovation ecosystems: a systematic literature review of the relationship between 
science and technology parks and universities. The Journal of Technology Transfer. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s10961- 022- 09990-6.

Scholz, T., & Schneider, N. (Eds.). (2016). Ours to Hack and to Own: The Rise of Platform Coopera-
tivism, A New Vision for the Future of Work and a Fairer Internet. New York: OR Books. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2307/j. ctv62 hfq7.

Sinclair, C., & Hayes, S. (2019). Between the post and the com-post: examining the postdigital 
‘work’ of a prefix. Postdigital Science and Education, 1(1), 119-131. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s42438- 018- 0017-4.

Sofouli, E., & Vonortas, N. S. (2007). S&T Parks and business incubators in middle-sized countries: 
the case of Greece. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 32, 525–544. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10961- 005- 6031-1.

Sovacool, B. K. (2019). The precarious political economy of cobalt: Balancing prosperity, poverty, 
and brutality in artisanal and industrial mining in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. The 
Extractive Industries and Society, 6(3), 915–939. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. exis. 2019. 05. 018.

Sovacool, B. K., Hook, A., Martiskainen, M., Brock, A., & Turnheim, B. (2020). The decarbonisa-
tion divide: Contextualizing landscapes of low-carbon exploitation and toxicity in Africa. Global 
Environmental Change, 60, 102028. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. gloen vcha. 2019. 102028.

Steruska, J., Simkova, N., & Pitner, T. (2019). Do science and technology parks improve technology 
transfer?. Technology in Society, 59, 101127. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techs oc. 2019. 04. 003.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121796
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11698-011-0063-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11698-011-0063-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119537151.ch27
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084211020192
https://doi.org/10.1177/13505084211020192
https://metacpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/7EN-mWP-3D-printing-Pazaitis-Giotitsas-Savvides-Kostakis.pdf
https://metacpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/7EN-mWP-3D-printing-Pazaitis-Giotitsas-Savvides-Kostakis.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1024258916683865
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1679093
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2019.1679093
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.134291
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2009.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2009.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102760
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102760
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-022-09990-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-022-09990-6
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv62hfq7
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv62hfq7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0017-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-018-0017-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-005-6031-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-005-6031-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2019.05.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.102028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2019.04.003


 Postdigital Science and Education

1 3

Vaidyanathan, G. (2008). Technology parks in a developing country: the case of India. The Journal of 
Technology Transfer, 33, 285–299. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10961- 007- 9041-3.

van Holm, E. J. (2017). Makerspaces and local economic development. Economic Development Quar-
terly, 31(2), 164–173. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 08912 42417 690604.

Vásquez-Urriago, A. R., Barge-Gil, A., & Rico, A. M. (2016). Science and Technology Parks and coop-
eration for innovation: Empirical evidence from Spain. Research Policy, 45(1), 137–147. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. respol. 2015. 07. 006.

Vedovello, C. (1997). Science parks and university-industry interaction: geographical proximity between 
the agents as a driving force. Technovation, 17(9), 491–531. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0166- 4972(97) 
00027-8.

Weber, S. (2004). The success of open source. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Xie, K., Song, Y., Zhang, W., Hao, J., Liu, Z., & Chen, Y. (2018). Technological entrepreneurship in sci-

ence parks: A case study of Wuhan Donghu High-Tech Zone. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, 135, 156–168. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. techf ore. 2018. 01. 021.

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps 
and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds exclusive rights to this article under 
a publishing agreement with the author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of such publishing agreement and 
applicable law.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-007-9041-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891242417690604
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2015.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(97)00027-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(97)00027-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2018.01.021

	An Alternative Approach to Science and Technology Parks
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Conventional STP Approach
	A Postdigital and Commons-Oriented Approach
	The Case of the OpenTechPark-Citizens for Open-Tech
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


