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GUESTHOUSE
This being human is a guest house.
Every morning a new arrival.

A joy, a depression, a meanness,
some momentary awareness comes
as an unexpected visitor.

Welcome and entertain them all!
Even if they’re a crowd of sorrows,
who violently sweep your house
empty of its furniture,

still, treat each guest honorably.
He may be clearing you out

for some new delight.

The dark thought, the shame, the malice,
meet them at the door laughing,
and invite them in.

Be grateful for whoever comes,
because each has been sent
as a guide from beyond.

- BY JALALUDDIN Rumi
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Introduction

Cities of today are confronted with major transitions, ranging
from the energy transition to the digital transition, from migration
to poverty. These developments require citizens to work together
and take collective action within their neighbourhood community
(Meerow, Newell, & Stults, 2016; Comes, 2016). An important
condition for this is that citizens are engaged with their local com-
munity (Adler, Goggin, & Bush, 2005; Asad, Le Dantec, Nielsen,
& Diedrick, 2017; de Lange & de Waal, 2013), meaning that they
are part of the neighbourhood social network (Hampton & Well-
man, 2003; Adger, 2006) and know what is going on (Erete, 2015).
Unfortunately, many big cities suffer from fragmentation: citizens
do not interact with their neighbours (Gaventa, 2004; Atkinson
& Kintrea, 2000) and do not feel part of their neighbourhood
community (Voida, Harmon, Al-Ani, & Bren, 2012). Overcoming
this fragmentation is therefore high on the agenda, and many
cities have started to experiment with policies to increase social
cohesion and establish strong communities.

Place-making initiatives have gained momentum to this purpose,
first introduced in the 60’s, to foster strong communities in the
city. Jane Jacobs (1961) and William Whyte (1980) brought place-
making to the attention of urban planners, by showing that live-
able neighbourhoods result from combining different functions,
such as residential and industrial, in one area instead of creating
mono-functional neighbourhoods which was the common per-
spective at that time. Combining different types of residents and
industries would lead to a lively and dynamic neighbourhood,
especially when combined with a street design that has space for
spontaneous social encounters. These ideas reflecting the impor-
tance of public space design to support social interactions and
serendipitous meetings between residents were further developed
through the notion of third spaces (Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982),
Projects for Public Spaces (Whyte, 1980), and the work of Jan
Gehl (2004) in Europe. Other seminal ideas came from Lynch
(1960), who explored how residents perceived the city, and found
that they look at it very differently compared to urban planners.
A paradigm shift is taking place centralising public spaces and
people in place-making, ultimately to foster liveable cities.

The place-making Europe network, for example, unites urban
planners, designers, and researchers to “accelerate place-making
as a way to create healthy, inclusive, and beloved communities.”
(Placemaking Europe, 2021). This is especially needed in cities, as
their infrastructure often lacks opportunities for residents to meet
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and socialise (Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982; Lentini & Decortis, 2010;
Wood et al., 2019), for example because freeways are built through
inner cities (Jacobs, 1961) or because of a lack of greenery and open
spaces (Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014). Furthermore, cities house a
diverse set of people in a dense context, developing heterogeneous
neighbourhoods where residents vary in their interest, religion,
and background. This heterogeneity and density complicates a
sense of community belonging (Mansuri & Rao, 2004), and results
in residents feeling less at home in their neighbourhood (Cilliers
& Timmermans, 2014). In light of this, residents of cities are often
only bound together based on their locality, and not on common
interest or practices (McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Obst, Zinkiewicz,
& Smith, 2002). On top of this is the high volatile nature of cities,
because residents frequently move in and out of neighbourhoods,
further complicating the sense of community and sense of place
(Atkinson & Kintrea, 2000; Mansuri & Rao, 2004).

Place-making brings an approach to deal with this fragmentation
and lack of community feeling in cities, by transforming neigh-
bourhoods from spaces to places where residents feel at home and
part of the neighbourhood community (Lepofsky & Fraser, 2003;
Wood et al., 2019). Public spaces are natural environments for
place-making to happen, when they support social interactions
between citizens (Oldenburg & Brissett, 1982; Lentini & Decor-
tis, 2010; Dork & Monteye, 2011). These so-called third places
strengthen a sense of community and involvement of citizens
in their neighbourhood (Soukup, 2006). According to Strydom,
Puren, and Drewes (2018), place-making may even create positive
social change. In this context, an interest has grown around place-
making and its potential to create a sense of belonging within
neighbourhood-based communities (Kalandides, 2018). This in-
creased interest has also spurred the research into place-making,
for example to further understand how technology can support
place-making (Harrison & Tatar, 2008), and how place-making
interventions can be evaluated. But let us first start by exploring
what place-making actually is.

1.1. Defining place-making: From space to place

“Places are spaces that you can remember, that you can care about and
make part of your life. The world should be filled with places so vivid and
distinct that they can carry significance. Places could bring emotions,
recollections, people, and even ideas to mind.” (Lyndon, 1983, p. 2)

Above the emergence of the term place-making was introduced
from the work of Jacobs (1961) and Whyte (1980), who were
among the first to signal the importance of people and public



1.1. Defining place-making: From space to place

spaces to achieve place-making. Since then, many researchers and
practitioners have thought about the relation between spaces and
people. Philosopher Edward Casey discussed the role of place in
our daily lives and inspired cultural anthropologists to study how
people-place connections are established (Casey, 1996; Soukup,
2006). Indeed, place-making is about how people connect to places
(Strydom et al., 2018) and researchers study why existing settings
have meaning to some and not to others (Beza & Herndndez-
Garcia, 2018). Places are made through “people using the space
to perform the necessities of daily life” (Cilliers & Timmermans,
2014, p. 413); people perceive a space using different senses and
their perception is influenced by memories or experiences that
creates a meaning for the space (Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014).
Hence, places result of a complex process of multiple actors and
practices (Crivellaro et al., 2016).

Harrison and Tatar (2008) theorise the construction of place to
aid designers create technologies which support place-making.
In their view, and resonated by Cilliers and Timmermans (2014),
place-making is the process of adding value and meaning to a
space, for it to become a place. To illustrate this point, Harrison
and Tatar (2008) compare the relationship between space and
place to relationship that exist between the notions of “house”
and “home”. House here is similar to a space, in that one can
describe it using abstract properties such as size or orientation. A
home can be described with similar properties, but may also be a
property of a house, in the sense that a house can be home-like.
As such, the notion of home is one that seems to have a particular
value or meaning added to it, in comparison to a house. This is
very similar considering space and place, echoing Tuan (1997,
p. 6): “what begins as undifferentiated space becomes place as we
get to know it better and endow it with value”. Figure 1.1 abstracts
this movement from space to place as place-making, whereby
place-making is constructed through value, attached meanings,
viewpoints, and human activity (Harrison & Tatar, 2008; Paay &
Kjeldskov, 2008; Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014).

For example, let us consider a public park in a city with open
grass fields, trees, and walking paths. Tracy, a young woman who
lives on walking distance from this park, visits the park every
week to walk with a friend. She builds a relationship with the
park through the walking ritual she has with her friend, and the
space of the park gains value for her because the space enables
her well-being, exercise, and friendship. John is another resident
who visits the park, and he always goes to the same spot in the
park and brings a mat for his gym exercises. John modifies the
space in the park with his sports mat, and associates the park with
physical activity and exercise. The park gains value as it becomes

3
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Figure 1.1.: Moving from space to place
through place-making.

Space ————» Place
Place-making

A

Value

Attached meanings
Viewpoints

Human activity

his place to become fit and stay healthy. On the grass fields, Luke
is playing with his friends, and they are using all objects they can
find in the park to do a parkour. For Luke, the space of the park
is a place to play and to have fun: enjoyment is the meaning and
value of the park to him. Finally, Karen is a resident who lives in
the neighbourhood of the park, but she never visits it. She has a
garden and usually enjoys herself there. If she would go to the
park, it probably would have no meaning for her, she would just
see a grass field with trees: it is space and not a place.

These examples of residents in and around a public park show
how various human activities (walking, sports, play), meaning
and value of spaces (enjoyment, well-being, friendship) make
places, and that these can differ between individuals (Kalandides,
2018), due to prior experiences, location, memories, events, or
associations. This thesis explores what these values, meanings,
viewpoints, and human activity can be, where they come from,
and how they can be constructed or supported through design
and technology. As the thesis focuses on the city domain, the next
sections dive into urban place-making.

1.2. Place-making in the urban space

In the city domain, place-making is often applied to upgrade
urban spaces (e.g. neighbourhoods) to healthy and liveable places
where residents feel at home (Gonsalves, Foth, & Caldwell, 2021;
Madden, 2011; Strydom et al., 2018). Jane Jacobs started to point
out that the design of public spaces can contribute to social
and liveable cities. Place-making is seen by urban planners as a
methodology to design public spaces that serve the community
(Thomas, 2016; Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014). This means that
neighbourhoods are transformed to places where residents like
to reside and where they easily meet each other (Oldenburg
& Brissett, 1982; Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Wood et al., 2019),



1.2. Place-making in the urban space

establishing place-making through “lived spaces”: places with
function and meaning (Lefebvre, 1991). Recently, technology also
started to play a role in achieving place-making, introducing the
term “digital place-making’ (Halegoua & Polson, 2021; Gonsalves
etal., 2021). Place-making in the urban space is supported through
public spaces, community, and institutions, hence these are further
explored below.

1.2.1. Lively and social public spaces

Public space is the first constitute of place and place-making and
partially overlaps with the loci defined by Harrison and Tatar
(2008) or the location in the place diagram of Agnew (Cilliers &
Timmermans, 2014). The affordances of the physical environment
enable citizens to connect with a place (Lentini & Decortis, 2010)
and with each other (Balestrini et al., 2016). Benches on a public
square, for example, can be a simple intervention to support social
interaction (Jacobs, 1961). These benches offer residents a place to
sit down, pause, and potentially engage in a conversation with
other people passing by. Further, suitability for place-making is
influenced by the location of a place (Marti, Serrano-Estrada, &
Nolasco-Cirugeda, 2017). Place-making approaches acknowledge
that the infrastructure of a place is connected to how people expe-
rience it (Innocent, 2018), thus the elements in the surrounding
physical space is a factor to be considered in place-making.

1.2.2. A sense of neighbourhood community

From lively and social public spaces, citizens may start to experi-
ence a stronger sense of neighbourhood community. According
to Friedmann (2010), public spaces come to life through social
practices. Carroll and Rosson (2013) add that places define commu-
nities and the other way around. In this perspective, place-making
results from the social interactions that people have in a certain
place, for example their neighbourhood (Lentini & Decortis, 2010;
Harrison & Tatar, 2008). Through social interactions, residents
start to experience being part of the neighbourhood community,
which enriches the connection with the place (Carroll & Rosson,
2013). Spaces become places through social practices (Fang et al.,
2016; Beza & Hernandez-Garcia, 2018). Hence, social connection
influences and impacts meaning of places.

5
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1.2.3. Governance of place-making

Formal institutions (such as the local government) also play a role
in place-making processes (Friedmann, 2010; Foth, 2017b). Cil-
liers and Timmermans (2014) outline the extensive list of groups
that may be involved in place-making: from families, teenagers
and young children, to business, tourists and local authorities.
Place-making is a collaborative engagement that requires active
involvement of all interested stakeholders (community members,
local authorities, commercial partners, academia, etc.) (Strydom
et al., 2018; Thomas, 2016). These individual residents, formal,
and informal organisations should all be included in the design
of place-making in cities (Beza & Herndndez-Garcia, 2018). Place-
making asks for specific consideration of how participation of city
stakeholders is organised, and how responsibilities and roles are
divided between formal and informal institutions and organisa-
tions (Peacock, Anderson, & Crivellaro, 2018). On the one hand,
governments need to respond to place-making movements from
bottom-up (Crivellaro et al., 2015), and encourage and guide local
initiatives for place-making (Friedmann, 2010; Stokes, 2020). On
the other hand, citizens taking ownership of their neighbour-
hoods require negotiation with institutions (Peacock et al., 2018).
Therefore, institutional support is another foundation that needs to
be considered for place-making.

1.3. Three cornerstones of place-making

From this prior defining of place-making, three cornerstones for
place-making interventions are identified, namely 1) physical space,
2) social connection, and 3) institutional support.

» Physical spaces represent the tangible environment of citi-
zens such as streets, squares, benches, and trees. Physical
spaces support place-making because they accommodate
objects or affordances that may confluence with events and
people to make place from space. In this context, the nature
and infrastructure of physical spaces affect place-making.

» Social connections are essential to place-making as they
endorse a sense of community in the neighbourhood. Places
become meaningful through the social experiences that are
lived in these spaces. People and events are constructs to
support social interactions for place-making.

» Institutional support relates to the role of (local) institu-
tions in place-making and is essential to advance and sustain
initiatives of place-making. For example, local governments
need to support place-making processes, whether initiated
from top-down or bottom-up. The shape and form of this



support influences to what extent place-making can be
achieved.

So far, this thesis outlined place-making in urban settings and
aims to further understand how urban spaces can become places
through place-making interventions. This objective is specified in
the next section.

1.4. Research objective

From 1990’s, place-making processes started to incorporate the
human-scale (Gehl, 2004), bottom-up initiatives (Cilliers & Tim-
mermans, 2014), community participation (Beza & Herndndez-
Garcia, 2018; Friedmann, 2010), and the value of democracy
(Strydom et al., 2018). This means that residents are included
in defining interventions for place-making, to fit the commu-
nity’s needs (Kalandides, 2018). The underlying assumption of
place-making now is that resident communities have the right
and capacity to participate in place-making (Beza & Herndndez-
Garcia, 2018; Kalandides, 2018). Some researchers (Cilliers &
Timmermans, 2014; Kalandides, 2018; Beza & Hernandez-Garcia,
2018) have started to talk about participatory place-making, involv-
ing participatory (planning) approaches in place-making. This
already stems from the work of Lynch (1960), who highlighted
that local boundaries used by urban planners (to indicate different
zones) were not experienced at all by citizens. Citizens have a very
different and unique way to look at their neighbourhood, which
is rarely included in urban planning practices. Research also
recognise that through participation, citizens already establish a
sense of place (Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014; Corcoran, Marshall,
& Walsh, 2018). However, citizen participation is often neglected
in place-making (Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014) and is still open
to debate (Kalandides, 2018).

The importance of engaging residents in place-making has only
grown since digital technology entered the place-making arena.
Some (e.g. Foth (2017b) or Gonsalves et al. (2021)) even start to
define hybrid or digital place-making, when mobile phones or
ubiquitous technology play a role in place-making processes.
Such technology provides new ways for people to appropriate the
world around them, and hence brings new opportunities to place-
making. “What sort of technological interventions have what sort
of effects on the construction of place?” (Harrison & Tatar, 2008).
Participatory Design (PD) may help us answer this interesting
and relevant question of Harrison and Tatar. Echoing Foth (2017a),
PD should be applied in the context of (digital) place-making to
establish inclusive place-making processes that are driven by the

1.4. Research objective
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Figure 1.2.: The three cornerstones
to structure the research into place-
making throughout this thesis.
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community. Also Cilliers and Timmermans (2014) call for more
creative approaches for participation in place-making to flourish.
In this context, the thesis explores how the knowledge from
Participatory Design and place-making may confluence to move
from spaces to places in a more inclusive and community-driven
way.

Research objective

The research objective of this thesis is to identify whether and how
Participatory Design can facilitate place-making in cities through
the physical space, social connections, and institutional support.

As illustrated in Figure 1.2, the earlier defined cornerstones con-
struct place-making and provide the structure throughout the
thesis as three perspectives to design interventions for place-
making. As each city and neighbourhood is unique, a thorough
understanding of its characteristics is essential to design place-
making processes that are suited and embedded in the local
context (Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014). Application of Partici-
patory Design methods involve the local community and hence
encircles the whole process.

1.5. Research approach

This thesis addresses the following research question:

Research question

How can Participatory Design facilitate place-making in urban
settings across physical space, social connections, and institutional
support?



The approach used in this thesis falls under the research frame-
works of action research (Berg, 2004) and research-through-design
(RtD) (Koskinen, Zimmerman, Binder, Redstrom, & Wensveen,
2011). Qualitative methods such as interviews, intervention stud-
ies, observations, and contextual inquiry are applied to study
how Participatory Design can facilitate place-making in urban
settings. One of the underlying aims of action research is to involve
people in the research and design of interventions (Foth & Axup,
2006), whereby research and action are combined (Brydon-Miller,
Greenwood, & Maguire, 2003). In this thesis, this means that
citizens are not treated as subjects to study, but are co-creators
of the research as their input shapes the next research step(s).
By inviting citizens to think along on place-making, and asking
them to design place-making interventions themselves, deeper
insights can be gathered on their latent needs and wishes (Sanders
& Stappers, 2012, p. 67). While recognising that the main aim
of doing research is to create new knowledge, this research also
aims to use its outcome to benefit the participants, either direct
or indirect through guiding designers and planners on how to
engage with city actors in participatory place-making.

1.5.1. Research philosophy

This research takes the advocacy and participatory worldview. In
this paradigm, research is strongly connected to society, aiming to
change or improve the lives of the research participants (Creswell,
2009; Brydon-Miller et al., 2003, p. 9). A limitation of this philo-
sophical founding is the potential lack of scientific contribution,
as this epistemology has its focus on applying research, leading to
practical results (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This limitation
is addressed by combining action research with research-through-
design, which explicitly has new knowledge as the output of each
of the research iterations (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2014).

Advocacy and participatory oriented research often starts from
a social issue, in this case citizen engagement and a lack of
neighbourhood community beloning in cities. In keeping with
this worldview, collaboration with all relevant neighbourhood
stakeholders, such as residents, community workers, or local
organisations, is necessary to, in a participatory manner, design
effective place-making interventions (Kalandides, 2018; Beza &
Hernandez-Garcia, 2018; Friedmann, 2010). Therefore, all inter-
ventions studied in this research have been designed, developed,
and/or evaluated with city stakeholders. The aimed contribution
of this research both advances the scientific discourse, and has
ties with practice, because it informs policy makers, urban plan-
ners, designers, and citizens how to jointly shape interventions

1.5. Research approach
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Figure 1.3.: Research-through-design
strategy involves an iterative approach:
intervention iterations based on a de-
sign goal lead to new knowledge. Each
iteration is executed with four steps,
advancing the design goal.

for place-making. The research thus aims to advance an action
agenda for change, and this fits the advocacy and participatory
worldview (Creswell, 2009).

1.5.2. Strategy: Research-through-design

The strategy used in this research is research-through-design
(RtD) (Stappers & Giaccardi, 2011; Koskinen et al., 2011). RtD uses
methods and processes from design practice to generate new
knowledge (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2014, p. 167). This strategy is
especially appropriate to research problems that are complex and
dynamic, because such problems need to be considered from a
holistic perspective (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2014). Further, RtD
is used when the answer to a research question cannot be devised
rationally but needs to follow from constructive design research
in the field (Koskinen et al., 2011). Since the phenomena studied
in this research are significantly influenced by the context around
them (the neighbourhood), they need to be studied in situ and
are hard to transfer to lab settings. As the neighbourhood context
is constantly changing and complex (Salim & Haque, 2015), RtD
is the appropriate strategy for this research.

oo
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Stappers (2007) explains how research-through-design creates
knowledge. Interventions or prototypes are created based on the
design goal and the research goal, which contribute distinctively
to the process. The research goal states what kind of knowledge the
RtD process needs to generate, while the design goal articulates
what kind of interventions can be created to contribute to the
knowledge. By reflecting on these interventions and the process of
designing them, insights are gained to fulfil the research goal.



This thesis addresses the following research goal and design
goal:

Research goal

To gain new insights into how Participatory Design facilitates place-
making in cities through the physical space, social connections, and
institutional support.

Design goal

To design, in a participatory manner, place-making interventions
that increase a sense of community and place in urban neighbour-
hoods.

Each iteration in RtD initiates from new knowledge and produces
insights as outcome (Stappers & Giaccardi, 2011). The steps to
complete each iteration are described by Zimmerman and Forlizzi
(2014) and abstracted in Figure 1.3. Each iteration selects a research
problem that drives forward the design goal. This selection is
informed by previous experience, insights from literature, or
learnings from earlier iterations. The next step is to start the design
activities. This can be design workshops, creating prototypes, or
exploring ideas, and should finally lead to an initial framing of
the problem and a proposed design intervention for participatory
place-making. The third step is to evaluate this chosen framing and
design. Throughout the process of designing and prototyping,
insights are gathered on what worked and what did not work,
and these challenge the created design and framing of the issue.
The next step is to reflect on what has been learned, how insights
are best disseminated, and how the next iteration can be informed.
The final step is then to repeat this process.

Selecting the interventions

By designing and studying, in a participatory manner, place-
making interventions in urban settings (design goal), specifically
focused on physical space, social connections, or institutional
support, new insights are gained into how Participatory Design
facilitates urban place-making (research goal). Six interventions
for participatory place-making are studied in this thesis and an
overview of them is provided in Table 1.1. The Table shows that
different types of interventions were included, based on varying
modes of participation, and located in multiple municipalities. The
selection of interventions was guided by the three cornerstones
of place-making and the framework presented in Chapter 3.
While the differences between the interventions may complicate

1.5. Research approach
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comparison between them, they also allow to understand how
participatory place-making manifests in different types of contexts
and with different types of residents. As explained below in 1,
the framework is used to compare and analyse the interventions
on similar grounds, yet taking into account their differences in
formulating the main outcomes.

Table 1.1.: An overview of the six interventions (DI) that are studied in this thesis, outlining their location, the way participation
was organised, and the rationale for including this intervention in the study.

Intervention
DI 1: Location-based
games

DI 2: Co-creation

DI 3: Community

storytelling

DI 4: Distributed PD

DI 5: Playable cities

DI 6: ABCD

Location
The Hague
(NL)

Rotterdam

(NL)

The Hague

(NL)

Northrock
(Ireland)

The Hague
(NL)

Rotterdam
(NL)

Participation

Citizens play-tested the
game and designed chal-
lenges for the game based
on their experiences
Local organisations
helped  design  the
co-creation approach,
children engaged in
co-creation of  their
neighbourhood

Ongoing initiative in The
Hague, citizens participate
in its organisation and in
the storytelling

Teenagers from Ireland
participated in the sum-
mer school

Several local community
participation activities to
start dialogue between citi-
zens and local government
Citizens starting local ini-
tiatives to respond to the
COVID-19 lockdown

Definition of intervention tools

Rationale
Understanding how el-
ements of the physical
space can support place-
making using a game
Including the perspec-
tive of children in place-
making

Understanding the poten-
tial of storytelling to foster
social connections

Insights into establishing
social connections and
place-making in a dis-
tributed setting
Understanding ways to or-
ganise collaboration be-
tween citizens and govern-
ment

Understanding what for-
mal and informal organ-
isations need to work to-
gether in the neighbour-
hood

Interventions 1 and 2 (a location-based game and a co-creation
method with children) use the physical space to establish place-
making. The first intervention is the location-based game that
uses elements of the physical space in a playful way to enhance
place-making. Location-based games require players to visit par-
ticular locations to open game assignments (challenges). To solve
the challenge, players need to make use of the physical space
around them. The second intervention is a co-creation workshop



in which children from a primary school in Rotterdam are invited
on a neighbourhood walk with researchers and develop ideas to
improve the public space. Co-creation workshops scope a partic-
ular time and place where people come together to jointly develop
ideas or designs for a particular issue. These workshops are pre-
pared and facilitated by a dedicated person, who is independent
of the participants.

Interventions 3 and 4 (a community storytelling initiative and a
distributed participatory design summer school) achieve place-
making through social connection. Intervention 3 is a community
storytelling initiative ongoing in The Hague. Community story-
telling is a facilitated practice of citizens telling stories about their
lived experiences in the community, with the purpose of bringing
people closer together. In the fourth intervention, Northrock!
(Ireland) teenagers participated in a distributed participatory
design summer school, designing digital arts about their com-
munity. Distributed participatory design uses principles from
Participatory Design such as mutual learning, empowerment, and
collaborative reflection, to organise workshops and sessions in a
distributed setting. This means that participants are not together
in one room, but participate remotely in both synchronous and
asynchronous settings.

Interventions 5 and 6 (a playable cities approach and an asset-
based community development programme) rely on institutional
support to enhance place-making. Intervention 5 comprises eight
participatory activities in The Hague, grounded in the frame of
the Playable City, to engage citizens in place-making processes.
The Playable City is a development countering the top-down
smart city perspective and proposing smart city technology to be
playful, open, exploratory, interactive, and participatory. The sixth
intervention is a resilience programme based on the principles
of asset-based community development outlined in a neigh-
bourhood in Rotterdam. Asset-based community development
(ABCD) considers assets central in community development. As-
sets are defined to include skills, knowledge and networks of
local residents and voluntary associations, physical and economic
resources of the place, resources of public, private and non-profit
institutions, and stories and shared experiences of residents.

Evaluating the interventions

After the six interventions are studied in-depth, a meta-analysis
will be conducted to synthesise the insights of all six intervention
studies. The interventions are evaluated using the Participatory
Place-making framework that is established in Chapter 3. The
synthesis of six intervention studies through a meta-analysis aids

1.5. Research approach | 13
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Table 1.2.: Research-through-design is used to study how Participatory Design can facilitate place-making through six interventions
(Part II), informed by a framework (Part I), and synthesised at the end of the research to identify design guidelines (Part III).

Part1

Part 11

Part II1

Framework design

Framework for participatory
place-making

Physical space intervention Intervention 1: Location-based games

study

Social connection

intervention study

Institutional support
intervention study

Synthesis

Intervention 2: Co-creation with children

Intervention 3: Community storytelling
Intervention 4: Distributed Participatory
Design

Intervention 5: Playable cities
Intervention 6: Asset-based community
development

Design guidelines

to elaborate the developed theory (Ketokivi & Choi, 2014) with
design guidelines and to explore the validity of the elements in the
Participatory Place-making framework (Leung, 2015). Researchers
with experience in Participatory Design and/or place-making
are asked to evaluate each intervention using the framework for
participatory place-making. These researchers value the elements
in the Participatory Place-making for each intervention and judged
which elements were most present. Involving these researchers
also aids to discover the dependability of the framework: they
can evaluate inconsistencies between the framework elements
(Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). The evaluation further provides
insights into the transferability of the framework, because they
evaluate six interventions that were applied in different contexts
(Graneheim & Lundman, 2004).

The iterative process including the six interventions builds new
knowledge on place-making and Participatory Design, which
is further outlined in Table 1.2. In Part I of the thesis, the first
iteration in the research is documented: the design of a framework
for participatory place-making. Then, six iterations follow in
Part II, in which place-making interventions are studied that
focus on physical space (intervention 1 and 2), social connection
(intervention 3 and 4), or institutional support (intervention 5 and
6). The last iteration synthesises the insights from all evaluation
studies using the framework and identifies design guidelines for
participatory place-making.



1.6. Research questions

The main research question for this thesis is:

As shown in Table 1.2, this question is answered through eight it-
erations of research-through-design, starting with the framework,
then six interventions, and ending with a synthesis to draw guide-
lines for participatory place-making. This leads to a structure of
three sub-questions, that cover these three separate parts of the
research.

A literature review answers the first research question (RQ1). The
review considers articles that study participatory interventions
for place-making, and aims to distil core principles, mechanisms,
and factors of place-making interventions. This literature analysis
leads to a framework in which Participatory Design and place-
making are combined and which guides the analysis of the
interventions studied in the rest of the research.

Research question 2 (RQ2) is answered through designing, de-
veloping, and testing six design interventions for participatory
place-making. Interventions that are on-going initiatives in neigh-
bourhoods, as well as newly designed interventions are included
(see Table 1.1).

1.6. Research questions
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This third question (RQ3) is answered by synthesising the insights
from all studied interventions in a meta-analysis, to identify design
guidelines for participatory place-making interventions.

1.7. Outline

This thesis is structured in eight chapters; Figure 1.4 illustrates
how the different chapters address each of the research questions
in this dissertation.

Part I of the thesis builds up the theory on how participatory
design and place-making can be combined, and answers RQ1
by developing a framework constructed from these two fields.
Chapter 2 reviews literature on participatory design and place-
making, and positions this dissertation within these fields. The
notion of participatory place-making, introduced in Section 1.4, is
further defined here. Chapter 3 presents the theoretical framework
that is constructed from literature. The framework integrates
the insights from literature on how to design interventions for
participatory place-making. The framework is validated using the
interventions in Part II.

Part II of the thesis presents six design interventions that are
studied to understand how they facilitate participatory place-
making (providing the data to answer RQ2). Chapter 4 presents
two interventions that fall within the physical space cornerstone.
The first intervention is a location-based game that fosters citizens
connection with their living environment. The second intervention
is co-creation with children, where children (re)design parts of
their neighbourhood in a playful way.

Chapter 5 includes two interventions that focus on social connection.
The third intervention uses community storytelling to invite
groups of residents to share (personal) stories to enhance social
relationships and a sense of community. The fourth intervention
is distributed participatory design where social connection and
place-making are facilitated in an online and remote setting.

Chapter 6 studies two interventions that concern institutional
support for place-making. The fifth intervention is Playable Cities,
in which different city actors make it work together using playful
approaches. The sixth, and last, intervention is on asset-based
community development, an approach where formal and informal
actors collaborate making use of the strengths of the community.

Part III of the thesis synthesis all results to answer RQ3. Chap-
ter 7 considers all results from this research and provides a
meta-analysis of the interventions, using the framework that was
developed in chapter 3, to identify five guidelines for participatory
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Figure 1.4.: Outline of the thesis, where Part I answers RQI, Part II focuses on RQ2, and Part III covers RQ3.

place-making. Finally, chapter 8 concludes the dissertation by
revisiting to the research questions and suggesting an outlook for
future research.

1.8. Publications that underlie this thesis

Parts of this thesis are based on peer-reviewed publications or
submitted articles: four journal articles and one conference article
are published; two publications are currently being reviewed.
The list below shows an overview these publications (ordered on
publication date); it is indicated in the chapter itself on which
publications it is based.

» Slingerland, G., Lukosch, S., Comes, T., & Brazier, F. (2020). Ex-
ploring design guidelines for fostering citizen engagement through
information sharing: Local playgrounds in The Hague. EAI Endorsed
Transactions on Serious Games, 18(2), 1-19.

» Slingerland, G., Lukosch, S., & Brazier, F. (2020). Engaging Chil-
dren to Co-create Outdoor Play Activities for Place-making. Proceed-
ings of the 16th Participatory Design Conference 2020 - Participation(s)
Otherwise - Vol 1(PDC '20: Vol. 1), 44-54.

» Slingerland, G., Fonseca, X., Lukosch, S., & Brazier, F. (2020).
Location-based challenges for playful neighbourhood exploration.
Behaviour & Information Technology, 1-19.

» Slingerland, G., Lukosch, S., den Hengst, M., Nevejan, C., & Bra-
zier, F. (2020). Together We Can Make It Work! Toward a Design
Framework for Inclusive and Participatory City-Making of Playable
Cities. Frontiers in Computer Science, 2 (December), 1-16.

» Slingerland, G., Kooijman, J., Lukosch, S., Comes, T., & Brazier, F.
(2021) The Power of Stories: A framework to orchestrate reflection
in urban storytelling to form stronger communities. Community
Development, 1-19.
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» Slingerland, G., Edua-Mensah, E., van Gils, M., Kleinhans, R., &
Brazier, F. We're in this together: Capacities and relationships to
enable community resilience. Under review.

» Slingerland, G., Murray, M., Lukosch, S., McCarthy, J., & Brazier, F.
Participatory Design going digital: Challenges and opportunities
for distributed place-making. Under review.
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Participation in place-making: A
literature review

The research objective of this thesis is to identify whether and how
Participatory Design can facilitate place-making in cities. This chapter
positions the thesis and its objective in the current debate on place-making
and Participatory Design. It outlines to which parts of the discourse this
thesis aims to contribute and which knowledge gaps it aims to fulfil. The
literature review on place-making and Participatory Design is concluded
by identifying five knowledge gaps and the main research challenge to
which this thesis contributes.

2.1. Introduction

To fulfil the objective of this thesis, which is to identify how
Participatory Design can facilitate place-making in cities, this
chapter reviews the literature on place-making and Participatory
Design to start connecting these fields in answering the main
research question. The chapter starts with a literature review on
place-making, giving a short recap of how place-making is defined
in this thesis, to then focus on place-making interventions. From
these interventions, enablers and challenges to place-making
are construed and ways to assess and understand the impact
of place-making interventions are discussed. Since bottom-up
approaches and citizen participation are gaining importance in
place-making, the chapter concludes with identifying one of the
main research challenges the field currently faces: how to organise
participation in place-making and how these participatory place-
making interventions work.

2.2. Enabling place-making through interventions

Place-making in this thesis is defined as the process to move from
space to place (see Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1). This move from space
to place, the place-making process, happens through value and
meaning that is added to a space (Harrison & Tatar, 2008). These
meanings and values that make a place are the essence of people-
place relationships that are created in place-making (Strydom
et al., 2018). Chapter 1 further structured place-making along
three cornerstones (physical space, social connection, institutional
support) through which place-making can be achieved. In this
context, place-making interventions make use of a confluence of
space, events, and people, for residents to create value or meaning

2.
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to a space and build their people-place relationship (Strydom
etal., 2018).

In the city domain, researchers and policy makers gain interest
in place-making, as a way to support engaged neighbourhood
communities (Adler et al., 2005; Asad et al., 2017; de Lange & de
Waal, 2013). Interventions can be installed in the physical space
to enhance the place experience; inviting citizens to engage in
activities that support their relationship with the place (Balestrini
et al., 2016; De Waal, Suurenbroek, & Nio, 2021). Communities
may, for example, organise the public space in a way that works
for them (Crivellaro et al., 2016). Children have a natural way of
recognising affordances in the urban space to design rule-based
games in open play (Wood et al., 2019). But also adults will
recognise benches on a public square as an affordance (or loci) for
a conversation with a neighbour. Through this human activity in
public spaces, be it open play or conversations, neighbourhoods
move from spaces to places in place-making (Harrison & Tatar,
2008) as illustrated in Figure 1.1.

Such human activity can be supported with traditional objects in
the public space (such as benches or greenery), but technology
is also heavily explored to this purpose (e.g. from storytelling
prototypes and applications (Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Angus et al.,
2008) to location-based games (Saker & Evans, 2016; Pang, Pan,
Neustaedter, & Hennessy, 2019)). Playfulness is often one of the
principles of such technology, as studied in the notion of playable
cities (Nijholt, 2017c). Location-based games like Pokemon Go
similarly demonstrate the potential of technology to aid citizens in
connecting with the physical space (Saker & Evans, 2016; Innocent,
2016; De Waal et al., 2021; Jones, Theodosis, & Lykourentzou, 2019).
Such ubiquitous technologies move residents to explore new parts
of their neighbourhoods (Saker & Evans, 2016), to learn about its
history (Angus et al., 2008), or to access information about specific
locations (Pang et al., 2019; Willis, Hoelscher, & Wilbertz, 2007;
Ciolfi, Fitzpatrick, & Bannon, 2008). Augmenting the physical
space with a digital layer enables new experiences of places (Saker
& Evans, 2016), it increases the meaning of locations (Jones et
al., 2019; Pang et al., 2019), and over time these places get more
meaning and value (Stals, Smyth, & Mival, 2017). Place-making
occurs when citizens connect with the physical space and this
process can be fostered through (location-based) technology (Stals
et al., 2017; Ciolfi et al., 2008; De Waal et al., 2021; Back et al.,
2018).

Other place-making interventions use the mechanisms of com-
munity storytelling (Copeland & De Moor, 2018; Willis, Corino, &
Martin, 2012) or participation (Fang et al., 2016). Sharing stories is
seen as a way to strengthen communities (Copeland & De Moor,
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2018). It supports place-making when stories are situated in the
neighbourhood context and talk about past experiences (Willis
et al., 2012). Technology can help make these past experiences
tangible, for example augmenting the space with old pictures to
show how it has developed (Strydom et al., 2018). Low-tech proto-
types may also support citizens to discover, collect, and tell stories
during urban walks or community events (Lentini & Decortis,
2010). When citizens participate in processes where they collabo-
ratively explore issues in the neighbourhood, the neighbourhoods
past, or the living space, they find stories of every day lived
experiences (Copeland & De Moor, 2018) and build relationships
with their neighbours, strengthening the community (Saker &
Evans, 2016). Through this process, citizens experience ownership
over their neighbourhood, and hence are more connected to it
(van Rijn & Stappers, 2008). Place-making interventions open up
the neighbourhood social network (Hampton & Wellman, 2003;
Adger, 2006) and they will enable residents to gain knowledge
about what is going on in their neighbourhood (Erete, 2015). In
sum, five types of place-making interventions are recognised and
are presented below.

2.2.1. Five types of interventions

Below are five different types place-making interventions, which
have been applied in the urban context. These interventions types
are compared using the three cornerstones of place-making (phys-
ical space, social connection, and institutional support) and using
the five dimensions from Lentini and Decortis (2010), illustrating
how people connect with places: geometrical and geographical,
sensorial, cultural, personal, and relational.

Location-based games

Examples from literature: (Papangelis et al., 2017; Fischer & Hor-
necker, 2017; Innocent, 2018; Wood et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2019;
Pang et al., 2019)

Place-making cornerstone: Physical space

Connecting dimensions: Sensorial, Geometrical and geographical

Location-based games (LBGs) invite citizens to go out in their
neighbourhoods and explore new places. For example, Pang et
al. (2019) designed their City Explorer game with which they
aimed to learn people in transit more about the places they pass
through, the activities that are organised, and the people who
live there. The LBG CityConqueror of Papangelis et al. (2017)
specifically encouraged residents to go out and explore new
places to “conquer” them in the game. Location-based games that
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aim to support place-making should enhance exploration (Pang
et al., 2019; Papangelis et al., 2017; Innocent, 2018) or increase the
knowledge of residents about their neighbourhood (Jones et al.,
2019; Wood et al., 2019; Fischer & Hornecker, 2017).

Media architecture

Examples from literature: (Schroeter, 2012; Wouters, Huyghe, &
Vande Moere, 2014; Hespanhol et al., 2015)

Place-making cornerstone: Institutional support

Connecting dimensions: Sensorial, Cultural

Closely related to location-based games are media architecture
interventions for place-making. In media architecture, urban
screens or interactive street installations enable place-making by
offering residents the opportunity to collect or share concerns
or other stories about the neighbourhood using these installa-
tions. For example, the urban installation Discussions in Space
allowed residents to send their idea to improve the city via text
messages to the screen, so a discussion between citizens can start
(Schroeter, 2012). Similarly, Hespanhol et al. (2015) placed interac-
tive tablets and big urban screens at several locations in Sydney
that would allow passers-by to vote on statements concerning
the neighbourhood of the city where the installation was located.
These media architecture interventions are often focused on the
improvement of public space, which is why this intervention type
mainly enables place-making through institutional support.

Prototyping and co-creation

Examples from literature: (Willis et al., 2012; Taylor, Clarke, Skelly, &
Nevay, 2018; Crivellaro et al., 2015; Dork & Monteye, 2011; DiSalvo,
Louw, Coupland, & Steiner, 2009; Derr, Chawla, Mintzer, Cushing,
& Van Vliet, 2013; Lamarra, Chauhan, & Litts, 2019)

Place-making cornerstone: Physical space, Social connection, Insti-
tutional support

Connecting dimensions: Personal, Relational

Prototyping and co-creation is a type of place-making intervention
in which residents and other city actors (police officers, commu-
nity workers, local authorities) engage in a dialogue concerning
local issues (Crivellaro et al., 2015; Lamarra et al., 2019) and
possible solutions on designated locations in the city (DiSalvo
et al., 2009; Derr et al., 2013). Co-creation is an essential element
in these intervention studies, to explore issues and think about
solutions. Other interventions use co-creation workshops as a way
for residents to connect to neighbours and make place (Taylor
et al., 2018; Dork & Monteye, 2011). Co-creation interventions
may involve neighbourhood walks where citizens present their
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neighbourhood to researchers (Willis et al., 2012). The many dif-
ferent studies on this intervention reflect that researchers need to
find specific methods and tools for co-creation that fit the study
context.

Storytelling

Examples from literature: (Copeland & De Moor, 2018; Chen, Dong,
Ball-Rokeach, Parks, & Huang, 2012; Allan, Dezuanni, & Mallan,
2017; Manuel, Vigar, Bartindale, & Comber, 2017; Wouters et al.,
2014; Matias & Monroy-Hernandez, 2004; Silva, Nisi, & Straubhaar,
2017; Wolff, Mulholland, Maguire, & O’donovan, 2014)
Place-making cornerstone: Social connection

Connecting dimensions: Personal, Relational

Storytelling for place-making concerns citizens to share stories
about city life (Wouters et al., 2014; Copeland & De Moor, 2018;
Allan et al., 2017; Wollff et al., 2014) and map local stories about
city life by capturing the stories of individual citizens (Manuel
et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2012; Matias & Monroy-Hernandez, 2004;
Silva et al., 2017). Studies into this intervention type have both
focused on analogue, such as local media (Chen et al., 2012), and
digital tools, such as websites (Allan et al., 2017; Matias & Monroy-
Hernandez, 2004), videos (Manuel et al., 2017), public displays
(Wouters et al., 2014), or mobile phones (Silva et al., 2017; Wolff
et al.,, 2014). Storytelling enables place-making because residents
learn new things about their neighbourhood and they get to know
new people, which both create value and meaning to places.

Social-network applications

Examples from literature: (Irannejad Bisafar, Itzel Martinez, & Parker,
2018; Hampton & Wellman, 2003; Chiao-Yin Hsiao & Dillahunt,
2017; Han, Shih, Beth Rosson, & Carroll, 2016)

Place-making cornerstone: Social connection

Connecting dimensions: Personal, Relational

The fifth and last intervention often studied in relation to place-
making are social-network applications. City actors engage with
each other and with their neighbourhood through the use of digital
mobile applications (Irannejad Bisafar et al., 2018), focused on
strengthening the neighbourhood network (Hampton & Wellman,
2003). Hampton and Wellman (2003) found, for example, that
residents who are connected to the neighbourhood online group,
know and interact more with other neighbours than residents
who are not connected. These residents also know better what
is going on in their neighbourhood. Social-network applications
have the ability to build trust between neighbours (Chiao-Yin
Hsiao & Dillahunt, 2017) and lower the barrier to participation
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(Han et al., 2016).

Knowledge gap 1 Although there are many different studies on
place-making interventions, they are hard to compare because
they are build on different mechanisms. This chapter presented
five different types of interventions for place-making in cities,
based on the main mechanism that underlies the intervention (e.g.
gaming or storytelling). There seems to be limited understanding
of when to use which type of intervention, and how to organise
participation of stakeholders in these interventions. In fact, the
wide spread of intervention studies complicates understanding
what are underlying principles of participatory place-making
interventions.

Thesis contribution 1 This thesis addresses this knowledge gap
by coming up with an overarching framework for place-making
interventions in cities, that specifically includes principles for
organising participation in place-making. The framework is de-
veloped to address RQ1 and outlines activities and principles of
design interventions to support participatory place-making in
urban settings.

2.2.2. Enablers and challenges to place-making

Researchers study place-making interventions to understand how
they work: what parts or aspects of the intervention enable or
challenge place-making. What follows below is a list of factors
identified from literature that influence fruitful place-making
processes:

Interaction

Place-making interventions may evoke interaction between users of
the intervention or between a resident and the physical environment.
Interaction is mentioned as a factor in Crivellaro et al. (2015), Beza
and Hernédndez-Garcia (2018), Lentini and Decortis (2010), Manuel
et al. (2017), Hou and Rios (2003), Cilliers and Timmermans (2014).

Social interaction between residents can be evoked through a
place-making intervention. For example, citizens and urban pro-
fessionals go on an urban walk and use specially designed cards
to discuss practices in the city (Crivellaro et al., 2015). In Bogota’s
informal settlements, the multiplicity of interactions between
residents leads to public places being created outside of formal
planning processes (Beza & Herndndez-Garcia, 2018). Interaction
with the physical space may also be supported by interventions,
for example when citizens go out with cameras to take pictures of
their neighbourhood (Lentini & Decortis, 2010).
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Trust between actors

Interventions for place-making should support trust between those
who are using it. Trust is mentioned as a factor by Crivellaro et al.
(2015), Copeland and De Moor (2018), Derr et al. (2013).

In particular the participation element in place-making requires
trust between actors. In co-creation workshops, for example, where
different types of people (residents, local officers, organisation
representatives) are involved, everyone needs to feel safe to express
their opinions. For example, Derr et al. (2013) setup a partnership
between youth, city agencies, and local organisations and found
that working with partners who have established relationships
with under-represented groups (in their case youth) brings trust
which is essential to sustain participation.

Shared learning

Interventions that support shared learning lead to residents learning
new things about their neighbourhood, changing the meaning or
value of a place. Shared learning is mentioned as a factor for place-
making by Lentini and Decortis (2010), Fang et al. (2016), Manuel
etal. (2017).

Place-making happens when citizens learn new things about the
place where they live, because it changes the meaning of the place.
For example, residents build relation with their neighbourhood
by learning about activities that take place (Fang et al., 2016),
people who live around, or the neighbourhood’s history (Lentini
& Decortis, 2010). When residents interview their neighbours
about the city, they will incorporate new perspectives and ideas
to their view of the neighbourhood (Manuel et al., 2017). In this
way, residents gain other values and meaning about the place
where they live.

Accessible materials and prompts

Interventions for place-making sometimes make use of materials or
prompts to foster place-making. This factor is mentioned by Ringas
and Christopoulou (2013), Derr et al. (2013), Peacock et al. (2018),
Han et al. (2016), Manuel et al. (2017), Cilliers and Timmermans
(2014).

Researchers need to consider to what extent the used materials
and prompts suit the local context where the intervention is
implemented. If the intervention focuses on children, for example,
other types of materials are required (Peacock et al., 2018; Derr
et al.,, 2013). Furthermore, the technology needs to be accessible
and usable for residents in the neighbourhood (Manuel et al.,
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2017; Ringas & Christopoulou, 2013). Technology that is difficult
to use will frustrate place-making because it will refrain citizens
from engaging with the intervention.

Aligning expectations

Interventions that require participation of various stakeholders
require these stakeholders to align expectations. This factor is
mentioned by Copeland and De Moor (2018), Brandrup Kortbek
(2018), Fang et al. (2016), Strydom and Puren (2013), Cilliers and
Timmermans (2014), Fang et al. (2016), Crivellaro et al. (2016).

Collaborative processes, such as place-making, benefit from
stakeholders aligning their expectations. Interventions for place-
making may or may not support this essential step. Especially
when institutions take part in the intervention together with
informal stakeholders (Fang et al., 2016; Crivellaro et al., 2016),
expectations of all stakeholders need to discussed up front. En-
gagement of institutions in place-making leads to democratic
tensions and contractions that need to be addressed (Brandrup
Kortbek, 2018).

Power dynamics

Power dynamics concern the experienced hierarchy between the
actors that are involved in place-making. Power dynamics are
mentioned as a factor for place-making by Beza and Herndndez-
Garcia (2018), Brandrup Kortbek (2018), Fang et al. (2016), Peacock
et al. (2018), Han et al. (2016), Strydom and Puren (2013).

Power dynamics influence every participation process, thus also
in place-making. Interventions that make participants aware of
the power dynamics at play, and even enable joint control over
these dynamics, support inclusive and equitable participatory
place-making. Peacock et al. (2018) surfaced the tension around
the agency of children in urban planning processes, because
local authorities did not provide children with power to make
decisions about their neighbourhoods. Understanding who has
power and how power dynamics work is an essential factor for
place-making.

Availability of resources

Interventions for place-making require resources such as time or
money. This factor is mentioned by Crivellaro et al. (2015), Derr et al.
(2013), Manuel et al. (2017), Hou and Rios (2003).

Resources for place-making interventions include people who are
willing to invest their time (Crivellaro et al., 2015; Manuel et al.,
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2017), or institutions that fund the development and implementa-
tion of the intervention (Derr et al., 2013). The available resources
influence the type of interventions that are possible. To support
place-making on the long-term, and to make interventions less
dependable on researchers, sustained resources are needed.

Knowledge gap 2 Literature on place-making interventions cap-
tures a wide range of factors that enable or hinder place-making.
Nevertheless, an overarching understanding of how these factors
work for different intervention types, or in different environments,
is lacking. Designers and researchers must deal with trade-offs
when incorporating these factors in their place-making interven-
tion design, but this is often left implicit.

Thesis contribution 2 This thesis addresses knowledge gap 2 with
a study of six interventions for place-making (RQ2), considering
their elements and factors in-depth to understand how and why
they work. The interventions are studied in different contexts and
are of different types, allowing to compare and understand design
choices that were made in each intervention.

2.2.3. Design and impact of place-making interventions

Besides understanding the enablers and challenges to place-
making, researchers try to find ways to evaluate the impact of
their place-making intervention on participants or the community.
This helps them to design more effective interventions. Similar
to the variety of mechanisms and intervention types, researchers
all have their own way of assessing whether or not place-making
was achieved.

Evidence that an intervention supports place-making may be
found through observing dialogue that takes place between city
actors, as a result of the intervention (e.g. in (Crivellaro et al,,
2015; Beza & Hernandez-Garcia, 2018; Ringas & Christopoulou,
2013; Brandrup Kortbek, 2018; Fang et al., 2016; Angus et al.,
2008; Han et al., 2016; Manuel et al., 2017; Crivellaro et al., 2016)).
Another evaluative criteria that is used, is whether city actors
(re)discovered their neighbourhood (e.g in (Crivellaro et al., 2015;
Ringas & Christopoulou, 2013; Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Han et al.,
2016; Manuel et al., 2017; Hou & Rios, 2003)). To measure this,
intervention participants are interviewed or fill out a questionnaire
after the intervention took place, or observations of this behaviour
are made during the intervention.

Researchers also measure the level of engagement of city actors
in the place-making processes (e.g in (Ringas & Christopoulou,
2013; Derr et al., 2013; Cilliers & Timmermans, 2014)). More
engagement (how much the intervention was used (Ringas &
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Christopoulou, 2013)) may hint at more possibilities for place-
making to happen. Evidence for place-making can further be
found through identifying the experienced sense of community
(e.g. in (Corcoran et al., 2018; Pink, 2008; Han et al., 2016; Cilliers
& Timmermans, 2014)). One of the outcomes of place-making is
that citizens feel more at home, which may be reflected in their
sense of community. Finally, collaboration between actors is a
potential sign for place-making to happen (e.g. in (Corcoran et al.,
2018; Fang et al., 2016; Hou & Rios, 2003)). Through collaboration,
dialogue is supported and participants may learn new things
about the place they live in.

Knowledge gap 3 Each intervention study has its own way of
identifying how the intervention was successful in enabling place-
making. Several factors come forward that may indicate signs of
place-making, but each study defines them in their own way and
sometimes they are even left to the reader to interpret. As such,
there seems to be no uniform way to recognise when place-making
happens, which challenges comparing interventions. Guidelines
to design effective place-making interventions are hence miss-
ing.

Thesis contribution 3 This thesis addresses knowledge gap 3 by
development of five guidelines for participatory place-making,
using the framework and interventions. RQ3 synthesis the six
intervention studies and uses the framework for a meta-analysis
of the different interventions in terms of how they enable place-
making.

2.3. Organising participation in place-making

Active citizenship, self-organisation and engagement are high on
the agenda of governments world-wide (Certoma, Dyer, Pocatilu,
& Rizzi, 2017; Kleinhans, Van Ham, & Evans-Cowley, 2015). Since
the 1990’s, place-making approaches started to become more
democratic and collaborative (Strydom et al., 2018). Residents
have become active participants in designing place-making inter-
ventions, as they are now seen as co-creators of the city (Dork &
Monteye, 2011; de Lange & de Waal, 2013). In general, citizens are
more and more included in participation processes, for example
to explore issues and develop solutions in the neighbourhood
(DiSalvo et al., 2009; Voida, Yao, & Korn, 2015; Crivellaro et al.,
2015). Citizen science is a well-established approach to engage
citizens in all kinds of urban issues (Newman et al., 2012). Living
labs are another, providing insight into how city stakeholders
can co-create and which different roles apply (Nystrom, Lemi-
nen, Westerlund, & Kortelainen, 2014; Leminen, Westerlund, &
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Nystrom, 2012; Mulder, 2012). Urban living lab studies (Juujarvi
& Pesso, 2013) call for better understanding how participation
is organised in the city domain, in order for all actors to be in-
cluded and take part (Leminen, 2013; Leminen et al., 2012; Puerari
et al., 2018). This understanding around organising participation
is required for place-making as well, as local governments work
together with communities (Tan & Portugali, 2012; Ashtari &
Lange, 2019), and very few place-making interventions so far are a
result of joint efforts between these different neighbourhood stake-
holders (De Koning, Puerari, Mulder, & Loorbach, 2018; Harding,
Knowles, Davies, & Rouncefield, 2015). In this context, the field
of Participatory Design (PD) is suggested by some (Foth, 2017a)
as an enabler of inclusive and participatory place-making.

2.3.1. Alignment between Participatory Design and
place-making

Participation of city stakeholders is seen as a core aspect of con-
temporary place-making (Kalandides, 2018; Beza & Herndndez-
Garcia, 2018; Friedmann, 2010). The field of Participatory Design
(PD) (Schuler & Namioka, 1993; Simonsen & Robertson, 2013a)
studies how participation needs to be organised, for instance to
engage non-designers in design processes that concern city life.
PD has two underlying motivations. The first is a democratic mo-
tivation, as PD researchers believe that “people who are affected
by a decision or event should have an opportunity to influence it”
(Schuler & Namioka, 1993, p. xii). This means that people need
to be involved in the design of technology that impacts their life.
The second motivation is pragmatic: “quality can improve with
strong and effective participation of people involved” (Schuler &
Namioka, 1993, p. xii). PD researchers argue that the quality, and
effective and efficient use of technology increase when users are
involved in their design because users better understand what
the technology entails (Blomberg & Henderson, 1990).

These motivations strongly align with the considerations of re-
searchers who argue for more participatory and inclusive place-
making. They also stress the democratic value underlying place-
making (Strydom et al., 2018), and believe that place-making
interventions can only be effective when they are designed with
the local community where the interventions will be situated
(Beza & Hernandez-Garcia, 2018; Kalandides, 2018). Provided
that participation in place-making is still very much open to de-
bate (Kalandides, 2018), Participatory Design could help develop
participatory approaches for place-making that lead to effective
and democratic interventions.
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Figure 2.1.: Generative design surfaces
tacit and latent knowledge on what
people know, feel, and dream; Image

adapted from Sleeswijk Visser et al.

(2007, p. 123).
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2.3.2. How Participatory Design works

The Scandinavian tradition of Participatory Design (PD) originally
focused on the labour domain, and developed approaches to
involve employees in the design of the technologies they were
using in their day-to-day jobs (Simonsen & Robertson, 2013a). The
field has expanded to other domains, for example the city, studying
how technology and urban development projects can be better
shaped with citizens and other local stakeholders (Huybrechts,
Benesch, & Geib, 2017; DiSalvo, Clement, & Pipek, 2013; Smith
& Iversen, 2018). Mutual learning and empowerment are key
elements in PD, as through participation residents expand their
capacity to better shape their environment or lives (Hansen,
Dindler, Halskov, & Schouten, 2019).

The “design” aspect of PD is grounded in generative design
research, which considers “all people to be creative” (Sanders
& Stappers, 2012, p. 20). People are seen as the expert of their
experiences and involved as co-designers in the process. Designers
then become facilitators of the co-design process (Sanders &
Stappers, 2012). The basic principle of generative design is that
people make artefacts and are asked to tell about what they
have made (Sleeswijk Visser, Stappers, Lugt, & Sanders, 2007).
Throughout this creative process, people become aware of their
experiences and are able to share them with designers (Stappers &
Sanders, 2003). As abstracted in Figure 2.1, materials and activities
in generative design do not necessarily focus on creating products,
but rather help people to communicate what they want, need,
and dream of (Sleeswijk Visser et al., 2007). Participatory design
is a specific approach to this, because PD demands people to
not only join the design process, but also to have democratic
influence over it, and gain valuable skills that empower design
participants beyond the PD process (Hansen et al., 2019; Simonsen
& Robertson, 2013a).
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2.3.3. Approaches to citizen participation

Approaches to participation have been widely studied in the city
domain, both within and outside of the Participatory Design
field. These approaches focus on including residents in thinking
about ways to improve their neighbourhood, in terms of spatial
planning as well as through community initiatives. In citizen
science, residents gather and analyse data to monitor various
aspects in their neighbourhood, like air quality or biodiversity
(DiSalvo et al., 2009; Aronson, Wallis, Campo, & Schafer, 2007;
Tinati et al., 2015; Newman et al., 2012). This raises awareness
for the environment (Dickinson et al., 2012) and helps citizens
come up with ways to solve these identified problems (Mulder,
2012; Juujarvi & Pesso, 2013). Increased situational awareness and
social connections that result from citizen participation, are crucial
conditions for citizen engagement and empowerment (Comes,
Wijngaards, & Van de Walle, 2015; Hardy & Comfort, 2014).

However, citizen participation, especially from an empowerment
perspective, has also been criticised. As Arnstein (1969) showed
with her ladder of participation, governments give away power to
citizens, making citizen participation a top-down initiated process
(Cornwall, 2008; Mulder, 2014). Policies to create a partnership
between citizens and the city are rarely in place (Dahl, 1994),
which limits the power and influence that citizens have.

Within the urban context, the notion of power in citizen empow-
erment is thus understood as a power-over relation between two
actors (Schneider, Eiband, Ullrich, & Butz, 2018) where one actor
(the government) has power over the other actor (the citizens),
and this means the government can use their power (for example
creating certain participation policies) to allow citizens to do
something they would otherwise not be capable of (starting an
initiative to improve the neighbourhood) (Arendt, 1958). This
(re)distribution of power across participation levels is outlined
specifically for place-making by Cilliers and Timmermans (2014,
p- 421), indicating how citizens can only be “informed” by local
authorities, to citizens having “equal rights” where the commu-
nity has decision power and “final results are subject to equal
preferences of the authorities and the communities”.

This discussion around power distribution is also prominent in the
smart city debate. In the smart city, technology is used to improve
urban life, but often implemented from a top-down perspective.
Counter-approaches such as The Playable City rather use input
from citizens in smart city technology design (Veenkamp, Kresin,
& Kortlander, 2012; De Lange, 2014; de Lange & de Waal, 2013),
to realise a city that is open, playful, and participatory. Multiple
researchers (Nijholt, 2017c; Wilson, Tewdwr-Jones, & Comber,
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2017; de Lange & de Waal, 2019) have explored how to include
citizens in smart city technology design to make city life more
fun and to democratic. Smart technology in a participatory city
is used to foster social interactions between citizens and evoke
engagement of citizens with their environment, making it playable.
This is a very different use of technology in comparison to the
way technology is envisioned in the ‘traditional” smart city (de
Lange & de Waal, 2013).

Within these developments, Participatory Design (PD) explores
ways for citizens to join urban (technology) design processes as
equal partners in design (Halskov & Hansen, 2015; Robertson &
Simonsen, 2012). The field studies which materials, technologies,
tools, and activities enable citizens to take active part in design
processes that shape life in the city (Hansen et al., 2019). These
processes can focus on designing city services, community ini-
tiatives, or public spaces. Typical for PD is that these materials
and activities will be designed to suit the specific context and
participants (DiSalvo et al., 2013). The field continues to explore
how participation can be organised in cities and neighbourhoods,
and which methods and tools fits best with the specific context
(Robertson & Simonsen, 2013; Emspak, 1993).

Knowledge gap 4 Approaches to participation in the city domain
have been heavily researched and use a wide variety of methods
and tools to include residents in the design of their neighbourhood.
This variation is necessary, to tailor participation processes to a
specific neighbourhood or context. Place-making interventions
also need to be designed with the community, for them to suit
the wishes and needs of its residents. An open question remains
how place-making interventions and its participatory design
process need to be adapted to the local context. The field lacks
knowledge on how participation processes can be tailored to
a specific neighbourhood, for example which elements of the
neighbourhood PD researchers should take into account when
designing a participation process for place-making.

Thesis contribution 4 This thesis addresses knowledge gap 4
by studying six different interventions, that have been run in
five neighbourhoods (RQ2). The thesis pays specific attention to
how the interventions have been adjusted or adapted to fit the
local context. Furthermore, RQ1 will investigate how PD guides
place-making, and particularly dives into adjusting participation
processes to a specific context. Through the synthesis for RQ3,
overarching insight is gained into how participation should be
tailored in neighbourhoods.
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2.3.4. Place-making and community participation

Place-making that is grounded in participation and takes place
in cities engages geographical communities; residents who live
together in a neighbourhood. A community can be defined by
commonalities (e.g. common interest, locality, or social structure)
(Rapport, 1996; McMillan & Chavis, 1986) or via identification of its
members, who recognise their group is different to other groups
(Cohen, 2003; Obst et al., 2002). The communities discussed in this
dissertation are of this type: citizens living within the geographical
boundaries of the neighbourhood are part of the community.

Such geographical communities, especially in cities, are char-
acterised by a lack of social relationships between neighbours
(Atkinson & Kintrea, 2000). Due to information technology, neigh-
bours are not restricted to local contacts any more, but rather form
social relationships with people from outside their geographical
community (Hampton & Wellman, 2003; McMillan & Chavis,
1986, Obst et al., 2002; Wellman, 2005). Geographical communi-
ties are solely based on locality, rather than common interests
or skills (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). These characteristics lead to
such communities lacking a sense of coherence and belonging
(Mansuri & Rao, 2004), and community members provide less
social support to each other (Wellman & Wortley, 1990). As a
result, neighbours do not interact any more on a regular basis
and might not even identify as a member of their neighbourhood
community.

This lack of community sense complicates participation, because
who is part of the community is less well defined: it is dynamic
and lacks structure (Dalsgaard, 2012). Furthermore, residents may
heavily differ in terms of skills or motivation and their motivation
to participate in designing place-making interventions is personal
and intrinsic (Carroll & Rosson, 2007). Dissensus and tensions
are part of participatory processes, and need to be embraced
as such (McCarthy & Wright, 2015). The group of participants
in neighbourhoods is heterogeneous: they have their own prac-
tices and goals, which might not directly align with overarching
goals of the community. For example, community members take
part in place-making projects to design technology to facilitate
community life (Carroll & Rosson, 2007), gain insight into the en-
vironment (DiSalvo et al., 2009; DiSalvo, Lodato, Jenkins, Lukens,
& Kim, 2014), or to create social connections between community
members (Hampton & Wellman, 2003).

Another challenge to community participation is the different sub-
communities that exist within a neighbourhood, such as teenagers
or children (Wood et al., 2019; Francis, 1998), or ethnic groups
(Kendall & Dearden, 2018). These groups may require other types
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of participation activities to be able to participate (Peacock et
al., 2018). Ethnography could, for example, help researchers to
shape appropriate methods and activities, fitting the context
and the participants (Blomberg & Karasti, 2013). PD researchers
continue to explore how they can best identify and include all
relevant stakeholders (Robertson & Wagner, 2013; Bjogvinsson,
Ehn, & Hillgren, 2012), and which materials and activities support
common ground and mutual understanding that is required for
PD (Emspak, 1993). What are best approaches to involve such
“hard-to-reach” groups, be it teenagers, children, or other under-
represented groups, is still an open question that is explored by
many PD researchers (Le Dantec & Fox, 2015; Gooch et al., 2018;
Derr et al., 2013).

Knowledge gap 5 Community participation in place-making is
challenged because geographical communities are heterogeneous,
diverse, and less easy to define. Participatory Design started to
explore how to deal with this type of community, in terms of
designing participation processes that engage all community
members. Dissensus and disagreement is a given in this situation,
and researchers explore ways to embrace this while at the same
time establishing common ground to build trust in the design
process. In similar vein, designers and researchers of participatory
processes have become more aware of sub-communities who are
often unheard in participatory endeavours, and started to explore
issues on participation inequalities and inclusion.

Thesis contribution 5: This thesis contributes to this debate on
inclusion and representation in participation by including two
interventions that are specifically focused on children and youth.
Recognising the challenges around representation, for all inter-
ventions this thesis reflects on how inclusion and representation
was achieved (or not) as part of RQ2. Furthermore, the framework
that results from RQ1 will outline activities to support inclusive
participatory place-making and RQ3 includes specific guidelines
on this.

2.4. Research challenge: Participatory
place-making

Several scholars identified contemporary place-making to be build
on the values of community and democracy (Strydom et al., 2018;
Kalandides, 2018). Direct citizen participation has become an
implicit factor in designing place-making interventions (Beza
& Hernéndez-Garcia, 2018). Nevertheless, the way to organise
participation in place-making is still open to debate (Kalandides,
2018). Foth (2017a) called for the application of Participatory
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Table 2.1.: The identified knowledge gaps, how the contribution of this thesis addresses them, and which research questions (RQ)

serve this purpose.

Knowledge gap Contribution

1. Lack of participation in Framework with principles
place-making and activities for participation
2. Missing essential factors of In-depth intervention studies

place-making interventions

3.No overarching guidelines to design ~ Design guidelines for

place-making interventions interventions

4. Adjusting participatory place- Interventions in five
making to specific neighbourhoods neighbourhoods

5. Dealing with participation Multi-faceted interventions
inequalities

Design (PD) to make place-making more inclusive, community-
driven, and participatory. Further exploration of the literature
shows that the underlying motivations of PD strongly align
with those of contemporary place-making, and that the research
challenge now is to further confluence these fields, to advance the
knowledge gaps that both discourses face.

Table 2.1 gives an overview of the knowledge gaps that were iden-
tified in this chapter and what contribution the thesis will bring
in response. The review of place-making interventions indicated
three knowledge gaps concerning the field’s understanding of
how and why place-making interventions work. While interven-
tions for place-making are heavily researched, overarching design
principles miss (gap 1), as well as an identification of essential
factors of place-making interventions (gap 2), or guidelines that
support effective intervention design (gap 3). In terms of participa-
tion in place-making, the literature lacks knowledge on tailoring
participation to specific contexts (gap 4), and ways of dealing with
participation inequalities (gap 5).

In response to these gaps, the next chapter of this thesis devel-
ops a framework for participatory place-making, that addresses
these knowledge gaps by identifying principles for place-making
on which interventions should be build. Further, the framework
includes a set of activities that guide the process of community
participation in place-making, with specific attention to represen-
tation. The remainder of this thesis will present six interventions
for participatory place-making that are evaluated using the frame-
work. The insights from each intervention study are synthesised
at the end of the thesis and the gained knowledge is articulated
in relation to the knowledge gaps identified here.

RO
RQ1

RQ2
RQ3
RQ1,RQ2, RQ3

RQ1,RQ2,RQ3






A framework for participatory
place-making

The literature review showed that organising participation in place-
making is one of the main challenges in the field. In this context, this
thesis studies how Participatory Design can facilitate place-making in
cities through the physical space, social connections, and institutional
support. This chapter develops a framework for participatory place-
making in cities to start fulfilling the aim of this thesis. As such,
literature describing interventions for place-making, with a specific focus
on how participation is organised, is reviewed. Insights of the review are
condensed in five principles that underlie place-making interventions,
and four activities on how to organise participation of city stakeholders
during the design and implementation of the intervention are identified.
The conceptual framework is used in Part II to analyse and understand
six design interventions, which all centre around one of the place-making
cornerstones (physical space, social connection, institutional support).

3.1. Introduction

This chapter develops a conceptual framework of participatory
place-making that can be used to analyse and understand design
interventions and their effect on place-making. This framework
fills the gap in the place-making literature on how to organise
participation of city stakeholders in the design and implementa-
tion of interventions that support place-making (Harding et al.,
2015). As such, it answers RQ1 of this thesis: How can Participatory
Design facilitate place-making in urban settings across physical space,
social connections, and institutional support? Chapter 2 identified
the work on Participatory Design to provide an interesting start-
ing point to enable participation in place-making. This chapter
will review case study literature on place-making interventions
that were designed and/or implemented in a participatory way,
to understand what are its underlying principles and what are
required activities.

3.2. Method

The framework is developed by reviewing 33 case studies of place-
making interventions in cities that are designed, implemented,
and/or evaluated with city stakeholders. The review focuses on
which actors were involved, what activities the place-making
process entailed, the level of involvement of the actors, and what
was the effect of the place-making process. The ultimate aim of
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the review is to distil the activities and principles that underlie
interventions for participatory place-making.

The case studies were selected through an exploratory literature
study. Using Google Scholar as the main search engine, papers
were sought using keywords ‘place-making’, ‘participation’, ‘com-
munity’, and ‘neighbourhood’. Multiple searches were performed
using one or a string of these keywords (e.g. “participation AND
place-making”). The reference list of selected papers were also
reviewed to identify articles that did not come up in the initial
search. Both journal papers and articles from human-computer
interaction conference proceedings (such as Human Factors in
Computing Systems, Media Architecture Biennale, and Commu-
nities & Technologies) were included.

3.2.1. Selection

The selection criteria on the basis of which papers are selected
for further analysis are: 1) the article contains a description of an
intervention that has the potential to support place-making within
one (or more) of the three cornerstones, 2) the intervention has
been implemented in an urban context, 3) one or more city actors
are involved in the design, implementation, or evaluation of the
intervention, 4) the intervention is evaluated in the article, and 5)
the paper describes enough detail of the design and/or evaluation
process such that the activities, actors, level of involvement, and effects
can be analysed. The papers were selected by first reading the title
and abstract, and assessing those with the given criteria. Next,
the full paper is read to analyse in-depth whether the criteria are
met.

3.2.2. Analysis

In total, 33 papers were selected from the literature search and in-
cluded in the analysis as shown in Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Of these
papers, fourteen mostly employ physical space for place-making
(see Table 3.1), ten focus on social connection for place-making (see
Table 3.2), and nine mainly concern what institutional support is
required for place-making (see Table 3.3). These papers are anal-
ysed using the structure from Program Theory; considering which
Activities, Actors, Level of involvement, and Effects they describe.

The review focuses on generating insights on the activities and
underlying principles needed to engage multiple stakeholders
in participatory place-making. This analysis uses the structure
proposed by Hansen et al. (2019), who view participatory design
processes through the lens of program theory.



For each paper the following elements are analysed: which (co-
)design and research activities were used during the research,
which actors were included, what was their level of involvement
(resonating with mechanisms from Hansen et al. (2019)), and
which type of effect the research evoked. The types of effect are
categorised as outputs, outcomes and/or impact. Examples of
effects that are categorised as output are design requirements or
evaluation results; examples of outcomes are participants gaining
new competence or identifying new ways of working; finally,
an example of achieved impact is when long term networks are
created or the research results in democratic influence (Hansen
etal., 2019).

3.2. Method
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Table 3.1.: Fourteen of the selected papers mostly employ physical space for place-making.

Case

Interactive
technology (Freder-
icks, Tomitsch, Hes-
panhol, & McArthur,
2015)

Public displays
(Hosio et al., 2012)

Storytelling

displays (Claes & Mo-
ere, 2017)

Trust approach
(Harding et al., 2015)

Interactive public
poll (Valkanova, Wal-
ter, Moere, & Miiller,
2014)

Community  ap
(Cila et al., 2016)

Participatory
public art (Brandrup
Kortbek, 2018)

Cooperative
place-making (Corco-
ran et al., 2018)
Storytelling for
place-making
(Lentini & Decortis,
2010)

Ethnographic
place-making (Pink,
2008)

Urban social
tapestries (Angus et
al., 2008)

Creative place-
making (Cilliers &
Timmermans, 2014)
City walk

approach (Crivellaro
etal., 2016)
Place-making

urban game (Inno-
cent, 2018)

Activities

Field user tests,
focus group

Focus groups, pro-
totype design, field
user tests, feedback
sessions

Co-design, deploy-
ment of prototype

Stakeholder  work-
shops, iterative
co-design, field user
tests, focus groups
Field user tests

Citizen science,
prototyping,
focus groups
Working groups,

prototyping

Co-design work-

shops

Workshops,
prototyping
City walks,

interviews

City walks,
workshops

Workbench method,
creative tools

City walks, cultural
probing, interviews

Urban codemaking,
location-based game

Actors

Representatives of
local government, cit-
izens, researchers

Youth workers,
youth, researchers

Citizens,
shopkeepers,
researchers

Citizens, private
workers, local
government,
researchers
Citizens, researchers

Health organisations,
citizens, local govern-
ment, researchers
Cultural organ-
isations, artists,
citizens, researchers,
municipality
Citizens, researchers

Citizens, researchers

Researcher

Citizens, researchers

Citizens, municipal-
ity, researchers

Citizens, housing
organisation,
researchers

Citizens, researchers

Level of
involvement
Citizens as
testers

Actors are
consulted

Citizens as
co-designers, shop-
keepers as testers
Actors as
informants

Citizens as testers

Citizens as
informants

Citizens as
informants
Citizens as
consultants
Citizens drive the
research

Citizens as subjects
Citizens as
co-designers

Actors as
co-designers

Communities drive
the research

Citizens as testers

Effect(s)

Output

Output, outcome

Output

Output,
outcome,
impact

Qutput

Output

Output

Output, outcome

Output, outcome

Output

Output

Output, outcome

Output, outcome

Output



Table 3.2.: Ten of the selected papers focus on social connection for place-making.

Case

Sensing the
environment (Aoki et
al., 2009)

Collective
intelligence (Par-
raagudelo, Choi,
Foth, & Estrada,
2018)

PosterVote (Vla-

chokyriakos et al.,
2014)

Street talk (Wouters
etal., 2014)

Digital storytelling
with trust (Copeland
& De Moor, 2018)
Urban

computing (Ringas &
Christopoulou, 2013)
Community
mapping (Fang et al.,
2016)

Social networks for
place-making (Han et
al., 2016)

Technology
narratives (Willis et
al., 2012)
Participatory

media (Manuel et al.,
2017)

Activities

Ethnographic work,
workshop, system de-
sign, deployment
Creative activities
and workshops

Field user tests

Co-design, concept
selection,
deployment
Storytelling,
workshops

Field tests,
interviews

Mapping workshops,
city walks

Field tests,
interviews

Public consultation
workshops, field tests

Co-design
workshops

Actors

Consultants, citizens,
urban planners,
NGOs, researchers
Grassroots communi-
ties, researchers

Citizens, grassroots,
researchers

Families, researchers

Citizens,
researchers

Citizens,
researchers

Citizens, researchers,
service providers

Citizens, researchers,
local

organisations
Citizens,

researchers,

local organisations
Citizens, researchers
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Level of
involvement

Actors as informants
and data collectors

Communities drive
the research

Citizens as testers
Citizens as
co-designers

Communities drive
the research

Citizens as
testers

Citizens as
consultants

Citizens as
testers

Citizens as
co-designers

Communities drive
the research

Effect(s)

Output,
outcome,
impact
Output,
outcome,
impact

Output

Output, outcome

Output, outcome

OQutput

Output, outcome

Output

Output, outcome

Output,
outcome,
impact
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Table 3.3.: Nine of the selected papers mainly concern what institutional support is required for place-making.

Case

Urban screens
(Schroeter, 2012)

Experiential
evaluation (Custers,
Devisch, & Huy-
brechts, 2020)
Sens-Us system
(Golsteijn, Gallacher,
Capra, & Rogers,
2016)

Urban walks (Crivel-
laro et al., 2015)

Sustainable
citizenship (Beza &
Hernéandez-Garcia,
2018)

Place-making with
youth (Derr et al,
2013)

Streets for people
(Peacock et al., 2018)

Participatory place-
making in South
Africa (Strydom &
Puren, 2013)

Community-driven
place-making (Hou
& Rios, 2003)

Activities

Field user tests,
focus groups

Work sessions,

scenario  selection,
scenario testing,
evaluation

Design of interven-
tion, Field user test

City walks

Co-design of public
spaces

Storytelling, focus
groups, workshops,
co-design

City walks, focus
groups, co-design
workshops

Focus groups

Co-design work-
shops, consultation
meetings

Actors

Urban planners,
citizens, researchers

Urban planners, pol-
icy makers, citizens,
researchers

Local government,
citizens, researchers

Citizens, researchers

Citizens, researchers,
local government

Citizens, researchers,
city agencies, youth
organisations
Citizens (children),
local authority,
researchers

Citizens, researchers,
urban planning de-
partment

Local organisations,
government,
citizens, researchers

Level of
involvement
Citizens as testers

Actors co-create sce-
nario interventions
and evaluation setup

Citizens as testers

Citizen input informs
the next walk

Citizens as drivers of
place-making
Communities drive

the research

Citizens as
consultants

Citizens as

informants

Citizens as
co-designers

Effect(s)

Output

Output,
outcome,
impact

Qutput

Output,
outcome,
impact
Output,
outcome,
impact

Output, outcome

Output, outcome

Qutput

Output,
outcome,
impact



3.3. Review results

Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 allow to compare and contrast the various
case studies in terms of activities researchers and partners employ,
who is involved and how, and the effect of the participatory place-
making intervention on the participants. One researcher analysed
these three tables and first focused on clustering the activities that
are described in the case studies to a comprehensive set of activities
for the participatory place-making framework (see subsection
3.3.1). Next, subsection 3.3.2 discusses the involvement of actors
in participatory place-making and the underlying principles of
this participation. Subsection 3.3.3 identifies further principles
to complement the framework, based on analysing the effect that
participatory place-making has on its participants and the wider
community.

3.3.1. Activities

A common way, found in the cases, to engage citizens in place-
making is to identify a topic that is of interest to the community, to
mobilise people to participate. In some cases this so-called matter
of concern (Bjogvinsson et al., 2012) is already known to the re-
searchers because of previous engagement with a community (e.g.
Vlachokyriakos et al. (2014)). In other cases, researchers start with
field work to identify a matter of concern for the local community.
Researchers explore the area with field visits, desk research, and
interviews to discover a topic of concern for the local community
and for which they can be mobilised. For example, Crivellaro et al.
(2015) started with desk research on the city and then moved into
the neighbourhoods to contact locals, build relationships, identify
issues and involve professional stakeholders to move forward in
addressing those issues. Fieldwork to connect with the context
and community is an essential activity in this type of research
(Slingerland, Lukosch, & Brazier, 2020).

After the essential fieldwork, different paths unfold depending
on the interest and purpose of the research. One option is that re-
searchers employ a place-making intervention around a matter
of concern and test it with participants. For example, Schroeter
(2012) installed an urban screen in which residents can collab-
oratively share how the public space can be improved. Ringas
and Christopoulou (2013) used urban screens and a mobile app
for citizens to collect and share stories and memories of a public
space. The main activities then comprise of field user tests and
focus groups to discuss the results. Other papers (e.g. Harding
et al. (2015), Hosio et al. (2012), Cilliers and Timmermans (2014),

3.3. Review results
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Wouters et al. (2014), Derr et al. (2013)) deploy co-design activi-
ties with city stakeholders before implementing and testing an
intervention. One step further is to include stakeholders in the
evaluation as well (e.g. Custers et al. (2020), Corcoran et al. (2018),
Aoki et al. (2009), Parraagudelo et al. (2018)), for them to be able
to continue the design process independent of the researchers.
Playful approaches are introduced as part of the co-design, to
create an open and creative mindset of the engaged partners.
Place-making already takes place during the co-design and is
further supported when the intervention is installed. Hespanhol
et al. (2015) consider play to be an essential aspect of eliciting
community engagement and Brandt (2006) mentions it explicitly
as a framework for participation.

Take-aways towards the framework The activities that are used in
urban participatory place-making, described in literature, pro-
vide guidance on how participatory place-making needs to be
organised and which activities support this process. All case
studies start with activities to get to know the local context and
to connect with key actors. Then, as discussed above, there are
differences in how the place-making intervention is developed,
which data is gathered, and whether or not the community is
engaged in reflecting on the intervention effects. To sum up, four
activities for participatory place-making in cities are comprised
from the literature (in alphabetical order):

1. Connect with local context

2. Identify key partners and stakeholders
3. Gather data and doing analysis

4. Reflect on effects with stakeholders

These activities are included in the framework for participatory
place-making.

3.3.2. Actors and their level of involvement

The extent to which a city community, either citizens or profes-
sional, are involved in the research and design varies considerably
between papers. In eight papers (Schroeter (2012), Fredericks
et al. (2015), Golsteijn et al. (2016), Vlachokyriakos et al. (2014),
Valkanova et al. (2014), Innocent (2018), Ringas and Christopoulou
(2013), Han et al. (2016)), citizens are only involved as testers, and
professional actors are consulted for the context and content. In
the cases of Golsteijn et al. (2016) and Fredericks et al. (2015),
the performance installations were designed by the researchers,
and citizens tested them during the field study. Also Ringas and
Christopoulou (2013) designed and build their Collective City
Memory system, and tested it with citizens in Corfu (Greece)



and Oulu (Finland). Many of these interventions contain a play-
ful element, by supporting creativity (Brandrup Kortbek, 2018),
open-endedness (Pink, 2008), or experimentation (Custers et al.,
2020). The (playful) interventions gather citizen input in relation
to the place where the intervention is situated. In some cases,
researchers feed these results back to the local organisation with
whom they partnered (Golsteijn et al., 2016; Fredericks et al.,
2015). Citizens often do not receive feedback on what happened
with their input, although they do express the need for reflection
(Hespanhol et al., 2015; Vlachokyriakos et al., 2014).

In nine papers (Custers et al. (2020), Claes and Moere (2017),
Harding et al. (2015), Wouters et al. (2014), Hosio et al. (2012), Hou
and Rios (2003), Manuel et al. (2017), Cilliers and Timmermans
(2014), Angus et al. (2008)), local organisations and citizens are
involved as co-designers of a place-making intervention. For exam-
ple, Hosio et al. (2012) organised several sessions with youngsters
to collect requirements for an installation and social networking
service to engage youth in place-making. The youngsters and
youth organisation were involved in the design process and gave
feedback after using the resulting design. Custers et al. (2020)
applied a similar approach named "Experimental Evaluation’,
in which city stakeholders collectively design, implement, and
evaluate improvements for the city. Manuel et al. (2017) developed
their "Participatory Media’ approach where residents used media
technology to engage neighbours in thinking along on urban
development of their neighbourhood. The Urban Tapestries in-
tervention was designed with input from citizens during several
participatory design workshops (Angus et al., 2008). These inter-
ventions support inclusion by aiming to involve groups of citizens
who are otherwise often left out of participation processes.

Take-aways towards the framework Analysing which actors are in-
volved and how their participation is organised leads to three
principles for participatory place-making;:

» Inclusive
» Playful
» Reflective

Inclusion is, for example, recognised in papers that describe par-
ticipatory processes in which different stakeholders are brought
together, treated equally, and given influence on the design pro-
cess (e.g. Crivellaro et al. (2015), Parraagudelo et al. (2018), Custers
et al. (2020), Aoki et al. (2009), Manuel et al. (2017), Hou and
Rios (2003)). Reflective practices are required by participants
of place-making; they have a need for feedback and evaluation,
to continuously learn and adjust. This is clearly outlined in the
community-driven place-making approach discussed by Hou and

3.3. Review results
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Rios (2003). In these cases the focus of the activities is to facilitate
the collaboration process between all actors. This explicitly entails
including the stakeholders in the evaluation of these processes
and to collectively and playfully reflect on the outcomes and next
steps.

3.3.3. Effects

The effects of place-making interventions have been categorised
into three different levels: output, outcome, and impact, following
Hansen et al. (2019). Fourteen cases merely produce output ef-
fects, meaning that their place-making intervention mainly helps
researchers better understand how the intervention supports
place-making. For example, the mobile technology that was tested
by Han et al. (2016) showed to increase a sense of community
with participants, and the researchers evaluate which part of
the mobile technology supported this, to draw guidelines and
requirements for future designs. As such, the results focus on how
the intervention enabled participatory place-making (Valkanova
et al., 2014), and collects the input that citizens provided about
this (Hosio et al., 2012).

Eleven cases move beyond output to the level of outcome with their
intervention. This is often a result of the applied co-design: actors
learn new skills and develop competences through these creative
practices (Sleeswijk Visser et al., 2007). When children are invited
to come up with improvements for urban design of their city, they
develop teamwork, communication, and presentation capacities
throughout this process (Peacock et al., 2018). Participants of
place-making interventions often also gain digital competences
by engaging with new type of technologies (Angus et al., 2008;
Crivellaro et al., 2015; Manuel et al., 2017). Interventions that
produce effects on the level of outcome have a higher change to
be sustained, because they empower citizens through capacity
building and improved competence (Zimmerman, 1995; Schneider
etal., 2018).

Eight papers get to the level of impact with their intervention
(Custers et al. (2020), Crivellaro et al. (2015), Harding et al. (2015),
Aoki et al. (2009), Parraagudelo et al. (2018), Manuel et al. (2017),
Hou and Rios (2003), Beza and Herndndez-Garcia (2018)). The
research of Parraagudelo et al. (2018), for example, has a strong
people-centred focus and started with ethnographic work in
Colombia to get in contact with community organisations. They
slowly built up relationships with formal institutions as well and
aimed to help these organisations to co-design on the streets to
advance the community. Similarly, the work of Manuel et al. (2017)
uses media technology to create connections between formal and
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informal stakeholders in the neighbourhood in the context of
urban development. The networks that are built through this
intervention become a resource to sustain place-making when
the researchers have left. New practices may emerge through the
skills and resources that the community obtained.

Take-aways towards the framework The way that effects of participa-
tory place-making interventions are measures, hints at the wish
for empowerment and emergence. Interventions which move
to the level of impact as an effect require emergence: new rela-
tionships and practices are established, and the community may
self-sustain the initiated place-making efforts. When this happens,
residents are empowered to take care of their neighbourhood com-
munity. The final two principles that are added to the framework
for participatory place-making are thus:

» Emergence
» Empowerment

3.4. The Participatory Place-making framework

The framework for participatory place-making, informed by the
analysis presented above, highlights five design principles for
participatory place-making interventions which surround four
activities to develop and implement place-making interventions.
This framework serves to analyse and understand other participa-
tory place-making interventions, as shown in Part II of this thesis,
and hence answers RQ1: How can Participatory Design facilitate
place-making in urban settings across physical space, social connections,
and institutional support?
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Figure 3.1.: The Participatory Place-making framework contains five principles encircling four activities to engage local stakeholders
in making places.

3.4.1. Five principles for participatory place-making

The five principles that came forward in the analysis on place-
making interventions are presented below in alphabetical order.

Emergent

The intervention leads to new ideas; initiatives; or interventions
after engagement without intervention of the researchers.

Examples of how this principle can be recognised:

Action: participants take action as a result of the intervention.
Continuous: participants continuously use, design, and adapt the
intervention amongst themselves.

Evolving: participants can adapt the intervention to stay relevant
and engaging.

Emergence is as a principle heavily discussed, in terms of how
to design for emergent and sustaining outcomes of participation
projects (Robertson & Simonsen, 2012; Simonsen & Robertson,
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2013a). Emergence can be observed when participants continue
the participation process after the researchers have left (Robertson
& Wagner, 2013; Hess & Pipek, 2012). A toolkit, for example,
can be used by the community to design their own process for
place-making (Willis et al., 2012). In an ideal situation, participants
are able to design and evolve place-making interventions in the
future without help of researchers (Blomberg & Karasti, 2013;
Bratteteig, Bodker, Dittrich, Holst Mogensen, & Simonsen, 2013;
Bjogvinsson et al., 2012; Carroll & Rosson, 2007). However, often
when the researchers leave, the participatory design activities are
not sustained or embraced by another body (Kensing & Blomberg,
1998). Long-term engagement is, however, necessary for proper
inquiry into emergent outcomes (Robertson & Simonsen, 2012),
and is often left unexplored (Simonsen & Robertson, 2013a). For
these reasons, emergence is explicitly included as a principle for
participatory place-making, because it will enable interventions
to move beyond single-use implementations towards sustained
and evolving place-making practices in city communities.

Empowering

The intervention supports participants” motivation and agency
to engage in place-making in the urban space.

Examples of how this principle can be recognised:

Independent of researcher: participants are not dependent on the
researcher to engage in place-making.

Motivation: participants feel motivated to improve the urban space.
Agency: participants experience the ability to make a change.

Empowerment is defined by Zimmerman as “a process in which
people gain understanding and control over personal, social,
economic, or political forces in order to take action to better
their lives.” (Zimmerman, 1995). The concept of empowerment
in participatory projects can diverge and is not always explicitly
explained (Schneider et al., 2018). It relates to changing power
dynamics between city actors (e.g. when citizens get more power
in relation to municipal workers) or to citizens gaining the ability
to do something they could not do before (e.g. through technology,
increased skills, or capacity). In participation projects, empower-
ment often serves to create a balanced situation in which users
and designers both influence the design process (Holtzblatt &
Jones, 1993; Muller, 1993; Miller, Smith, & Muller, 1992). Restruc-
tured power relations in cities require that residents gain more
control over shaping, defining, and directing the changes that
impact their neighbourhoods (Bannon & Ehn, 2013; Blomberg &
Karasti, 2013). The City Walk approach (Crivellaro et al., 2016),
for example, increases citizens’ democratic influence by creating
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connections with local authorities and providing citizen with
the tools to express their concerns. Overall, empowerment is a
principle for participatory place-making, meaning that interven-
tions need to enable residents with skills and tools to take control
over place-making processes in their neighbourhoods (Obendorf,
Janneck, & Finck, 2009).

Inclusive

The intervention invites as many actors as possible to participate
and is accessible to a diverse group of participants.

Examples of how this principle can be recognised:

Inviting: different types of participants are invited to engage with
the intervention.

Accessible: participants can access and use the intervention inde-
pendent of their skills or level of knowledge.

Equality: participants are all considered of valuable importance and
taken seriously in designing and using the intervention.

Inclusion of all city stakeholders is essential to participatory place-
making. Researchers of participatory processes in cities need to
identify which stakeholders to involve and need to consider repre-
sentation of the groups who will be impacted by the intervention
to be designed (Robertson & Wagner, 2013). When different types
of residents are included in the design of interventions, the re-
sulting intervention is presumed to be more accessible for people
and flexible to adapt itself to changing situations (Robertson &
Simonsen, 2012). A challenge with inclusion is that tensions may
arise between the different people who are included (McCarthy &
Wright, 2015). Nevertheless, inclusion is achieved when all partic-
ipants are taken seriously (Grenbeek, Grudin, Bedker, & Bannon,
1993) and feel they benefit from participation (Bedker, Grenbzek,
& Kyng, 1993), for example through learning digital skills (Manuel
et al., 2017), or gaining transferable competences (Peacock et al.,
2018). As such, participatory place-making interventions require
inclusion as a principle, to support participation and inclusion of
various city perspectives (Bodker et al., 1993; Carroll & Rosson,
2007).

Playful

The intervention creates a playful collaborative and open setting
for participants who engage with the intervention.

Examples of how this principle can be recognised:
Enjoyment: participants express to enjoy the intervention activity.
Immersion: participants immerse in the intervention activity.
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Creative: participants are creative in their way of designing or using
the intervention.

Playfulness comes across as an explicit principle when games
are used to support place-making (Innocent, 2018). In a more
implicit way, playfulness underlies exploration activities and
collaborative enquiry (Ehn, 1993; Brandt, Binder, & Sanders,
2013). Ehn (1993) goes as far to say that participation in design
can only be successful when it is playful. Muller (1993) also
found that enjoyment during design workshops contributes to a
satisfying outcome. On the other hand, Brandt et al. (2013) see
playfulness as a way for participants to cross differences between
them and to openly explore future designs and practices in a
creative setting. The principle of playfulness can thus help to spark
participants’ creativity and encourage collaboration between city
actors when designing and using interventions for participatory
place-making.

Reflective

The intervention supports participants to reflect on the urban
space and on their behaviour and role in relation to the space

and local community.

Examples of how this principle can be recognised:

Mutual learning: participants learn from each other.

Awareness: participants become aware about a local topic or issue.
Changing perspectives: participants get new insights or a new
perspective on a certain topic.

Reflection is, as a principle, often described as a result of partic-
ipatory processes (Ehn, 1993; Bossen, Dindler, & Iversen, 2010;
Greenbaum & Halskov Masden, 1993). Reflection, for example,
supports participants, professional and non-professional, to learn
from each other and gain new perspectives (Robertson & Simon-
sen, 2013). This can be achieved by reflecting on each others’
experiences of the urban space (Fang et al., 2016), experimenting
with place-making interventions together (Lentini & Decortis,
2010), and creating a shared understanding out of these experi-
ences (Holtzblatt & Jones, 1993; Robertson & Simonsen, 2013).
Because different groups of people work together in participatory
place-making, it is essential that they learn about each other to
understand the different ways of reasoning, to create mutual
respect (Bratteteig et al., 2013; Hess & Pipek, 2012). Dialogue
between participants, to together explore dissensus and diverg-
ing perspectives, encourages reflection and understanding of
differences between people (McCarthy & Wright, 2015; Strydom
& Puren, 2013). To conclude, place-making interventions need
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to incorporate reflection as a principle, to support learning and
awareness of others in the neighbourhood (Robertson & Wagner,
2013; McCarthy & Wright, 2015).

3.4.2. Activities for participatory place-making

The five principles surround four activities to design, implement,
and evaluate participatory place-making interventions in cities,
illustrated in Figure 3.2.

£ Reflective -
| .
~l
A
’

Playful Empowering N\ /

S .
/ Physical spo®® \

,'/ Identify key R
partners and
stakeholders

Gather data
and doing
analysis

Connect Reflect on
Figure 3.2.: The conceptual framework with : : effects with
proposes four activities for participa- local context J L stakeholders
tory place-making.

» Connect with local context: The purpose of this activity
is to understand the social, physical, and technological
structure of, and the networks within, a neighbourhood.
Becoming familiar with the local context also provides input
to identify key partners, build relationships with them, and
understand how effects of the research can be best brought
back to the local community for reflection and evaluation.
Methods in this activity include, for example, desk research,
observations, neighbourhood walks, and interviews.
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» Identify key partners and stakeholders: In this activity,
key partners and stakeholders are identified in terms of
participation and place-making. Examples of potential part-
ners and stakeholders are local enterprises, police officers,
community centres, and grassroots communities, because
of their perspective on ways of making place. Field work is a
method to execute this activity: starting by approaching ob-
vious partners and interviewing them to create an overview
of social structures and networks within a neighbourhood.
During such field work researchers become further ac-
quainted with the area, start to build relationships, and
identify opportunities for reflection and discussion on the
intermediate effects.

» Gather data and doing analysis: This activity is placed in
the middle in Figure 3.2 because it is considered to be the
core activity in the framework. Building relationships with
all stakeholders is essential to be able to create a fruitful
participatory process towards place-making. The methods
used in this activity to collect data should contribute to
relationships between city stakeholders and the researchers,
but also relationships between the various stakeholders
themselves. In this activity, methods include interviews,
focus groups, workshops, and prototyping to explore the
roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder in the city in
supporting place-making. The results of this activity are
input for the other three.

» Reflect on effects with stakeholders: To create a contin-
uous and sustaining participatory practice between city
stakeholders, effects of the design processes should be
made visible and accessible for the community to reflect
and discuss. This activity ensures that this happens, making
use of physical and digital options to increase accessibility
for as many people as possible not only when effects are
communicated, but also thereafter. Methods and tools used
in this activity can be prototypes, interactive installations,
digital platforms and workshops. Communicating the ef-
fects, making them accessible, and reflecting on them will
also contribute to the other activities, possibly triggering
new activities.

The order of the activities presented above is not necessarily the
order in which they need to be executed: each activity contributes
to the other activities and depending on the research aims and
resources, multiple iterations of activities may be involved to
design, implement, and evaluate interventions for participatory
place-making. While these activities in the framework seem to be
separate entities, they inform each other as reflected by the arrows
between them. As explained below, activities can be fulfilled by
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multiple methods: interviews can, for example, both be used to
become acquainted with a neighbourhood as well as to identify
key partners and stakeholders.

As shown in Figure 3.1, these activities are surrounded by the five
principles, because the activities will lead to an intervention for
participatory place-making that is built on these principles. In
this view, both the activities and the resulting intervention should
be emergent, empowering, inclusive, playful, and reflective.

3.5. Conclusion

This chapter developed a framework for participatory place-
making in cities, build on literature of Participatory Design and
place-making, answering RQ1 of this thesis: How can Participa-
tory Design facilitate place-making in urban settings across physical
space, social connections, and institutional support? The framework
contains four activities that need to be executed together with
city actors to develop, implement, and evaluate an intervention
for participatory place-making. These activities and the resulting
intervention should follow the five principles (inclusive, reflective,
playful, empowering, and emergent) which are suggested from
the literature to be required to support participatory place-making.
To further fulfil the research aim that this thesis poses, namely
to inform how participatory design may facilitate place-making
in urban settings across physical space, social connections, and
institutional support, the next three chapters of this thesis present,
analyse, and discuss six design interventions for participatory
place-making. This all takes place in Part II of the thesis, using
the framework developed in this chapter, to gain the insights
necessary for RQ2: How do each of the three cornerstones (physical
space, social connection, institutional support) enable interventions to
facilitate participatory place-making? Each of the three following
chapters are devoted to one of the cornerstones, and analyse two
interventions using the framework for participatory place-making,
to gain understanding how and why place-making was achieved
through participation of city actors in the intervention.



Part Il.

DESIGN INTERVENTIONS






Physical space

Now that the framework for participatory place-making has been amplified
in the previous chapter, this chapter presents two design interventions
that aim to enhance place-making specifically by making use of the
physical space. The first intervention is the location-based game ‘Secrets
of the South” which encourages players to go out and explore their
neighbourhood. The second intervention is a co-creation workshop in
which children from a primary school in Rotterdam are invited on a
neighbourhood walk with researchers, and come up with ideas to improve
the public space. After exhibiting these two interventions, the chapter
concludes with a reflection on the role of the physical space in supporting
place-making.
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Design intervention

4.1. Intervention 1: Location-based games

The first intervention is a location-based game and it is summarised below. The rest of the chapter
gives a detailed description of why and how this intervention was designed, which methods
were used to test it, and what were the results of implementing a location-based game to support
place-making. The intervention is summarised using the four activities of the participatory
place-making framework, presented in the previous chapter.

Connect with local context: The location-based game is played with residents from Bouwlust, a
neighbourhood in The Hague. The university has been connected to Bouwlust through several
research endeavours for over four years. Reports from previous studies in Bouwlust as well
as several informal conversations and meetings during field visits informed the design of the
challenges that residents would play with the location-based game.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: The community centre was visited several times to talk
with residents of Bouwlust and identify key figures in this neighbourhood. Informal meetings
were held with community workers to further identify stakeholders.

Gather data and doing analysis: The game was play tested with a group of seven citizens.
Researchers observed citizens playing the game and citizens reported their experiences on a survey.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: The researchers reflected with citizens on their experiences
of playing the game during a debriefing session. During a co-creation workshop citizens further
elaborated their reflection on how they connect with their neighbourhood, through this game.
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4.1.1. Motivation

Digital games have potential to connect citizens with each other
and with their neighbourhood (Fonseca, Lukosch, & Brazier,
2018a). A number of games have been successful in bringing peo-
ple together by supporting play, participation, and involvement
of citizens in urban environments (Nijholt, 2017c; Jones, Liapis,
Lykourentzou, & Guido, 2017; de Lange & de Waal, 2013). In
particular, location-based games (i.e., games that use technology
to situate players in their location) afford novel types of digital,
social, and physical playful interaction in public spaces (Paay &
Kjeldskov, 2005; Bilandzic & Foth, 2012; Papangelis et al., 2017;
Paulos & Goodman, 2004). These games are able to persuade
citizens to go out and explore their neighbourhood; to visit new
places and interact with other residents (Papangelis et al., 2017;
Paulos & Goodman, 2004). However, little insight is available on
how location-based games achieve this effect. More specifically, it
is unclear which types of location-based activities within these
games persuade citizens to explore their neighbourhood and
interact with their neighbours.

To investigate What kind of location-based activities do citizens prefer
to interact with their neighbours and to playfully explore their neigh-
bourhood?, this research studies the influence of game dynamics,
the purpose of neighbourhood exploration (beyond pure enter-
tainment), and the role of physical surroundings and contextual
information on social interaction in a specific neighbourhood
in The Hague (NL). A group of seven adults interested in con-
tributing to the liveability and safety of their neighbourhood
participated in two co-creation and game-play sessions to test
the location-based game intervention ‘Secrets of the South’ in
relation to place-making. Based on insights gained from these
sessions and the literature, this study proposes a classification of
location-based activities and identifies citizen preferences for ac-
tivities that support interaction to encourage players to physically
interact with people and places in their neighbourhood.

The Background section first reviews the literature focusing on
prior work on playful experiences and location-based games
(LBGs) specifically. This review shows a lack of knowledge on
which part or elements of LBGs contribute to behavioural change,
in this case to support neighbourhood exploration for place-
making. To address this gap, a location-based game ‘Secrets of
the South” was developed and studied in this research. After
an outline of how this game and its content were developed
in two phases prior to the implementation of Secrets of the
South in Bouwlust, the rest of Section 4.1.3 concentrates on the
third phase of the study, which is when the game was tested in



Bouwlust. Section 4.1.4 explains the procedure to prepare and
execute two workshops in which citizens play tested Secrets
of the South and designed activities to play within this game,
called challenges. These workshops provided insight into the
preferences of participants for challenge designs and these results
are presented and discussed in Section 4.1.6.

4.1.2. Background

Playful experiences in urban environments have been facilitated
in many ways including urban playgrounds with or without
specific technology support, location-based media (devices with
sensors, such as smartphones, that can detect location and provide
corresponding contextual information), and custom-made techno-
logical installations (Fonseca et al., 2018a). Such fun and playful
playgrounds often encourage citizens to explore their neighbour-
hood or engage in social interaction during play (Slingerland,
Lukosch, Comes, & Brazier, 2020a; Nijholt, 2017a), like ‘Kop-
pelkiek’!. Koppelkiek fosters playful meetings and social inter-
action throughout public spaces, inviting players to take and
submit photos with other people from the neighbourhood. When
Koppelkiek was played in Utrecht (NL) over a period of three
weeks, residents reported the number of social interaction in
the neighbourhoods to have increased significantly (De Lange,
2014).

In contrast to ‘Koppelkiek’, ‘mood.cloud” (Scolere, Baumer,
Reynolds, & Gay, 2016) and ‘Jokebox” (Balestrini et al., 2016) were
created with the intention to foster social interaction and create
awareness of others. Interviews with citizens using ‘mood.cloud”
showed they became more aware of the community of which they
are part and started to reflect on how they could become more
involved in this community. Research on the ‘Jokebox” (Balestrini
etal., 2016), a physical installation placed in a neighbourhood that
invites citizens to coordinate movements to hear a joke, showed
that citizens not only talked and laughed together while using
the installation, but that they also had more elaborate discussions
on the reason why the Jokebox was placed to begin with. These
examples show that playful urban installations can influence peo-
ple’s behaviour, enticing engagement through social interactions
with neighbours and interaction with the environment around
them. Meanwhile, such installations are limited in terms of scale
(the number of citizens that can use an installation), time (the time
span for which an installation can be employed) and re-use (the
possibility to move an installation to another location) (Golsteijn
et al.,, 2016), due to resources and location specific characteristics
of the installations.
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2 These games are mainly supported
by smartphones and mobile devices,
because they are networked, using
sensors (predominantly GPS and Wi-
Fi), widespread, and easily accessible
(Valente, Feij6, & Prado Leite, 2017;
Magerkurth, David Cheok, Mandryk,
& Nilsen, 2005).

One way to deal with these limitations is to use location-based
mobile games (LBGs) designed to support citizens in exploring
their environment and interacting with each other (Yang & Liu,
2017). Location based games are increasing in popularity (Pro-
cyk & Neustaedter, 2014). They merge digital gameplay with
the physical world around a player’s specific location? (Arango-
Lépez, Collazos, Vela, & Castillo, 2017a). Within these games,
players can work together or play against each other, distributed
or co-located in outdoor physical spaces in urban environments
(Soute, Bakker, Magielse, & Markopoulos, 2013; Arango-Lépez
et al.,, 2017b), interacting with the technologically enhanced envi-
ronment around them (such as street furniture (Nijholt, 2017b)).
Other LBGs have been designed to increase neighbourhood aware-
ness and place attachment, for example by providing information
about specific locations and physical objects in a neighbourhood
(Bergstrom, Waern, Rosqvist, & Ménsson, 2014), such as objects
with a medieval history (Huizenga, Admiraal, Akkerman, & Dam,
2009). The well-known LBG ‘Pokemon GO’ (Clark & Clark, 2016)
promotes new patterns of human mobility throughout neighbour-
hoods and cities (Colley et al., 2017), and develops communities
of players, even though increasing new interactions in the neigh-
bourhood was not its initial purpose. Thus, location-based games
have shown to support behavioural change (Clark & Clark, 2016;
Papangelis et al., 2017) and community building (Vartiainen &
Tuunanen, 2016; Patubo, 2010; Scolere et al., 2016). They can also
lead to acquisition of new meanings of familiar places for citizens
and encourage citizens to explore new ones (Papangelis et al.,
2017).

The question this intervention study addresses relates to the means
with which these games have achieved these results: which part(s)
of the game or which elements, contributed to such behavioural
change? These insights are needed to help designers to create LBGs
that support players to explore their neighbourhood and interact
with fellow residents. Examples of successful location-based
games show the importance of adjusting the game to the context
in which it will be played (Paay & Kjeldskov, 2005; Bilandzic &
Foth, 2012). Game designers need to integrate local knowledge
of the play environment into their design. To this purpose game
designers often include citizens (being potential players) who are
familiar with the context at some point in the design process. In
view of this, the research presented here includes citizens from
the target neighbourhood in the design process from the start,
realising that this is intrinsically complex (Hossenlopp, PMP,
Hass, & PMP, 2007; Avison & Fitzgerald, 2003), and hence is
often not done (Kasurinen, Maglyas, & Smolander, 2014; Callele,
Neufeld, & Schneider, 2010, 2006).



4.1.3. Intervention design

This intervention design is embedded within a joint research effort
between the Participatory Systems Initiative at the Delft University
of Technology and the Municipality of the Hague. The Participa-
tory Systems Initiative? focuses on the design and orchestration
of the class of (large-scale) complex social-technical systems for
which self-organisation and emergence are key characteristics.
Such systems mandate design for empowerment, engagement,
and trust; to provide participants with the ability to act and take
responsibility for their actions (Brazier & Nevejan, 2014). The
participatory system designed and researched in this study is the
location-based mobile game "Secrets of the South’ (SotS) (Fonseca,
Slingerland, Lukosch, & Brazier, 2021), further presented below.
This game was developed by colleagues of the Participatory Sys-
tems Initiative and adopted for the purpose of this dissertation.
The aim of this game is to facilitate neighbourhood exploration
and social interaction on the streets, which is why it is a fitting
intervention in this research. SotS uses spatial settings to achieve
playful encounters which create shared experiences, in that way
supporting place-making (Willis, Roussos, Chorianopoulos, &
Struppek, 2008a; Willis, O'Hara, Giles, & Marianek, 2008b).

Since the start of this research programme in 2016, several itera-
tions of SotS have been developed and evaluated in three phases,
as outlined in Figure 4.1. Co-creation (Sanders & Stappers, 2012)
has been the fundamental approach throughout this programme
to support acquisition of knowledge on the tacit and latent knowl-
edge of participants, on what they know, feel, and dream (Sanders
& Stappers, 2012, p. 66). By enabling citizens to become par-
ticipants in the design of the game, a deeper understanding is
acquired on what citizens prefer for the game and its content,
and the reasons for these preferences. To position this study in
relation to previous work in this research programme the three
phases are depicted in Figure 4.1. The first two phases are briefly
described below, whilst the third phase shown on the right is
the focus of the rest of this section. In fact, the purpose of this
intervention study is to evaluate the Secrets of the South game
and its challenges in two gameplay workshops, to understand the
type of challenges citizens prefer to foster social interaction and
neighbourhood exploration.

Phase 1: Game design

As shown in Figure 4.1 and described above, each phase engaged
citizens in a co-design workshop. The workshops in the first phase
explored the types of outdoor activities in which participants are
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PHASE 1
Documented in Fonseca et al. (2018a)
and Fonseca et al. (2017)

PHASE 2 PHASE 3
Documented in Fonseca et al. (2018a), Focus of this chapter
Slingerland et al. (2020) and Fonseca et al. (2021)

Figure 4.1.: Secrets of the South is developed in three phases, of which phase 3 is presented in this chapter.

4 http:/ /secretsofthesouth.tbm.
tudelft.nl/, Secrets of the South, last
visited on 19-Mar-2020

interested in general, asking participants specifically to co-design
game ideas for social interaction. As documented in Fonseca et al.
(2018a) and Fonseca, Lukosch, Lukosch, Tiemersma, and Brazier
(2017), these workshops resulted in a list of game requirements
and an initial design of the game ‘Secrets of the South’.

Secrets of the South (SotS)? is a location-based game that uses
smartphones to mediate outdoor activities (called challenges)
for social interaction and place-making. Players are presented
with challenges (i.e. tasks) to enable them to engage with both
strangers, friends, or other players, walk around outdoor pub-
lic spaces in their neighbourhood, and search for solutions to
complete challenges and advance in the game (Figure 4.2). The
challenges are designed to foster social interaction both in the
real world (e.g. in the form of face-to-face communication with
others, or physical contact such as shaking hands), and in the
digital world (e.g. exchanging messages and images left behind in
the neighbourhood through QR codes). The challenges provide
players with opportunities to encounter and engage with others in
their surroundings, and are strategically located to expose players
to both places and local activities often unnoticed around the
neighbourhood (e.g. local heroes, or the most important landmark
in the country). The game motivates and encourages players to
advance in the game by giving them points when they scan other
players” QR codes to collect the other players’ card. Points repre-
sent the players’ progress in the game, relating to both the number
of challenges solved and to the number of players befriended (or
‘collected”).

Phase 2: Challenge designs and categories

The second phase (see Figure 4.1) focused on evaluation of the
initial design of Secrets of the South and further development of
the content of the game: the challenges. The co-creation workshops
organised for this purpose involved citizens in both the design and
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Figure 4.2.: In Secrets of the South, challenges allow players to encounter people or locations that otherwise stay unnoticed.

play testing of challenges which citizens designed themselves in
their own neighbourhood (Slingerland et al., 2020; Fonseca et al.,
2018a; Fonseca et al., 2021). The participants identified interesting
locations and activities for gameplay (i.e. new challenges) to
increase neighbourhood pride and social interaction (Slingerland
et al., 2020; Fonseca et al., 2021).

During these co-creation workshops, participants designed more
than 50 challenges. As further elaborated in Fonseca et al. (2021),
these challenges were categorized according to associated player
behaviour required to perform the challenge. For example, some
challenges require physical activity, while others ask players to
take a detailed look at their environment to find a specific point
of interest. Four challenge categories were distinguished based
on the associated player behaviour: Athlete (physical behaviour),
Detective (searching behaviour), Explorer (exploring behaviour)
or Inventor (creative behaviour). During gameplay players can
serendipitously encounter a location with a challenge and Secrets
of the South then reveals the category to which the challenge
belongs and hence the type of behaviour associated with this
challenge.

The four challenge categories are:

Athlete

This category requires physical activity to solve the challenge. The
challenge can be solved by either doing a specific activity requiring
physical action (e.g. engaging with at least five people for a given
purpose), or by varying the quality of the performance itself (e.g. see
who can finish the free-running the fastest). This links to research
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These first two phases resulted in the design of the game Secrets
of the South and its content with four different categories of
challenges. The next phase, the focus of this chapter, explores the
extent to which these challenge categories suffice in different cir-
cumstances with different players, and how they are experienced
by players in practice (see Figure 4.1). In particular this phase
focuses on increasing understanding of player preferences with
respect to the types of challenges they prefer to interact with other



players and to playfully explore their own neighbourhood. The
next section describes the steps taken in the third phase: the two
workshops that were organised, and how they were analysed to
identify challenge preferences of participants.

4.1.4. Method

The leading research question in phase 3 is: What type of location-
based activities do citizens prefer to interact with their neighbours and
to playfully explore their neighbourhood? A neighbourhood that is
interested in increasing social cohesion, for example by increasing
interaction between neighbours (Fonseca, Lukosch, & Brazier,
2018b), was selected for this study. Bouwlust, a neighbourhood
in The Hague (NL) with almost 30.000 inhabitants, was found
to suit this description and provided the context of this research.
Bouwlust has transitioned over the years to what it is now: a
neighbourhood with a very diverse group of inhabitants (almost
60% of its residents migrated from outside of the Netherlands)
and a relatively high number of social housing (about 70%) (Den
Haag, 2015). Residents try to connect the various communities
in the neighbourhood and increase social cohesion to find ways
to deal with liveability and safety issues, such as burglaries and
drug related crimes and abuse.

The number of initiatives and small citizen community groups
within Bouwlust indicate that citizens are interested in contribut-
ing to a safer and more liveable environment. They use Whatsapp
and Facebook groups to share information. However, these ef-
forts remain only visible in the digital space for those who are
connected. The initiatives are not always visible in the physical
environment, and accordingly citizens who are not active on
digital platforms and can only be reached offline are excluded
(Slingerland, Lukosch, & Brazier, 2019). A location-based game
has the potential to couple digital and face-to-face interactions,
and to connect these activities to physical locations in this neigh-
bourhood.

Figure 4.3 illustrates the steps taken to address the main research
question on which this chapter focuses, namely to identify which
types of challenges citizens prefer. Two workshops with citizens
were organised, in which participants play tested the game (Work-
shop 1) and designed challenges for the game based on their play
test experience (Workshop 2). Each step is explained in more
detail in the paragraphs below.
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- STEP1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4 STEP 5 Section 4.1.5. ~

Recruit citizens Design challenges Workshop 1: Workshop 2: Analysis of Citizen preferences
from network for workshops play testing co-designing workshops for challenges

Figure 4.3.: Citizens were recruited from our network to participate in two sequential workshops that comprised play testing and
designing challenges.

STEP 1: Recruiting participants

The first step in this intervention study was to recruit participants.
During the past two years of this research programme, in the
context of the joint effort between the Municipality of the Hague
and TUDelft’s Participatory System’s Initiative, a citizen network
has emerged with approximately 45 participants. This network
comprises of citizens whom are interested in improving their
neighbourhood and contributing to its liveability and safety.
Participants for the two workshops were recruited from this
network. Each member of this network was invited to the two
workshops, either in person, by phone, or email. In total, ten
citizens agreed to participate of whom seven (five female, two
male; age group 36-75 years) attended the first workshop, four
(two female, two male) also attended the second. Unfortunately,
the second workshop had fewer participants due to unexpected
time constraints, and severe weather conditions. The second
workshop was continued despite the low number of citizens
showing up, to honour the citizens who did come. Furthermore,
the citizens who participated can be classified as community
leaders and can represent a larger group of citizens (Le Dantec &
Fox, 2015).

STEP 2: Challenges for play test

The second step was for the research team to design five challenges
for Workshop 1. The designed challenges, presented below, aimed
to provide participants with a greater understanding of the types
of activities (i.e. challenges) that could be performed within the
game. These challenges were implemented in Secrets of the South
for citizens to play during Workshop 1.



This challenge is classified in the Inventor category, as it is designed
to foster the creation of an artwork for the neighbourhood museum
by working in collaboration with fellow citizens - in this case
a word cloud or drawing. This challenge invites participants to
reflect on their perspective of the neighbourhood and the views
of others during and after the creation process.

The questions are designed to encourage citizens to investigate
locations in the neighbourhood, by identifying specific people
who can help reveal the answers to information not known to the
players. This challenge belongs to the Detective category.

The questions in the Explorer challenge are open, without a clear
or correct answer, and seeks to make players discover the per-
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ceptions of other residents on what locations they prefer in their
neighbourhood, requiring orientation and exploration.

This is an Explorer challenge: itis very open, players are free to focus
on activities of their choice: they can take pictures of activities in
parks, cars, buildings, schools, of people, animals, and anything
else of interest in their exploration of their neighbourhood.

This challenge is of the type Athlete. Players have to physically
work together and collaborate to solve the challenge (shaping the
rope while blindfolded).

The above five challenges were specifically designed to be played
by participants during Workshop 1. Players were required to
interact with each other and with others on the street. While
playing these challenges, they acquired a general impression
of the game and could experience the four different types of
challenges.

STEP 3: Workshop 1 - play testing

The first workshop was held in January 2019. Participants were
introduced to the research challenges and the workshop schedule.
They were also requested to formally provide informed consent
for participation in this research project and use of experimental
data acquired. To start, all participants were handed a story about
a new resident in the neighbourhood with information gaps that
participants were asked to fill in as an activity to warm them



up for the gameplay that followed (see Figure 4.4 and 4.5). Next,
participants were asked to form teams. This resulted in two teams
of two and one team of three participants (The members of the
individual teams were friends or acquaintances). The first chal-
lenge (‘Make the neighbourhood yours’, see challenge 1 above)
was located just outside the front door of the community centre.
This was an introductory challenge designed for players to get
acquainted and to start thinking creatively about their neighbour-
hood. After this challenge was completed, participants were free
to choose which challenge they would play next (Challenges 2, 3,
4 and 5 from the description above).

Figure 4.6 shows participants outside playing the game. Not all
five challenges were played by all teams. In fact, the Photo Story
challenge was the only challenge played by all three teams. The
challenge ‘Discover your neighbourhood” was played by two
teams. The ‘Interview your neighbours’ challenge was played by
only one team. Participants all played three of the four different
types of challenges (Detective, Explorer, and Inventor) during
the workshop. In total, participants had one hour to play the
different challenges, after which they came back to the commu-
nity centre for a plenary debriefing session of 20 minutes, a SUS
questionnaire (Brooke, 1996), and an open question survey. The
open question survey contained in total nine questions about the
following topics: quality of the challenges, meaning of social inter-
actions during gameplay, and the neighbourhood. The questions
about the quality of the challenges asked whether participants
would want to play the game again, which part of the gameplay,
which challenge they enjoyed the most and why, and if the game
initiated interaction with others. The questions regarding the
social interactions asked to what extent participants felt that the
social interactions evoked by the challenges were meaningful
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Figure 4.4.: Participants working on the
warm up exercise inside the community
centre.
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Figure 4.5.: One of the warm-up stories
filled in.

Table 4.1.: Brainstorm questions and triggers used during workshop 2.

Brainstorm question Triggers used

Which locations in your neighbourhood would be appropriate to play a  Maps of neighbourhood
challenge?

What things do people like to talk about? Pictures of neighbourhood
What do you know about the history of the neighbourhood? No triggers used

How can people interact with each other on the street? Pictures of neighbourhood
What activities are happening in the neighbourhood Pictures of neighbourhood

and why. Finally, one question was asked about the neighbour-
hood: whether participants learned something new about the
neighbourhood while playing the game.

STEP 4: Workshop 2 - designing challenges

The second workshop held a week later focused on the co-design
of challenges. Using simple brainstorm exercises, participants
were asked to design challenges for the Secrets of the South
game that would suit their neighbourhood. Participants were
asked to think about and then write down on post it notes the
different elements that comprise a challenges: such as locations,
interactions, and activities. Table 4.1 shows the questions and
triggers used in this exercise. Participants had five minutes for
each question.

Participants were then split up in teams of two as shown in
Figure 4.7 to design challenges based on the different elements
they generated in the previous exercise. Each team was handed
sheets of paper that contained several boxes with which the
game elements in a challenge could be described. These included:
challenge location, type of interaction players are to pursue while
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playing the challenge, type of challenge, which information is to
be shared while playing the challenge, and the challenge activity.
Participants were given 20 minutes to design challenges after
which they presented their designs to each other. The workshop
ended with a brief discussion amongst participants about their
challenge designs.

STEP 5: Data Analysis

During the workshops a wide variety of data were collected
as shown in Table 5.4. In Workshop 1, each of the teams was
accompanied by a researcher during gameplay. The researcher
observed interaction, took notes of the gameplay and experiences
expressed by participants. Observers specifically wrote down how
participants interacted with each other and with strangers, if they
stated that they had learned new things about the neighbourhood,
and if they indicated that they were enjoying themselves. This
data was subsequently transcribed and used in the analysis. In
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Figure 4.6.: In Workshop 1 participants
discussed their daily rhythms during
the Photo story challenge.

Figure 4.7.: In Workshop 2 participants
designed challenges for the game.
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addition, data was collected at the end of the first workshop on
the usability of the game using the SUS questionnaire (Brooke,
1996), the open question survey on social interactions, and notes
taken by the researchers during the debrief discussion.

The open question survey contained questions on the quality of
the game and the challenges, the meaning of social interaction in
the game, and whether participants had explored new places in
the neighbourhood resulting from playing the game. The answers
to these questions were analysed to understand citizens’ prefer-
ences for challenge activities. Data from the second workshop
came from audio recordings of the co-design session, challenge
presentations, and discussion, which were transcribed. Further-
more, the challenge designs that resulted from Workshop 2 were
themselves treated as data which was then analysed.

Three sub-questions guided the qualitative analysis of the data
and supported the researchers to consider different elements of
social interaction and neighbourhood exploration that could be
mentioned by participants:

» Why and how did the participants interact with each other
and the neighbourhood while playing the game?

» Which type of challenge activities are preferred by the
participants (and why)?

» Which physical elements in the neighbourhood (location-
s/ objects/people/etc.) are considered by participants to be
fruitful for exploration?

Two researchers independently reviewed the data and marked
data fragments relating to the questions. Each fragment was
coded independently and compared. The researchers discussed
differences between their codes and jointly decided to add, remove,
or re-code data fragments when both researchers agreed. They
collaboratively defined meaningful clusters of codes to address
the main research question.

Table 4.2.: An overview of the two workshops activities and collected data.

Date
24-01-2019

31-01-2019

Workshop
Workshop 1

Workshop 2

Activity Collected data

Play testing SotS with pre- Observations, debriefing
designed challenges, debrief- notes, SUS questionnaire,
ing survey

Brainstorming challenges, pre- Audio recordings of work-
senting and discussing the out-  shop, challenge designs
comes



4.1.5. Results

The following sections describe which challenge types and activities
participants considered to support playful social interaction and
neighbourhood exploration, the physical elements in the neigh-
bourhood that stimulated exploration, and the types of interaction
participants preferred for exploring their neighbourhood.

Challenge activities for playful social interaction and
neighbourhood exploration

Data from the open question survey, observation notes, and the
challenges participants designed themselves provided insight
into which kinds of challenge activities participants considered
for social interaction and neighbourhood exploration. The next
paragraphs describe the types of activities participants believe
foster social interaction and neighbourhood exploration.

Discovering the neighbourhood

All of the challenges designed by participants in Workshop 2
involved discovering the neighbourhood. For example, one guided
citizens towards particular landmarks in the neighbourhood and
then asked the players to mark their discovery of the landmarks
by scanning the QR codes on them. The purpose of this challenge
was, according to its designers, to “show what things are around
in our neighbourhood” (P3, P4; Workshop 2). Such preferences
for enabling others to discover their neighbourhood was also
reflected when participants were playing the game: in one of the
teams, one participant (P3, Workshop 1) spontaneously started
to show the other two around the area, telling them stories on
the shops that used to be there and how the neighbourhood had
developed over the years. So the game triggered neighbourhood
discovery by evoking personal storytelling.

Preference for familiar technology

During the gameplay and challenge co-creation sessions, all
participants indicated a preference for technology with which
they are familiar, beyond pen and paper writing. Participants had
access to different means with which to support the exploration
of the neighbourhood within the gameplay. They could scan QR
codes, take pictures, write text into the game, discuss amongst
each other, or use pen and paper to write and draw. When
designing their own challenges, all four participants chose to use
QR codes (used in two challenge designs) or pictures (used in
three challenge designs) to solve challenges, and two challenge
designs proposed writing text in the game to answer questions.
The participants seemed to choose these technologies because
they had also used them during the gameplay in Workshop 1.
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Furthermore, face-to-face discussion or pen and paper writing
were not preferred by participants because they were not consid-
ered to be engaging, as reflected in the observation notes. When
playing the ‘Make the neighbourhood yours’ challenge, for which
participants needed to create a word cloud about their neighbour-
hood on paper, the teams did not express behaviour that indicates
fun, such as laughing, nor did they vividly interact with each
other while solving this challenge. According to the observers,
all teams were “taking the task very seriously” (observer 2) and
“divided the tasks amongst team members” (observer 1 and 3). In this
context, this challenge did not seem to be effective in creating a
playful and fun experience for the participants to explore their
neighbourhood.

Relevance of sharing information

All five challenges played by participants in Workshop 1 allowed
them to share information about the neighbourhood in different
ways. In the survey after the gameplay, one participant indicated
that sharing information about the neighbourhood “broadens her
horizon” (P1, Workshop 1). One observer noted that participants
discussed mutual problems, such as street youth, and possible
ways of solving these problems. In the challenges participants
designed themselves, the information required to be shared was
about specific landmarks or stories about a location or object
in the neighbourhood. For example, two participants (P1, P2;
Workshop 2) designed a challenge for which players needed to
discover the meaning behind street names. One participant (P2,
Workshop 2) also mentioned that stories on the development of
the neighbourhood are potentially interesting to be shared. The
stories told by participants were, for example, about where the
city used to end and how the city has gradually ‘stolen’ land to
expand. All four participants (Workshop 2) found stories that
include a kind of controversy interesting for challenge activities.

Designing challenges with purpose

When participants presented their own challenge designs to each
other, it became clear that they had designed each challenge with
a particular purpose. They deliberately designed challenges to
acquire input from their neighbours on a local topic (one challenge
design, P3, P4; Workshop 2), bring a certain issue to the attention of
residents (one challenge design, P1, P2; Workshop 2), or stimulate
a discussion amongst neighbours (one challenge design, P3, P4;
Workshop 2). The explanations participants provided in the survey
at the end of Workshop 1 on what they liked about the game and
why, showed that participants enjoyed challenges that connect to
their daily life. This was notable in the Photo Story challenge, in
which observers wrote down that one team was very engaged and
having fun in discussing their daily rhythm and taking pictures



to document this rhythm, while another team did not enjoy this
challenge because it was not at a location they usually frequent,
and thus not connected to their daily life.

Physical elements in the neighbourhood for challenge design

Next to the challenge activities itself, participants also mentioned
interest to explore certain locations and objects, and to share
information about these places. These physical elements, and the
information shared about them, could be used to design challenge
activities.

Locations

During Workshop 1 and 2, participants mentioned various loca-
tions that are suitable to play challenges or that could be explored
as part of a challenge activity. In addition to naming specific loca-
tions in their neighbourhood, such as religious buildings, schools,
or playgrounds, participants also named necessary characteris-
tics of such locations. Participants mentioned several preferences
regarding the proximity and distribution of challenge locations:
even distribution throughout the neighbourhood, but also close
to the centre. Challenge locations need to be close to each other,
for those whom are less mobile to be able to play (P2, Workshop
2) and to enable multiple challenges to be solved within a short
time frame (P1, Workshop 2).

Social locations, where activities happen and people gather, were
also named specifically. For example, one challenge design was
created by participants to be played at ‘De Uithof’, because “there
are many activities being organised there” (P1, P2; Workshop 2).
For these locations, the two participants expressed that a good
atmosphere is important. One team (P3, P4, P5; Workshop 1)
discussed their preference for a specific community space to drink
coffee and meet neighbours was solely determined by this factor.
The other factor that influenced choice of locations was their
aesthetic appearance, such as parks or streets with beautiful trees
around. One participant stated that “there are only beautiful streets
in our neighbourhood,” and that it is kind of a “tree museum” when
you walk around (P3, Workshop 2).

Landmark Objects

Objects in the neighbourhood that are considered to be appro-
priate for exploration are mainly landmarks. The suggested land-
marks are often related to the historical development of the
neighbourhood or they are suggested because they are simply
remarkable in their design or location. Landmarks suggested by
participants were, amongst others, bridges, statues, or historical
landmarks. The latter is not necessarily interesting due to the
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object itself or its location, but rather because of the story that
can be told about it. For example, one participant (P4, Workshop
2) told the group about two milestones that were placed in the
neighbourhood, to mark the history of the Roman Empire, and
that this specific place had once been in Roman hands.

Sharing information about physical elements

Interestingly, all four participants (Workshop 2) proposed chal-
lenges related to information sharing connected to a physical
location, although the physical location itself was not necessarily
of significance. For example, participants discussed how informa-
tion about activities in the neighbourhood, stories and initiatives
could be physically distributed in the neighbourhood, using a
specific challenge. They also discussed the use of other types of
media such as a local newsletter that could be used to this purpose
(not necessarily related to the game). These spontaneous discus-
sions indicate that participants had a high need for information
in their neighbourhood, and that currently a solution for sharing
information is lacking.

Interaction leading to exploration

The gameplay during Workshop 1 supported several types of
interaction and players were free to choose which type of in-
teraction they apply to solve challenges. The way participants,
thus, interacted while playing the game provides insight in their
preferred type of interaction. The data also indicated that specific
types of interaction and behaviour were triggered by the game.

Enjoying natural conversations

All seven participants (Workshop 1) enjoyed natural conversations
with other citizens, who were not necessarily participating in
the game, during gameplay. Participants interacted with their
teammates and with people on the streets. They engaged in natural
conversations with them, by asking questions or by simply talking
to each other as they were playing. In the survey, participants
mentioned that they enjoyed meeting people (all participants;
Workshop 1) and interacting with them during the gameplay
(P1, P5, P6, P7; Workshop 1). The same can be concluded from
the observation notes. Interactions with familiar people, such
as their teammates, were experienced as bonding with friends,
while greeting and talking to strangers was perceived as a way
to create useful connections. When visiting the Buurtkamer, for
example, four participants (P1, P2, P6, P7; Workshop 1) promised
the representative of the Buurtkamer to come again and join one
of the activities in the near future.



Collaboration

Participants worked in teams to solve the challenges, so collabo-
ration was an important part of the gameplay. Participants were
also able to take on different roles, such as the leader, during
the gameplay. In the survey, three participants (P2, P5, P7; Work-
shop 1) explicitly mentioned that collaboration was important to
them and that they enjoyed this about the game. However, not
all challenges necessarily required interaction according to the
participants. Some challenges were solved rather independently,
some by dividing the tasks. Nonetheless, in the challenges partic-
ipants designed themselves, they indicated that teamwork and
collaboration were important aspects.

Lowering the barrier for interaction

For some participants (P1, P6, P7; Workshop 1) the game activities
lowered the barrier to interact as they engaged with strangers on
the streets. They greeted strangers while playing the game or in-
terviewed them about their favourite place in the neighbourhood
to solve one of the challenges. Some of them did this naturally,
while for others the boundary was lowered due to the gameplay.
One participant mentioned in the survey: “Apparently for me the
threshold to just walk in, and ask what they are doing and if I can join
in, is high” (P1; Workshop 1). This indicates how the game has the
potential to stimulate social behaviour and interaction.

Usability of the game

The results so far mainly describe how participants behaved
in the gameplay and which activities they enjoyed, especially
with regard to neighbourhood exploration and social interaction.
As the game used was a prototype, the usability might have
influenced the experience of participants and thus the outcome of
this research. Consequently, the usability is briefly discussed in
the following two paragraphs, to indicate to what extent usability
issues might have influenced the results. The average score for the
SUS questionnaire after playing the game (although not significant
due to the low number of participants) is 62, and 68 is considered
to be an indication of generally good usability (Brooke, 1996).
During the gameplay in Workshop 1, two usability issues were
observed.

Albeit not all participants, especially the ones belonging to the age
group of 65+, were proficient with a smartphone, they navigated
through the game in general without help. All participants were
able to find the list of challenges, open one, and to start navigating
to its location. However, each team member had his/her ‘own’
phone with the game and the phones did not always show the
same distances or directions to the required location, causing
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confusion within teams. All teams fixed this by just focusing on
one phone to not allow further disturbance of the gameplay. The
precision of the GPS receivers in the phones were the cause of the
differences.

A second issue occurred when participants arrived at a challenge
location and the challenge on the phone did not open because
their GPS location was not close enough to the pre-determined
coordinates. This led to some frustration. This also distracted par-
ticipants from engaging with the neighbourhood, as one observer
noted: “This player is mainly engaged in figuring out why the game
is not working, even though I told her multiple times to just join the
discussion and use the other player’s phone to answer the questions.
However, she kept on focusing on the phone and did not engage in the
discussion with the Buurtkamer coordinator” (observer 1). Despite
these two usability issues, the conclusion that participants gener-
ally understood how to use the game and their experience was
not severely impacted, seems warranted.

Discovery through local information sharing

The theme of Discovery through local information sharing seems to
be intertwined through all results: It plays a role in challenge
activities, physical elements, and interaction. Participants can
become motivated to explore the neighbourhood with the expec-
tation of discovering an interesting location or story they do not
know about. The workshops show that participants became very
engaged with the game when they were learning new things,
whether it was getting to know new people or stories on how the
neighbourhood developed. Their curiosity was triggered during
the gameplay; participants came up with questions themselves
rather than following the game questions.

Considering everything that participants said and that was writ-
ten in the observation notes, participants seemed to have enjoyed
activities in which they share information about their neighbour-
hood. They told stories or presented interesting locations which
they feel other citizens should know about. When discovering new
locations themselves, as for example required for the challenge
with the Buurtkamer during the workshop, participants became
very excited, as reflected in their responses in the open survey (six
participants named this explicitly) and the observations made.
This illustrates that discovery is something participants highly val-
ued and appreciated in the gameplay and needs to be considered
in interventions for place-making.

One crucial element for discovery in the neighbourhood is local
information. The purpose participants assigned to challenges



are related to stimulating information sharing amongst neigh-
bours: either about a particular local issue that needs awareness,
or an interesting activity that is being organised but not many
people know about. It is clear from these suggestions that partici-
pants currently experience a lack of information sharing in the
neighbourhood and would like to change this.

However, maximising the idea of discovery cannot endlessly stim-
ulate neighbourhood exploration. The results express a paradox
related to familiarity in the neighbourhood. On the one hand,
participants want to play at a location they do not know yet to
discover new things. On the other hand, they want to engage with
citizens from their own neighbourhood, and want locations to
connect to their daily lives. This paradox was illustrated in the
Photostory challenge, when one team did not enjoy this challenge
because they were not at a location they usually frequent. This is
similar for the familiarity of people that participants play with:
they enjoy to be in teams with people they know, but also really
like to meet new people during the gameplay. This illustrates the
necessary balance that needs to be found between familiarity and
discovery.

4.1.6. Discussion

The results of this intervention study outline challenge preferences
of citizens for location-based activities to foster neighbourhood
exploration and place-making. These insights can help game
designers and researchers to understand which factors play a role
and what is their influence. Furthermore, this research identified
several new gaps around balancing discovery and familiarity in
game design and collaboration as a game dynamic which need to
be addressed in future work.

Discovery versus familiarity

The preferences of citizens for location-based activities that foster
neighbourhood exploration creates a paradox for design: citizens
want to discover new things at places that are familiar to them.

Designing a location-based game for neighbourhood exploration
needs to put discovery as a strong element in the gameplay.
Citizens expressed, both verbally as through their behaviour, that
they enjoyed exploring locations in their neighbourhood which
they had never visited before, they liked to get to know new people
from their neighbourhood, and they took pleasure in hearing
novel stories about their neighbourhood. This insight resonates
with previous work, although there the focus was on learning as
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a motivator for participation, not stressing discovery specifically
(Robertson & Simonsen, 2012). In the research of DiSalvo, Illah
Nourbakhsh, Holstius, and Luow (2008), for example, citizens
used simple sensing robots to explore their neighbourhood and
became more engaged with the project when they started to
acquire new insights on their neighbourhood, like the high sound
levels of cars at a certain crossroad, based on the data they collected
with the sensing device. Discovering what is happening in the
neighbourhood and what are the so-called matters of concern
(Bjogvinsson et al., 2012) is a motivator for citizens to engage
and become active (Gooch et al., 2018; Erete, 2015). This insight
specifically is supported by this research as well.

Experiences of discovery can be facilitated by distributing chal-
lenges in areas known to players, as well as areas they do not often
frequent. For this to happen, game designers or researchers need
to understand which areas and locations are familiar to players,
for example by talking to citizens and walking around in the
neighbourhood (Slingerland et al., 2020), to make a reasonable
distribution of challenge locations. This interplay between design
and the local environment is also acknowledged by others (Cila,
Giaccardi, Tynan-O’Mahony, Speed, & Caldwell, 2015; Ehn, 2008;
Le Dantec & Fox, 2015). Location-based activities for neighbour-
hood exploration and social interaction can, therefore, not be
designed without taking the surrounding neighbourhood into
account. The locations need to be appropriate for the designed
activities and be relevant for the citizens who will engage with
them (Kuijer, De Jong, & Van Eijk, 2013). It is, therefore, vital
that researchers and designers engage with citizens of the neigh-
bourhood through extensive field research, to understand which
challenge locations and activities are appropriate for the specific
context for which groups of citizens (Kendall & Dearden, 2018;
Slingerland et al., 2020a).

Albeit citizens can be motivated through the promise of discover-
ing new places, people, and stories, citizens do not like to explore
a place that is completely unfamiliar and unrelated to them. This
finding corresponds with previous work (Papangelis et al., 2017),
in which participants reported that playing at locations they
connect with is more meaningful than places they had never
seen before. People have different ways of connecting to places
(Friedmann, 2010; Pink, 2008; Crivellaro et al., 2015) and this
research revealed that citizens connect through the familiarity
and comfort of knowing a place because they have previously
visited it numerous times. Therefore, it supports earlier findings
that citizens prefer to play in areas and teams that are familiar to
them which connect to their daily life.



Collaboration as an important game dynamic

The location-based games and other urban playful experiences
that were reviewed in the background section, show a dominance
of using a competitive dynamic in the gameplay (e.g. (Clark &
Clark, 2016; Papangelis et al., 2017; Sotamaa, 2002; Pyae, Luimula,
& Smed, 2017; Hodson, 2012; Peitz, Saarenpdd, & Bjork, 2007)).
Collaboration and cooperation as game dynamics were used
in previous research, for example in Epidemic Menace (Fischer,
Lindt, Stenros, etal., 2007). In this game, players had to collaborate
as a team and compete against other teams in finding who released
the virus. They reported that they enjoyed communicating and
working in pairs while competing with the opposing team. Players
indicated cooperation as a positive element of the gameplay, which
corresponds with the results from the current study; namely that
citizens have a strong preference for challenge activities based
on collaboration and the act of playing together in small teams
encouraged social interactions and a sense of place.

Citizens expressed that collaboration in their neighbourhood
community is important to them, and specifically designed chal-
lenges where players need to work together to be solve a problem.
Nonetheless, many games discussed in seminal work mainly use
the game dynamic competition and not collaboration, though it
plays a major role for building citizen communities (Slingerland
etal., 2019; McMillan & Chavis, 1986; Nicotera, 2008; Collins, Neal,
& Neal, 2014; Kim & Ball-Rokeach, 2006). For such communities
to thrive, citizens need to work together and achieve something
collectively. This research further highlights that citizens prefer
collaborative activities if they jointly explore the neighbourhood
in a playful way. Consequently, game activities that aim to support
neighbourhood exploration and social interaction requires the use
of collaboration as a game dynamic, for citizens to be motivated
to play.

Three new challenge types

During Workshop 2, citizens deliberately came up with challenges
that served a particular purpose. These challenges differ from
the current challenge types in the kind of behaviour they prompt
from players. As a result, three new challenge types are proposed
based on the challenges citizens designed themselves as part of
this research. All aim to foster neighbourhood exploration, either
through examining new locations, having social interactions with
people on the street, or learning about neighbourhood stories.
The three new types of challenges proposed by the participants
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in this study extend the current classification with four challenge
types to include:

These three challenge types, together with the other four (Ath-
lete, Detective, Explorer, and Inventor), ask for different type of
play behaviour and interaction to solve a challenge. They require
players to do physical activities (Athlete), find information and fac-
tual knowledge (Detective), explore the neighbourhood (Explorer),
propose ideas and explore opportunities (Inventor), find specific
things or people (Hunter), create and express thoughts, feelings,
interests in some form (Artist), and contribute to the environment
and help others (Volunteer).

Co-creation approach

This research used a co-creation approach (Sanders & Stappers,
2012) to cultivate knowledge and understanding of the context
of urban neighbourhoods. During gameplay, citizens shared in-
formation with each other on their own neighbourhood, through



which they discovered new things. This study identified the kinds
of information citizens prefer to share, but realise that this also
depends strongly on the participants and context (Ehn, 2008;
Kuijer et al., 2013). For example, all participants in this research
are engaged with neighbourhood initiatives, and were therefore
interested to know more about other initiatives to see how they
could be connected. Previous work stresses as well that connecting
with the local community to understand what drives them is vital
to the design of something meaningful (Balestrini et al., 2017;
Kendall & Dearden, 2018; Comes, 2016; Le Dantec & Fox, 2015).
To design meaningful activities for neighbourhood exploration,
researchers need to build relationships with community members
and spend time in the local context, to connect with the com-
munity and understand what is important to them (Slingerland,
Lukosch, Hengst, Nevejan, & Brazier, 2020b).

Throughout the research, citizens were not only subjects but were
treated as co-creators of the research and game design. They
could influence the design process of the game by designing
parts of it themselves, like they did during the Workshop 2.
Despite many researchers and game designers involve players
in the development of the game (e.g. (Jones et al., 2017; Wolff,
Mulholland, Zdrahal, & Joiner, 2007; Pang et al., 2019)), they do
not directly allow their target group to design parts of the game as
presented in this work. However, allowing citizens to design parts
of the game not only provides better insights into what interests
them (Sanders & Stappers, 2012, p. 67), it also increases their
motivation to engage with the game because citizens start to feel
ownership towards their own game designs (van Rijn & Stappers,
2008). As such deep knowledge on the context is required to
design an effective game that properly addresses discovery and
place-making, co-design is a suitable approach for this purpose.

Challenges for future work

Several insights were presented in this study on how to playfully
foster neighbourhood exploration and place-making through a
location-based game. These findings also lead to new questions
and thus challenges for future work. The first finding states that
discovery is an important motivator for citizens to explore their
neighbourhood. Discovery is something that can be done only
once per location, person, or story. Accordingly, the question pops
up how discovery needs be to be addressed on the long run. For
example, can players re-do challenges, for which every time they
discover more details about a place or story? Research of, for
example, Jones et al. (2019) shows that this is an option: games
can facilitate reflection on a familiar place to support discovery
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of new meaning. Another option could be to allow citizens to
add challenges, that entail discovery themselves, and this would
require citizens to know which places might be interesting to
be discovered by others. Hence, one challenge that needs to be
addressed in future work is how discovery in the game can be
addressed on the long run.

This study shows that discovery needs to be balanced with fa-
miliarity, to make sure the items that are discovered relate to the
daily lives of players. That this is complex was shown during the
workshops. Participants had different levels of familiarity with
areas in the neighbourhood in which the game was played, but
this did not directly impact their engagement during gameplay.
This means that also other factors played a role, such as the chal-
lenge activity or personal interests. Hence, for certain types of
challenges discovery may be more important as a motivator than
for others. This balance needs to be explored further in future
research, because this research only identified some indicators of
this balance, but not how it exactly manifests. In general, future
work could focus on exploring these mechanics as well as scaling
the research up by involving more participants and from a wider

age group.

Another point for future work results from the three new chal-
lenge types that were proposed. Future research should investigate
whether these challenge types are able to foster neighbourhood
exploration and social interaction, and whether they are preferred
by citizens to be played with this purpose in mind. Furthermore,
the temporality of the interactions as a result of gameplay can be
investigated further for all challenge types. For instance, whether
social interactions and place-making are sustained after gameplay
and if some challenge types are more effective in supporting
sustained place-making than others. The challenge types can be
related to the work of Bartle (1996, 2005) on player types, de-
scribing roles often seen in games that evoke social play (Salen,
Tekinbas, & Zimmerman, 2004; Bartle, 1996). The challenge typol-
ogy can also be associated with the player traits and characteristics
described in other research (Tondello & Nacke, 2019; Tondello, Ar-
rambide, Ribeiro, Cen, & Nacke, 2019). A direct overlap between
these preferences of players and the challenge types cannot be
found, possibly because they are based on virtual or pervasive
games respectively. Future research could investigate the relation-
ship between player traits and the proposed challenge types, to
create a coherent and consistent classification of challenges for
neighbourhood exploration.

Finally, the gameplay takes place within the urban environment,
where citizens are not the only actor. Public institutions, such
as local governments or community centres, might also become



players of the game. They could add location-based activities to
inform citizens on important topics or the activities might require
citizens and neighbourhood professionals to collaborate. Playful
location-based activities could thus play a role in fostering direct
contact between the various actors in the urban space and future
research could focus on how different location-based activities
can facilitate this process.

Limitations due to sample size and context

This study comes with some limitations regarding the generalisa-
tion and applicability of the findings. It is based on one location
only (The Hague, The Netherlands). Albeit the effort to involve as
many citizens as possible, and to have a group of participants that
is representative of the chosen location, the participant sample
was small and not representative for the neighbourhood. The
majority of participants in the first workshop were women, and in
the second workshop both male and female genders were equally
represented. Diversity in ethnic background, age, and therefore
the preferences of these non-represented citizens is not accounted
for. Nonetheless, measures were taken to ensure credibility of the
work. This study applied triangulation regarding researchers, and
regarding data collection. Researcher triangulation was achieved
by having three different researchers observing the teams play-
ing the challenges. Triangulation regarding data collection was
achieved by having two researchers independently coding the
data resultant from the workshops. The results are, therefore,
considered trustworthy and can be transferred to other neighbour-
hoods that are similar to the presented case study area. Further
research is needed to explore the applicability of this study in
locations that are dissimilar to the presented case study. Similar
studies in different locations could render different results due to
different social rhythms, norms and values of both individuals
and communities. The reported types of challenges are considered
to be stable, as they are not solely based on this study.

4.1.7. Conclusion

When residents know more about current and historical devel-
opments in their neighbourhood, they feel more attached to it
(Zaff, Kawashima-Ginsberg, & Lin, 2011; Manturuk, Lindblad, &
Quercia, 2012; Kim & Ball-Rokeach, 2006; Li, Pickles, & Savage,
2005) and hence place-making is supported. Mobile technology
and games are able to foster social interaction and engagement
of citizens with the urban environment (Nijholt, 2017c; Jones
et al.,, 2017; de Lange & de Waal, 2013), and this intervention
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study presented a location-based game to support place-making
in Bouwlust, a neighbourhood in The Hague. Two workshops
were organised in The Hague in which citizens played different
activities, called challenges, of the location-based game Secrets of
the South. Citizens then designed their own challenges for this
game. The experiences of citizens playing the game were analysed,
as well as their preferences, to identify how location-based games
may support place-making.

The central finding is that discovery of new places in the neighbour-
hood enhances place-making, because through this experience
citizens are motivated to go out and explore the place where they
live. A paradox is that these discoveries, in order to be engaging,
need to relate to daily lives of citizens. Residents are less inclined to
connect to places which do not play a role in their day-to-day rou-
tine. The intervention study further found motivations for citizens
to go out and explore, and which locations, people, or landmarks
are suitable to build playful experiences. It identified collaboration
as an important game dynamic for stimulating exploration and
interaction, while many current games for this purpose are based
on competition. Game designers and researchers can use these
findings as a guidance in creating playful experiences aimed at
fostering neighbourhood exploration and social interaction in the
context of place-making, in the future.



Design intervention

4.2. Intervention 2: Co-creation with children

Intervention 2 is a co-creation approach with children. The summary is given below, after which
the detailed description follows of why and how this intervention was designed, which methods
were used to test it, and what were the results of using this co-creation approach in relation
to place-making. The intervention is summarised using the four activities of the participatory
place-making framework, presented in Chapter 3.

Connect with local context: The co-creation approach was tested with children from a primary
school in Rotterdam. The research team went on a neighbourhood walk with a local actor to get to
know the area, and met with the school director and expertise actors to discuss what would work
(and not) in terms of co-creation with children.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: The research was set up and executed in collaboration
with several local partners: Veld Academie, Cultureel Denkwerk, and primary school CBS De
Akker. Cultureel Denkwerk played a major role in connecting the research team with the other
actors.

Gather data and doing analysis: The co-creation approach was tested as a school activity.
Children went out in groups in the neighbourhood surrounding the school and were accompanied
by researchers, who observed the children doing co-design and facilitated when necessary.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: The children were debriefed at the end of the workshop,
and researchers returned to the school after three months to evaluate the ideas that came out of
the co-creation workshop. Researchers also discussed the outcomes of the co-creation with the
school director and the other involved local partners.
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4.2.1. Motivation

Various interaction design interventions have been studied to
stimulate citizen participation and engagement in place-making,
but they mainly focus on adult users. Although children are the
future of the city, know very well what they need to enjoy life in
the city, and have the right to express these needs (Derr, 2015),
they are not always included in the development of the urban
space (Peacock et al., 2018; Roche, 1999; Birch, Parnell, Patsarika,
& Sorn, 2017). Involving children in decision-making encourages
them to take ownership of their environment (Peacock et al.,
2018), become more active and engaged in their neighbourhood
(Kleinhans et al., 2015), with increasing trust towards municipal
actors (Nelson & Baldwin, 2002; Rizzo, Deserti, & Cobanli, 2016),
enabling them to feel more at home in their local community
(Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001). It is thus important for children
to connect with their direct living environment, to acquire a sense
of belonging (Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Wood et al., 2019) and
civic agency (Percy-Smith, 2010).

One of the ways via which children can acquire a connection
with the neighbourhood is by building a relationship with the
physical environment (Lentini & Decortis, 2010). Place-making
can facilitate children’s connection with the physical space of
their neighbourhood and hence provide the pathway for children
to become engaged and feel a sense of belonging towards their
local environment. Nonetheless, more research into place-making
is necessary, as current place-making processes are, by some,
considered to be uninspiring and irrelevant for children (Peacock
et al., 2018), and the dynamics of involving children in such
processes are not properly understood (Birch et al., 2017).

In the literature, Participatory Design (PD) has shown to be a
promising approach to engage children in design processes not
related to place-making (Druin, 2002; Birch et al., 2017; Francis,
1998; Bekker, Beusmans, Keyson, & Lloyd, 2003). This study
investigates whether PD with children can be used to this purpose.
The study builds on the limited amount of promising research
(e.g. (Peacock et al., 2018; Wood et al., 2019; Lamarra et al., 2019;
Campos & Garcia, 2018)) with the same goal to explore which PD
methods and activities are most appropriate when working with
children. Researchers indeed claim that PD methods can increase
sense of place, but it is not clear how this exactly happens and
which elements of the PD process contribute to this.

To sum up, more understanding is needed on the characteristics
of relevant place-making processes for children (Peacock et al.,
2018), how dynamics change when children are involved in these
processes (Birch et al., 2017), and how PD methods contribute to



increase a sense of place (Francis, 1998). This research addresses
these three knowledge gaps by studying a PD process designed to
support children in the design of their own place-making activities.
The study explicitly considers the dynamics between the involved
adults and children, and includes a detailed discussion and
reflection on the PD activities and materials used. The presented
outcome and contribution of this intervention study are the
considerations and challenges of using co-creation to facilitate
meaningful place-making for children. These insights contribute
to the three identified research gaps and can be used in designing
future PD projects to engage children in place-making activities.

4.2.2. Background

This section discusses the state of the art for the three research
gaps addressed in this study: 1) designing relevant place-making
processes, 2) changing dynamics when involving children in PD
for place-making, and 3) using PD to increase a sense of place.
Each section ends with a paragraph to describe the insights from
the literature on which the PD method, the co-creation approach,
proposed in this intervention study are based. The specifics of
this approach are further described in Section 4.2.3.

Place-making processes for children

The first identified research gap is about relevant place-making
processes for children. Outdoor play is proposed as a meaningful
place-making activity for children (Wood et al., 2019; Lentini &
Decortis, 2010; Ma et al., 2019). Physical exercise benefits children’s
development (Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Ma et al., 2019), and
also supports children’s relationships with their neighbourhood
(Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Seitinger, 2009). Outdoor play enables
children to explore their environment and make active use of it
(Francis, 1998; Lentini & Decortis, 2010), to construct meaning
and identity (Birch et al., 2017), and to enable children to take
ownership of their environment (Wood et al., 2019). It is supported
most in open-ended play: a type of play in which there are no
fixed rules and children keep on (re)inventing games and play
behaviour (Back et al., 2018). Outdoor play can happen anywhere
and take many shapes and forms (Back et al., 2018; Wood et
al., 2019). The current literature shows two ways of facilitating
such outdoor play for place-making: through changing landscape
environment (Wood et al., 2019; Back et al., 2016b; Ma et al.,
2019) and through enhancing the environment with interactive
technology (Back et al., 2018; Back et al., 2016a).
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Research on landscape environments discusses how the physical
environment can support outdoor play. Physical elements can
provide features for outdoor play for place-making (Wood et
al., 2019). For example, a sequence of stepping stones could
encourage children to move in unexplored areas (Back etal., 2016b).
Interestingly, children and adults have very different ideas about
what could be a good environment for outdoor play (Francis, 1998).
Francis (1998) showed that playgrounds designed by children
are more engaging, compared to ones designed by adults. Back
et al. (2018) had similar findings, noting that when children
were unsupervised by parents new types of interaction with
play installations emerged, leading to new forms of meaningful
interaction. While the public playground serves as a natural place
for outdoor play (Ma et al., 2019), a varied landscape allows more
flexibility in terms of social roles amongst children and thus a
more interesting play experience (Back et al., 2016b).

Another way to facilitate outdoor play is by augmenting the phys-
ical environment with interactive technology (Back et al., 2016a;
Back et al., 2018). This is especially relevant in urban spaces, where
natural environments, considered ideal for outdoor play (Francis,
1998; Lentini & Decortis, 2010), are less accessible for children
(Francis, 1998). Many studies have been conducted to design and
evaluate interactive interventions to facilitate children’s outdoor
play (e.g. (Ma et al., 2019; Lentini & Decortis, 2010; Wood et al.,
2019)), exploring the design space of outdoor play technology
(Soute et al., 2013). These interventions can support children to
explore their surroundings (Seitinger, 2009). Examples of inter-
ventions to support outdoor play include tangible play objects,
augmented playgrounds, and wearable devices (Ma et al., 2019).
Children invent their own games around such simple interactive
technology (Hitron et al., 2017), and these outdoor play activities
support social interaction and engagement with places in the
neighbourhood (Wood et al., 2019; Ma et al., 2019).

Outdoor play is proposed as a meaningful way of engaging chil-
dren in place-making processes. To design for such experiences,
understanding the local context, i.e. the physical and societal
aspects, is vital, especially to ensure relevance of place-making for
children (Back et al., 2018). In this process, children need to have
flexibility (Samariya, Fails, & Hansen, 2019) to define their own
rules (Hitron et al., 2017), and social interaction and collaboration
are key (Ma et al., 2019; Samariya et al., 2019).

To conclude, prior research suggests that place-making can be-
come relevant for children when considering the physical envi-
ronment as well as using interactive technology to enhance the
space (Soute, Kaptein, & Markopoulos, 2009). A method to invite
children to consider outdoor play activities that can be played



using the physical elements of their neighbourhood, potentially
complemented with a digital mobile app, would seem in line with
these findings. Further, as social interaction and collaboration are
identified as key elements to successful place-making (Ma et al.,
2019; Samariya et al., 2019), they should be central in both the PD
method and activities. Finally, the need for flexibility for children
to create their own rules of game for meaningful interaction is
well-recognised (Samariya et al., 2019; Hitron et al., 2017). Chil-
dren as co-researchers (van Doorn, Gielen, & Stappers, 2014) is
an approach with which they can design their own place-making
activities, and should be included in the co-creation approach
designed.

Dynamics in PD with children

Involving end-users in design to create systems that they need and
like is not new (Lagerstrom, Soute, Florack, & Markopoulos, 2014).
In PD, future users are actively and directly engaged in the design
process (Read et al., 2002). While children were long excluded from
this process, they are now acknowledged as competent design
partners (Hussain, 2010; Druin, 2002), having credible voices
to which to be listened (Derr, 2015; Bekker et al., 2003; Iversen,
Smith, & Dindler, 2017). Technologies take a more prominent role
in children’s lives (Druin, 1999; Iversen et al., 2017) and adults
have a very different perspective on these compared to children
(Hussain, 2010). While much work has been done, it remains a
challenge to truly involve children in design as equal partners
(Druin, 2002; Iivari & Kinnula, 2018). This is partially due to the
second knowledge gap addressed in this research, namely not
properly understanding the difference in the dynamics when
children are involved.

One of these differences is related to the impact that PD processes
have on their participants (Iversen et al., 2017). In long term en-
gagements, children and designers can build strong relationships
(Druin, 1999; Barendregt et al., 2018). Children discover that they
have the ability to make a change (Derr, 2015; Iversen et al., 2017)
and feel empowered (Coenraad et al., 2019; van Doorn et al., 2014)
because they can express their values and identity (Coenraad
et al., 2019). These values are then considered and valued by
adult designers (livari & Kinnula, 2018; Druin, 2002; Hussain,
2010), and enable children to create designs that increase their
quality of life (Hussain, 2010). Further, children can learn valuable
skills throughout the PD process (van Doorn et al., 2014; Iversen
et al., 2017), such as working with other people (Druin, 2002),
communication skills, and design knowledge (Coenraad et al.,
2019; Iversen et al., 2017). These outcomes of mutual learning
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(Barendregt et al., 2018) are named design-centred learning by Druin
(1999). Finally, PD activities have also reported to change chil-
dren’s attitudes positively, by increasing confidence (Coenraad
et al., 2019), competence (livari & Kinnula, 2018), and creating a
sense of ownership and legitimacy (livari & Kinnula, 2018; Iversen
etal., 2017).

Another dynamic is related to the adults whom participate in
the PD processes, for example teachers, care-givers, or parents
(Barendregt et al., 2018). Original PD concerns include democracy,
power, politics, and ability to act (Iivari & Kinnula, 2018) and these
aspects need to be considered for PD with children as well (Iversen
et al., 2017). Designers need to question to what extent their PD
process enables children to affect decisions concerning their life
(livari & Kinnula, 2018) and creates equal power relationships
between children and designers (Barendregt et al., 2018). While
adults might negatively influence the PD process, they can also
act as proxies to increase children’s interest (Barendregt et al.,
2018). The more children are familiar with the topic of the PD
process (Barendregt et al., 2018), know what is expected of them
(Druin, 2002), and the characteristics of a good design (Read et al.,
2002), the better they can participate.

Therefore, the main insights with regard to changing dynamics is
that time is needed for all involved participants to learn to work
together within a given context (Back et al., 2018; Iivari & Kinnula,
2018; Seitinger, 2009), to understand expectations (Barendregt
et al., 2018; Druin, 2002; livari & Kinnula, 2018; Read et al., 2002),
and for children to feel responsible for their actions knowing
their opinion is valued (van Doorn et al., 2014). Druin (1999)
proposes practical ways to decrease the power distance, namely
by dressing informally, using informal language, and explicitly
asking children for their opinion. Iversen et al. (2017) suggests
that researches should be introduced as design experts instead of
teachers. The importance of preparation and time to get to know
one another in advance are important factors for the design of
successful interventions.

PD tools for place-making

PD methods are used to enable children to have their voice heard
in shaping their city (Francis, 1998) and to connect to places in
the neighbourhood that are meaningful to them (Wood et al.,
2019). Scholars have started to acknowledge that children have
valuable insights in the places they use and have the capacity to
re-invent these places (Birch et al., 2017). Simultaneously, children
are excited when being asked about their community life; they
feel valued for their culture and ideas (Derr, 2015). However,



which elements of PD increase children’s sense of place is not well
understood, limiting their application in future endeavours.

In doing PD with children, the methods need to be adjusted (Druin,
1999, 2002) to fit children’s levels (Hussain, 2010; Bekker et al.,
2003) and to create a common language between adult and child
designers (Eriksson, Baykal, Bjork, & Torgersson, 2019). Prototypes
could, for example, enable a shared understanding (livari &
Kinnula, 2018). Druin (1999) proposes cooperative inquiry as an
approach for PD with children. In her research, children become
equal partners in the design process (Druin, 2002), requiring long-
term engagement. As such resources are not always available
(Druin, 2002), Hussain (2010) suggests that also with simple PD
techniques, children should be able to effectively communicate
their needs (Coenraad et al., 2019).

Prior research that applied PD for place-making uses mapping
(Campos & Garcia, 2018), neighbourhood walks (Peacock et al.,
2018; Back et al., 2018), location-based games (Lamarra et al.,
2019), and multiplayer participatory simulations (Kumar & Tis-
senbaum, 2019) that allowed children to address concerns about
their neighbourhood. While some of these studies have a slightly
different focus than place-making (e.g. addressing local concerns
(Peacock et al., 2018), or creating a game for a civic issue (Lamarra
et al.,, 2019)), they all address topics related to place-making and
provide some valuable insights on how children can co-design
interventions in their environment. As local experts, children are
well equipped to take researchers on a walk in the city or to map
the neighbourhood on paper (Campos & Garcia, 2018), presenting
the city, its issues and opportunities, to the research team (Peacock
et al., 2018).

Accordingly, the activities included in current literature are all
focused on encouraging children to act as local experts and show
the researchers what would be meaningful place-making activities
for them. The literature shows that children can be empowered
to be the local experts, to design their own meaningful place-
making activities in neighbourhood walks (Peacock et al., 2018;
Francis, 1998; Wood et al., 2019). The use of journals as a means
for children to develop their own thoughts and ideas proposed
by Hussain (2010), Druin (2002), and Wood et al. (2019), shows to
be a valuable support for creativity. Furthermore, others (Druin,
2002, 1999; Bekker et al., 2003; Hussain, 2010) demonstrate the
importance of providing age-appropriate materials and having
a variety of ways for children to participate, based on their own
preferences. Children should be able to choose the role they prefer
to fulfil - focusing on taking pictures, talking, drawing, writing,
or a mixture of those for them to communicate their needs and
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Table 4.3.: The proposed approach consists of five activities, all based on insights from prior research.

Timing
Nov
2018

Nov
2018

Nov
2018

Dec
2018

Dec
2018

Activity
Neighbourhood walk by pro-
fessional stakeholders

Meeting with school director
to discuss expectations and
workshop setup

Meeting with VeldAcademie
to discuss workshop materials
and activities

First school visit to introduce
research team, explain work-
shop setup and hand out book-
lets

PD workshop in which chil-
dren form groups, choose a
role, and walk through the
neighbourhood to design out-
door play activities

Local partner
Cultureel Denkwerk,
two researchers

Cultureel Denkwerk,
CBS de Akker, two
researchers

Cultureel Denkwerk,
Veld Academie, two
researchers

Cultureel Denkwerk,
CBS de Akker, two
researchers

Cultureel Denkwerk,
CBS de Akker, five
researchers

Aim

Understand social and physi-
cal context of neighbourhood
(Back et al., 2018)

Align local partners and man-
age expectations (Barendregt
et al., 2018)

Collect toolkit of relevant and
appropriate materials and ac-
tivities for children (Druin,
1999, 2002; Hussain, 2010)
Getting to know each other
and building trust. Know
what researchers expect of
children and what children
expect of researchers (Baren-
dregt et al., 2018; Druin, 2002;
Read et al., 2002; livari & Kin-
nula, 2018)

Children co-create outdoor
play activities for place-
making on their terms (Pea-
cock et al., 2018; Derr, 2015;
Hitron et al., 2017; Samariya
etal., 2019; Ma et al., 2019)

wishes during the PD work in a way they prefer (Coenraad et al.,
2019; Hussain, 2010; Druin, 2002).

4.2.3. Intervention design

A co-creation approach with children was designed and imple-
mented on the basis of the insights reported above to address the
three research gaps identified in this research. This approach was
tried and tested with primary school children in Rotterdam (NL).
The children are the local experts of their neighbourhood. They
were asked to design place-making activities that are meaningful
to them. Table 4.3 provides an overview of the activities that were
all part of the applied approach. The next paragraphs outline
the specifics of the approach, including the research context, the
procedure, the data, and the analysis.

Research context

The research was performed in Tarwewijk, a neighbourhood in
Rotterdam, with a very diverse population of about 12,000 citizens.



This area is located in the southern part of Rotterdam, historically
infamous for crime rates, drug abuse, and poverty (van der Kaaij,
2018). Recent investments from the municipality made very signif-
icant improvements, but Tarwewijk is still considered a ‘problem
area’. A neighbourhood with challenges has a dynamic flow of cit-
izens moving in and out of the neighbourhood and a significantly
lower average yearly income per household compared to the rest
of the country (€16,500 compared to €23,000). Tarwewijk, however,
is a neighbourhood of the future: 25% of its inhabitants are aged
below 25 years. Policies of the municipality to increase liveability
and safety of this area are thus mainly focused on children, as is
the presented research.

Involved local partners

The research was set up and executed in collaboration with
several local partners: Veld Academie, Cultureel Denkwerk, and
primary school CBS De Akker. Veld Academie is a research and
consultancy bureau specialised in collecting citizen input using
field research, for example to inform urban planning processes
for the municipality of Rotterdam. This bureau worked with
children from Tarwewijk of the same age group before and has
pedagogical knowledge to inform the designers involved in this
project on appropriateness of the materials and tasks. The second
local partner is Cultureel Denkwerk, a culture and arts think tank
that has worked for many years in this neighbourhood. Their
recent interest is to explore how technology, such as digital games,
can be used to increase children and youngsters’ chances in life.
This institution connected the research team to CBS De Akker, the
primary school where the research was performed. This school
has a long tradition of engaging in (research) projects that involve
improving the lives of their children. The school’s interest is to
increase children’s sense of place and to stimulate exploration,
enabling these children to broaden their perspective and increase
their chances in life.

Research participants

In consultation with the school director, the choice was made to
design for the 7th grade children (aged ten to twelve years) as
they are old enough to have some sense of their neighbourhood,
come up with ideas, and have the potential to be followed up
with in their final school year. Almost all of these children live
close to the school. The school has two 7th grade classes with 42
children in total. These groups both participated in the research
as explained further below.

Informed consent

All local partners provided informed consent for participation
in this research project and to be included in this dissertation.
Special attention was given to acquiring the consent of the children.

99



100

4. Physical space

Informed consent was ensured through the parents. The school
translated informed consent forms into the native language of
parents (when needed), distributed them, and ensured they were
returned.

The co-creation approach

Table 4.3 provides an overview of all research activities that were
undertaken to prepare and execute the co-creation approach.

Preparations

Several meetings were organised with the local partners to align
and manage their expectations and to acquaint the research
team with the neighbourhood and the school. During the kick-
off meeting with the school director, Cultureel Denkwerk, and
the research team, the overall purpose of the workshop was
set and collaboration between partners was discussed: the PD
workshop on which this study reports was a pilot for future
research endeavours. The school, as well as the other partners,
were interested in the design and development of a digital mobile
application that will encourage children to go out and explore
their neighbourhood. The work presented in this dissertation was
considered to be the first step, for the partners to get acquainted,
but also to see how the research team works with the children
and how the children respond to the research team. If the results
of the first PD workshop were successful and meaningful to
the children, the next step would be to implement the designed
outdoor play activities in a mobile app and play these with the
children in a second workshop, to understand how these could
increase children’s sense of place.

The third preparation meeting was with the Veld Academie and
focused mainly on discussing the initial design of the workshop
setup and materials. Due to the Veld Academie’s earlier experience
of working with similar children, the materials and activities were
alsobased on their insights. For example, they proposed to provide
children with a booklet before the workshop to help them prepare,
and to assign each child a specific task to keep them engaged
during the workshop.

Materials

Different materials were prepared to support the co-creation
approach as summarised in Table 4.4. One week prior to the
actual workshop, children received two documents. The first was
a piece of paper depicting examples of outdoor play activities
that they could design. These designs were Photoshopped on a
mobile phone screen, already showing the children how their
designs might become part of an actual mobile app. The second
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Table 4.4.: Table presents the materials that were developed for the project, their purpose and the activity for which they were

used.
Material Purpose
Booklets Engage children to already start thinking
about their neighbourhood, the things they
like to do outside, and the outdoor activities
they would like to design
Activity examples Prompt children with possible ideas for out-

Location cards

Role cards

Route descriptions

door play activities

Manual for the whole group with a short de-
scription of a location to start the brainstorm
for a play activity

Describe each of the roles and what the child
needs to do in that role

Manual for navigating child to find the route

Mobile phone Probe for reporting child to document the
group process
Camera Probe for photographing child to take pictures

Location maps

Activity forms

of interesting places or what happens in the
group

Probe for drawing child to draw outdoor play
ideas on

Probe for the writing child to note down the

created outdoor play activities

document was a booklet, personalised with the name and photo
(received from the school) of each child, with questions for the
children to answer, to start reflecting on the potential for outdoor
play in their neighbourhood. The booklet also served the purpose
of getting acquainted: the main facilitator introduced herself with
some general information (age, current residence, hobbies, and
favourites, like outdoor play game or colour), and children were
asked to do the same. On the following pages of the booklet, the
children were asked to draw a picture of their home, indicate
its location on a map and write what they (dis)like about their
street. Next, they were asked to explain which kind of activities
they usually do out on the streets and which outdoor games they
play and with whom. Finally, children were asked to write what
they are proud of (considering their neighbourhood), indicate
on a map which places they (dis)like in Tarwewijk, and explain
why. An example of two of these questions in the booklet is
shown in Figure 4.8. The other materials were used one week later,
during the PD workshop, and mainly served to support children
in executing their chosen role (navigator, photographer, reporter,
note-taker, or drawer), and to document the group process.

First school visit
One week prior to the workshop, two researchers and a repre-
sentative of Cultureel Denkwerk visited the school for both the

Activity
First school
visit

First school
visit
Workshop
Workshop

Workshop
Workshop

Workshop

Workshop

Workshop
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Figure 4.8.: Two questions from the
booklet, asking the child to 1) tell what
they like to do outside, and 2) indi-
cate places they like and dislike in their
neighbourhood.
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adults and children to get to know each other. The introduction
took about 20 minutes and was already quite interactive: children
asked different types of questions to the researchers (where they
lived, what they do) and the researchers encouraged children to
share their experiences with the researchers and fellow classmates
(e.g. what games they play outside). Further, the workshop setup
was explained and the booklets and A4 sheets of paper with
example activities were handed out. The researchers explicitly
told the children that they might come back a few months later
with a mobile application that the children could test, based on
the ideas they would generate in the coming workshop.

Workshop

The following week, the workshop was held in two rounds and
took about 60 minutes per round. Knowing the children individ-
ually and as a group, their teacher determined the composition of
the groups each with three to five children (in line with a recom-
mendation by Read et al. (2002)). In total, nine groups of children
participated in the PD workshop. Each group was assigned a
researcher and another adult guardian (arranged by the school).
Before going outside, children chose the role they wished to take.
The main purpose of the roles was to make sure each child had a
task during the workshop, but in principle one child could also
fulfil multiple roles at the same time. Five different roles were
available from which children could choose:

» Navigator: child reads the route descriptions and guides
the group on the walk

» Photographer: child is given a camera and is asked to take
pictures of interesting places and the group process



» Reporter: child receives a mobile phone with a recording
application and is asked to interview the group members
and report on what is happening

» Note-taker: child receives a clipboard and a pencil, and is
asked to write down the ideas that the group comes up
with on the activity forms

» Drawer: child also receives a clipboard, pencils and a paper,
and asked to make a drawing of the outdoor play activity
on the provided location maps

Following suggestions from prior research (e.g. (Wood et al., 2019;
Peacock et al., 2018; Derr, 2015)), children and researchers walked
through the neighbourhood to understand children’s experiences
in the outdoor space and enable children to ground their ideas
in the context. Each group walked one of three different routes
(three different groups were assigned to each route) and stopped at
specific locations to brainstorm about ideas. Each brainstorm was
prompted by a location card, but children could also choose other
locations on route for outdoor play activities. Although the group
was accompanied by adults, the children were in the lead and
adults acted as observers and only facilitated the group process
when needed. This meant that the children were in charge of the
co-creation process and decided which locations and outdoor
play activities were meaningful to them. Figure 4.9 shows one of
the groups discussing outdoor play activities. Each route had a
distance of about one kilometre and covered different areas in
Tarwewijk. Children had on average approximately ten minutes
per location to brainstorm about ideas.
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Figure 4.9.: One of the groups dis-
cussing outdoor play activities.
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4.2.4. Method

To evaluate the co-creation approach, researchers collected data
during the PD workshops and analysed them to understand how
co-creation supported place-making.

Data collection

Data was collected from the researchers whom accompanied and
observed the groups during the workshop, written on observation
sheets with which they were provided in advance. An observation
sheet allows for a fairly uniform way of collecting data across
researchers in different groups (Back et al., 2018). The researchers
were asked to focus on how the children worked together to
create activities, and other interesting things children mentioned
in relation to the neighbourhood (Ma et al., 2019).

Further, data was collected from the booklets, the transcripts from
the reporter recordings, the pictures taken by the photographers,
and the writings and drawings produced by the note-takers and
drawers. Sources using multiple methods provides a rich basis
for analysis (Druin, 2002).

Data analysis

All data (forms, transcripts, and booklets) were coded by three
independent researchers. Following from the research question,
five initial categories were used to start the inductive open coding
process (Yin, 2003) :

» Process supporting co-creation: codes to describe how and
which parts of the approach supported children to co-create
outdoor play activities

» Meaningful outcome: codes to indicate whether the process
was meaningful to the children

» Current activities in the neighbourhood: codes to describe
activities in the neighbourhood in which children currently
participate

» Like to do: codes to describe what children like to do in their
neighbourhood

» Current perception of the neighbourhood: codes to describe how
children currently perceive their neighbourhood

After the first round of coding, the research team discussed the
codes and patterns found in the data using axial coding. Each
researcher started the axial coding for one of the categories, and
later switched to another category to check the axial coding of an-
other researcher. When the grounds for classification were unclear



or interpretation of the codes differed between researchers the
team sought and found consensus, thus deepening understanding
of the specific meanings of the codes. One week later, the team
met again and went through all the coded patterns in another
round of coding to further interpret the patterns, to finalise and
document the analysis.

4.2.5. Results

The results are presented in relation to the three research gaps
distinguished in the introduction: 1) what are relevant place-
making processes for children, 2) how do dynamics change when
involving children in these processes, and 3) what elements of PD
methods support place-making. The first section presents how
the children responded to the co-creation approach and materials,
which is related to gaps 1 and 2. The second section discusses the
outdoor play activities children designed and considered to be
meaningful, contributing to gap 1and 3. The final section describes
the opportunities these outdoor play activities provide for children
to have meaningful place-making with their neighbourhood,
providing insights for gap 3.

PD process and materials

The results indicate that, in general, children enjoyed the PD
activities and materials. For example, one child wrote in her
booklet “I really liked the assignment and I hope to learn a lot more
about my neighbourhood”. Another child said at the end of the PD
workshop: “Today was really nice. Unfortunately, we can only do this
once”. Another one said: “Is it over already?” when the group was
walking back to school. Children were actively trying to come
up with the first idea for an outdoor play activity. While some
children seemed to be genuinely interested to think about outdoor
play activities, others seemed to just enjoy being outside and
were less engaged in the brainstorming. One observer for instance
noted about a group: “This group is not very enthusiastic about
designing activities, they mainly like to run around”. Although one
observer wrote that he needed to help the group come up with
ideas at some locations, most observers reported that children
independently came up with ideas during the PD workshop.
In sum, the co-creation materials and activities facilitated idea
generation of outdoor play activities and were enjoyed by the
children. Next, a reflection is given on the role of the different
tasks, booklets, physical environment, and where the process
and materials matched and mismatched children’s skills and
interests.
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Figure 4.10.: Children enjoyed to ask
neighbours for their input while gener-
ating ideas for outdoor play activities.

Reflection on roles and tasks

The children decided themselves which roles they wished to
play up front. Group negotiation was sometimes necessary when
multiple children wanted to take the same role. These roles
sometimes changed during the course of the workshop. The role
of the photographer, for example, was very popular. The children
passed the camera along when requested. When, in one group,
the observer asked one child why he liked taking pictures so
much, the reply was “It just feels so good to push that button”.

Children were free to choose how to come up with ideas for
outdoor play activities. The location cards were a prompt to start
the brainstorm, asking children to consider the environment, but
otherwise they were free to explore other locations and other ideas.
One of the things the children particularly liked was to make
contact with people on the streets. One child said: “I want to go to
people and ask them questions”. Another group suggested to have an
outdoor play activity that was about “Asking people questions, just
asking questions”. The observer asked what the questions would
be about and the group replied: “Ask questions about what you
think about the neighbourhood”. Children spontaneously started to
interview citizens in Tarwewijk about what they thought about
the location and how it might be improved (see Figure 4.10).

The roles helped to keep children engaged in the co-design of play
activities. Some children were very immersed in their role, like
one child who took her role as a reporter very seriously and acted
as if she was a radio reporter narrating everything that happened
within the group. Children also checked with each other whether
they were doing the tasks that were part of their role, for example
asking the photographer: “Did you already take a picture of that?”



This led to the whole group taking responsibility for keeping each
group member engaged in the design process.

Booklets

The booklets were handed out to 42 children and 32 were returned.
Of these 32, eleven had been filled out completely (all five pages),
14 filled out three pages or more and six booklets were filled out
only one or two pages. Some children really enjoyed to filling out
the booklets, while others wrote that the booklet “was difficult to fill
out”. The booklets were not further discussed with the children,
but mainly served for researchers and children to get familiar,
build trust, and prompt the children to start thinking about their
neighbourhood. This limited the amount of information that
could be gathered from the booklets, because some children
wrote down things that would need extra explanation to be
properly interpreted. For example, many children wrote down
which games they like to play outside but did not elaborate on
why they liked these particular games. This could have become
clear when discussing the booklet with a child. However, this
was not possible within the time the school allocated for the PD
workshop.

Role of the physical environment

The children walked around the neighbourhood to come up
with ideas for outdoor play. What they saw around them, was
input for their ideas. Physical objects or locations they passed
by were associated with previous experiences, for example one
child saying “We used to go to this building for the physical education
classes”, when walking past this particular building. The physical
environment around the children triggered them to come up
with ideas or initiated certain thoughts that were shared. On one
occasion, children walked past a large iron box, of which they did
not know what it was. They started to discuss what it could be,
taking a closer look, and finally opening the box to see what was
inside. One child exclaimed “Wooww, take a picture of that!!” when
the box was opened and the whole group was very excited with
their discovery. In fact, the box showed them what was under the
ground: a piping infrastructure providing the water to the nearby
houses.

Children further started to introduce their neighbourhood to the
observers and to each other. For example, one child asked another
“Do you come here often?”, and the other replying: “Not really, I used
to come here. I don’t know...I started to find the place a bit scary”. Or
one child who presented the local shopping mall Zuidplein to the
observers and said “Some people call Zuiderpark Zuidje”, another
one child added: “But for us, Zuidplein is Zuidje”. The children
thus showed the observers the locations in the neighbourhood to
which they feel connected and that are meaningful to them.
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Mismatches

Although most PD materials and activities supported children
to design outdoor play activities, some did not match children’s
abilities or interests. During the workshop, one child asked another
if they had an idea and she replied “No, I just want to go home”. In
total, six occasions were noted by observers or in the transcripts of
the recordings of children not enjoying themselves. Furthermore,
not all children understood their role, the corresponding tasks,
and that these roles all contributed to the design process. One
child asked the observer “Why do we need to make games out of
everything?”, showing that this particular child did not understand
the purpose of the PD workshop, despite our efforts to explain this
to the children up front. Three children further asked questions
such as “Miss, should I write this down?”, or “What should I take
pictures from?”, indicating they did not feel free to execute their task
in a way they saw fit. As the workshop took place during school
time, it might be that children thought they would be assessed
on their performance in the workshop, especially because there
were adults walking with the groups, observing them and writing
down what the group was doing.

Mismatches also occurred because tasks such as writing and
drawing required skills or knowledge that a couple of children
lacked. Some children were struggling to come up with outdoor
play ideas. One child, who was the reporter, asked another one
what they think about the workshop and he replied “I don’t know, I
find it a bit difficult”. One child specifically mentioned that she was
shy and therefore had problems participating. An observer noted
that “Child has difficulty to write it down”, an another one wrote
“The drawer doesn’t know what to draw. Children discuss this”. Finally,
one location card asked children to consider the history of their
neighbourhood to come with an outdoor play activity. Children
were unfamiliar with this aspect of their neighbourhood, limiting
their ability to come up with ideas on this location.

Meaningful outcome

Children designed several outdoor play activities and showed the
researchers what is meaningful to them. These design outcomes,
as well as what children learnt about the neighbourhood, are
reported in the next section.

Design outcome: outdoor play activities

The groups came up with 50 ideas in total for nine different
locations. The ideas enabled varied ways of playing outside and,
according to Back et al. (2016b), thus lead to a meaningful play
experience. Children thought about physical play activities to
make locations more interesting, such as running next to the



metro to see if you can be faster than it. The mobile application
would then be used to track the time and keep an overview
of the high-scores. They also came up with quiz challenges for
which children need to find the answer to a question about the
location, for example what the meaning of a local statue is or
what the factory at the other side of the street is producing. To
find the answer, children needed to talk to people around or
find street signs that provide the information and fill out the
answer in the app to see if it is correct. Finally, the groups came
up with ideas that required other children to add new things to
the neighbourhood. For instance, designing a playground on a
currently boring square. These creations could then be uploaded
to the app and be evaluated by other children to choose the
winner.

For one group, the observer noted that children felt proud of the
outdoor play activities they had designed. In another group, the
reporter asked the other children how the neighbourhood could
be improved. One child replied: “Well, that all those dogs, here close
to the playgrounds and the park, all dogs just poop here.”

Reporter child: “So that you would like to change?”

Child: “Yes”

Reporter child: “And then the neighbourhood would become even
nicer?”

Child: “Yes, a cleaner neighbourhood.”

These children apparently felt ownership towards the neighbour-
hood and that they have an ability to make a change.

Learning about the neighbourhood

While children walked through the neighbourhood, they started
to ask questions about physical objects, buildings, and locations
they passed by. For example: “What do these statues there mean? Why
are they there?” or “What do these flags refer to?”. These questions
would sometimes become a play activity, finding the answer to
this question by inspecting the environment or talking to people
around who might know the answer.

Children started to tell stories to each other about the neighbour-
hood during the walks. For example, one child started to tell
about a building: “It has been there since 2003, but before it was... I
read it on the website of De Akker, this place used to be apartments.”
Children also learnt new things about neighbourhood locations.
In the recording transcripts, children explicitly showed that they
had learnt something, like one child exclaiming: “Oh!!! Because
there are all these wheat factories located here!”, when he started to
understand why their neighbourhood is called Tarwewijk (tarwe
is wheat in Dutch). In other cases it followed from children ask-
ing questions or reflecting on something they saw. Therefore, by
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walking through the neighbourhood, children were supported to
learn from others and broaden their perspective.

Fostering place-making

The aim of creating outdoor play activities using a co-creation
approach was to increase children’s sense of place. The booklets
especially gave a lot of insight into how children perceive their
neighbourhood and how they connect to it.

In the booklets, children mentioned that they want to have a
pleasant neighbourhood and this is determined by the physical
space as well as the neighbours who are out on the streets. Children
said that they want adults to take them seriously and consider
them as part of the neighbourhood. Children were explicitly asked
in the booklets what they were proud of in their neighbourhood.
Five children said they did not like their neighbourhood and
were not proud of it. Others (13 children) mentioned some places
that they are proud of, such as the shopping mall Zuidplein.
Two children said they think everything is great about their
neighbourhood.

Almost all children mentioned in their booklets that they like
their neighbourhood because they can play. They want to play
with children of their own age. They like to go outside, to one of
the playgrounds, and play together with their friends. Children
mentioned several locations, like shops, playgrounds, or particular
streets, that they like and dislike in their neighbourhood. Three
children reported that they liked their neighbourhood or street
because they live there. They feel it is their home. Outdoor play
and the close environment around the child’s home are thus two
very important elements for facilitating meaningful place-making
for children.

4.2.6. Discussion

The next section reflects on what the results of the study contribute
to the three knowledge gaps identified in Section 4.2.2.

Meaningful place-making

The first research gap is related to place-making processes cur-
rently not being relevant for children. This study has presented
a co-creation approach to support children in the design of out-
door play activities for place-making that are meaningful to
them. Lentini and Decortis (2010) present six factors that can be



used to evaluate whether an activity supports place-making and
our results show that these factors were present in the applied
co-creation approach. The location cards prompted children to
physically explore their neighbourhood (factor 1) by walking
through it, but also for example asking them to look around
and find interesting objects, or to use a parkour as a basis for an
outdoor play activity. On one occasion, children found a large
box and started to examine it, as described before (factor 2). The
results further show that children started to share their local
knowledge about the neighbourhood, for instance telling each
other about a landmark that they know or a square where they
always play a certain game. The co-creation approach seems to
have encouraged children to exercise their spatial skills (factor
3) and develop their knowledge on how places in the neighbour-
hood are used (factor 4). Children are considered the experts of
their neighbourhood and are given the responsibility to show
to the researchers which outdoor play activities are meaningful
to them. Children came up with valuable outdoor play designs,
showing that they feel responsible and valued (factor 5). Finally,
the activities and materials had individual elements (such as the
booklets), but the main part is the PD workshop in which children
had to collaborate to come up with ideas, eliciting face-to-face
interactions and collective experiences (factor 6).

The taken approach thus contains the factors of Lentini and
Decortis (2010) to facilitate a sense of place, and indicate other
elements that need to be taken into account to evaluate such
effect. As reported by others (e.g. (Soute et al., 2009; Iivari &
Kinnula, 2018; van Doorn et al., 2014)), it is not always easy
to gather insights on why children did certain things, because
children have difficulty to remember and reflect on their own
experiences. This impacts how much understanding researchers
can acquire on what is meaningful place-making for children,
especially when the time spent with children is limited. In case
of long term engagements between children and researchers,
such as in the work done by Druin (2002), deeper insights can
be gathered, but this seems to be difficult to realise in projects
where the engagement with children is only for a short period of
time. For this project specifically, a follow up takes place with the
children, in which the researchers and children can further build
their relationship, potentially allowing for a better understanding
on what place-making activities these children need.

Changing dynamics

Children were engaged as co-researchers (van Doorn et al., 2014),
as they were asked to go outside and explore opportunities for
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outdoor play in their neighbourhood. They also influenced the
design process as informants (Druin, 2002), by coming up with
ideas for outdoor play activities that would be later incorporated
in a mobile app that they would again test. The involved adults
would, on the contrary, mainly act as facilitators, creating the
opportunity for hybrid practices (Barendregt et al., 2018) to take
place. These occur at moments where the worlds of the researchers
and children come together and they participate in each other’s
activities. The researchers facilitating children to design outdoor
play activities (normally a practice of the design researcher) in the
children’s neighbourhood is an example of such a practice, and
according to Barendregt et al. (2018), provides a good environment
for all actors to participate. This study shows how important it is
for the researchers to not interfere in the process of the children,
only when they are asked to, allowing children to take the lead
and participate in a way that they prefer.

However, the results also indicate the potential influence of ex-
ecuting the design activities within the school environment. In
the school context especially, children are used to listen to what
adults say (Druin, 2002). Furthermore, children aged above ten
years have notions of the way things are ‘supposed to be’, limiting
their creativity and carefree participation (Druin, 1999). These
aspects might all have played a role in the presented outcomes,
as all children were above ten years old and the results report
various situations in which children seem to seek confirmation
of the researchers or teachers that they were doing well. Such
empowerment and especially the notion of power therein is exten-
sively discussed within PD. Authority is a controversial concept
(Barendregt et al., 2018), but must be considered in the presented
research because of the school context (livari & Kinnula, 2018).
When PD activities are part of the schoolwork, own interest and
voluntarily participation are not necessarily underlying the work
(livari & Kinnula, 2018). The school setting in which the research
was undertaken, may have influenced the participation of these
children.

Despite the disadvantages, schools are often the best way to
acquire access to children (Barendregt et al., 2018) and thus
executing PD projects with children in a school environment might
be inevitable. Therefore, investing time with the local stakeholders,
such as the guardians around the children, is a vital part of doing
this kind of research but not always reported as such (Le Dantec
& Fox, 2015). The preparation meetings and activities undertaken
for this research project are thus very important, to get to know
each other, build trust, manage expectations, and align goals. This
relationship does not only need to be established between local
partners, but especially between children and researchers.



PD for place-making

The third research gap this study addresses is the potential of PD
materials and activities to facilitate place-making of children. The
materials and activities used in this research are based on coopera-
tive inquiry as proposed by Druin (1999), albeit the approach did
not including prototyping. To ensure age appropriate materials
for the children, the preparation meeting with local stakeholders
were relevant, as they had the expertise and previous experience
of working with these children. In general, the materials and
activities supported the children to participate in the design pro-
cess, as reflected in the huge amount of interesting outdoor play
activities the children designed.

Resonating with findings from others (e.g. (Hussain, 2010; Soute
etal., 2013)), behaviour of children in PD processes can be different
than expected. It is thus important to design a process that is flex-
ible and allows children to participate on their terms. Depending
on their experience (livari & Kinnula, 2018), PD materials and
tasks should be adjusted to the child’s needs and skills (Hussain,
2010; Percy-Smith, 2010), and should allow children to adapt them
towards their own preference. The results report several examples
of children doing this: using materials in a different way than
initially intended or changing roles and tasks throughout the
workshop. Not only the materials and tasks, but also the roles
provided children with the opportunity to participate according
to their preference. How children behaved within a certain role
differed significantly between children. Some children wanted to
keep their role throughout the process, while others preferred
to switch roles. The groups negotiated this amongst themselves,
seldom interference of the observer was necessary. This indicates
that the materials, tasks, and roles in the co-creation approach
provided the children guidance on what they should do, and
enough freedom to adapt them to how they saw fit.

4.2.7. Conclusion

Children need to build a relationship with their living environ-
ment, to acquire a sense of belonging (Lentini & Decortis, 2010;
Wood et al., 2019) and civic agency (Percy-Smith, 2010). Prior
research shows that outdoor play activities can serve as a means
for this purpose (Peacock et al., 2018; Birch et al., 2017): through
outdoor play children explore their environment (Francis, 1998;
Lentini & Decortis, 2010), and construct meaning and identity
to it (Birch et al., 2017). Participatory design (PD) methods with
children are proposed as a means to create engaging environ-
ments and tools for outdoor play, as children have a very different
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perspectives on outdoor play compared to adults (Francis, 1998).
However, knowledge lacks on what are relevant place-making
activities for children, how the dynamics change when children
are involved in these activities, and which elements of PD foster
children’s connection with their neighbourhood.

This intervention study investigated a co-creation approach, based
on insights from prior PD work, and applied this approach to
engage 42 children in Rotterdam, NL, in co-creation of outdoor
play activities. The results show that this approach supports in-
teresting and relevant place-making for children. During the PD
workshop especially, children are invited to physically explore
their neighbourhood and through designing outdoor play ac-
tivities with the group, their knowledge on the neighbourhood
increases. The applied method creates the dynamics between
adults and children in which the children are in the lead and
adults acted as facilitators. The preparation meetings are crucial
to become acquainted with local stakeholders and the children,
to understand their dynamics, and take measures to build trust
between all participants, especially when such research takes
place within the school context. Finally, the PD materials and
activities that are part of the method are suitable for place-making,
but should provide the flexibility for children to adjust them to
their preference. Expertise from local stakeholders is again vital
to prepare appropriate materials. The results show that a variety
of materials should be available for children to decide their level
and way of participation. The presented approach successfully
implements this factor by inviting children to choose a role, hav-
ing corresponding responsibilities to the co-creation process and
documentation of it.



4.3. Reflection on physical space

4.3. Reflection on physical space

This chapter offered two interventions that aimed to foster place-
making by making use of the physical space. The first intervention
was the location-based game ’Secrets of the South” which was
play tested with a group of citizens from The Hague. The second
intervention was a co-creation approach which invited children
from a primary school in Rotterdam to go out in the neighbour-
hood and come up with ideas to improve the public space. Both
interventions used the physical environment as a prompt for
citizens to start sharing stories about the neighbourhood, with
each other and with the researchers. Objects or markers in the
physical space became affordances for citizens to talk about how
they relate to it. For both interventions, it was clear that from
the familiar context of the neighbourhood, children and adults
became very enthusiastic to explore their neighbourhood with the
promise of discovering exciting new places. Through this process
of discovery, the physical spaces become more meaningful to
citizens and hence fosters place-making.
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The previous chapter studied two interventions for participatory place-
making which amplify place-making through the affordance of physical
spaces. This chapter presents two interventions that aim to utilise
social connections to establish place-making. The first intervention is a
community storytelling initiative which invites residents of The Hague
to share personal stories to explore differences and similarities between
them. The second intervention of this chapter is a distributed summer
school, based on the principles of Participatory Design. During the
summer school, teenagers of a local community near Cork (Ireland)
develop a digital artwork to express their lived experiences. The two
interventions are studied and discussed, and finally the chapter reflects
on the capacity of social connections to enhance place-making.
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Design Intervention

5.1. Intervention 3: Community storytelling

The third intervention is a community storytelling initiative. This intervention was not designed
by the researchers, but is a local initiative in The Hague run by citizens who aim to expand and
strengthen the social networks in the city. The rest of the chapter explains in more detail what this
initiative entails, which methods were used to study it, and what were the identified effects of a
community storytelling initiative in relation to place-making. The intervention is summarised
here using the four activities of the participatory place-making framework, presented in Chapter
3.

Connect with local context: The residents who started the community initiative ‘Haags Verhaal’
(eng. The Hague stories) are inhabitants of The Hague and as such have a strong connection with
the city.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: The coordinators of Haags Verhaal have a wide network
within the city and beyond that was build during their professional live. They are connected to
the municipality and have connections with many communities in The Hague. The coordinators
attract volunteers who also help to identify who are key partners and stakeholders, both by
visiting areas of The Hague, as well as using social media pages.

Gather data and doing analysis: The coordinators of Haags Verhaal want to get insight into the
effectiveness of their initiative, in terms of expanding and strengthening community connections.
In this context, the research team visited several story events and interviewed participants,
storytellers, and volunteers.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: The results of the study were shared with all participants
and extensively discussed with the coordinators of Haags Verhaal. A summary of the main
insights was shared with the Haags Verhaal community through a document and with a short
video.

Image courtesy of: Piet Gispen



120

5.1.1. Motivation

Storytelling has been part of human life for as long as we know.
The power of stories has been acknowledged since the times of
Aristotle, and is still embraced by modern philosophers: “You
can’t really change the heart without telling a story” (Nussbaum,
2007). Stories are special in making people aware of their shared
values and they call to action to protecting these values (Ganz,
2010). Sharing individual stories builds relationships and leads
to a collective identity (Ganz, 2009). Storytelling is deeply rooted
in community traditions (McGrath & Brennan, 2011; Moody &
Laurent, 1984), and supports reflection (Boase, 2013; Goodson,
2013) and connection (Ball-Rokeach, Kim, & Matei, 2001; Elkins,
2018; Fuertes, 2012; Ganz, 2010).

Storytelling practices have also found their way into the city,
with the purpose of creating stronger urban communities (Ball-
Rokeach et al., 2001). Strong communities are considered a ne-
cessity for cities, as these have the potential to provide social
support (Wellman & Wortley, 1990) and make use of their so-
cial capital to address and solve local problems (Betancur, 2011;
Nah, Namkoong, Nancy Chen, & Hustedde, 2016; Pinkster, 2007).
Public storytelling initiatives, such as Human Libraries or Story
Circles (Dreher & Mowbray, 2012), focus on empathy building,
embracing diversity, and finding common grounds in citizen
communities.

Human Libraries, for example, invites citizens to ‘read” a human
book by asking questions. These one-on-one conversations aim to
challenge stereotypes and foster reflection (Dreher & Mowbray,
2012). Similarly, the practice of Narrative4 uses storytelling to
build empathy with students who want to design for social change
in communities. Other initiatives, such as Story Circles or Com-
munity Digital Storytelling, engage in collaborative storytelling
whereby participants build collective stories through sharing their
story of self (Copeland & De Moor, 2018; Ganz, 2001). A major
challenge, however, is to move storytelling practices from the em-
pathy building stage to a stage where participants jointly reflect
on their community and engage in actions to achieve common
goals (Allan et al., 2017; Schanche, Drph, Pasqua, Marquez, &
Geishirt-Cantrell, 2002; Davis, 2011).

While there are many public storytelling practices and initiatives,
these are often about building empathy and do not specifically
encourage a community to reflect on each other’s stories and
identify pathways to move forward. This study addresses this gap
introducing a framework for reflective storytelling that has impact
on communities, built from best practices of public storytelling
described in literature. The appropriateness of the framework



is explored using empirical insights from a Dutch storytelling
initiative. The intervention study presents five lessons learned on
how to setup public storytelling initiatives that support reflection
and potentially builds stronger communities.

5.1.2. Background

A substantial body of literature discusses the benefits of sto-
rytelling practices for individuals and communities, and the
purpose they can serve (e.g. (Ganz, 2010; Meretoja, 2017; Nah et
al., 2016; Schanche et al., 2002)). These studies conclude that both
storytellers and receivers benefit from engaging in storytelling
(Davis, 2011; Lukosch, Klebl, & Buttler, 2011). Telling stories about
your own life is a process of meaning-making (Bruner, 2004) and
similarly, receivers of stories reflect on them through their own
experiences (Ganz, 2009). Storytellers with minority-backgrounds,
for example, have shown to experience telling their story to be em-
powering (Boase, 2013). Nevertheless, storytelling requires proper
facilitation to mitigate risks, such as oppression of certain voices
(McCarthy & Wright, 2015), misinterpretation of stories, or not
taking stories seriously (Razack, 1993). Facilitators of storytelling
events are responsible for safeguarding the transmission of stories
in an inclusive and respectful way.

Fuertes (2012) describes storytelling as a therapeutic practice, and
many other scholars acknowledge its potential to stimulate re-
flection (Bidwell, Reitmaier, Marsden, & Hansen, 2010; Goodson,
2013; Meretoja, 2017; Schanche et al., 2002). In fact, Goldstein,
Wessells, Lejano, and Butler (2015) highlight how reflection is
essential in storytelling to form social ties. As such, the story (the
content) (Davis, 2011; Fuertes, 2012; Goodson, 2013; Rappaport,
1995; Schanche et al., 2002) and the telling (the way the story is
told: the form) (Boase, 2013; Goodson, 2013; Razack, 1993), distin-
guished as two separate entities, need to be carefully considered
to the purpose of forming stronger communities.

Story content and form for reflection

The content of a story often serves a particular purpose, such as to
communicate, educate or entertain (Buttler, Lukosch, & Verbraeck,
2011; Schanche et al., 2002) and is supported as such by the plot,
character, and moral (Boase, 2013; Ganz, 2010). For example, life
stories tailored to a specific theme are utilized in initiatives such
as Arctic Entries or Stoop to build empathy between different
groups. Friction in a story stimulates listeners to reflect (Ganz,
2009; Korn & Voida, 2015), as the audience needs to think to
understand the point of the story (Rappaport, 1995). Life stories,
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for example, most often contain universally shared elements, such
as choice moments (Ganz, 2009, 2010), that story receivers can
interpret through their own experience (Schanche et al., 2002). Life
stories are used in practices such as Human Libraries (Dreher &
Mowbray, 2012). Accordingly, life stories offer a common ground
for people to explore different perspectives (Goldstein et al., 2015),
to create meaning, emotions and to change views (Boase, 2013;
Manuel et al., 2017; Meretoja, 2017; Rappaport, 1995). This process
of reflection has shown to activate citizens to form and strengthen
their social ties (Goldstein et al., 2015; Pstross, Talmage, & Knopf,
2014).

Reflection is also supported through the chosen form, partic-
ularly if the form includes dynamic interaction between story
receivers and tellers (Davis, 2011; Ganz, 2010; Osborne, Peters,
& O’Shannessey, 2018) as in story circles of the Human Library
initiative. While face-to-face storytelling is a unique and intimate
experience (Davis, 2011) in which body language plays an impor-
tant role, digital storytelling allows for stories to be easily shared
with others, increasing the number of people who receive these
stories (Buttler et al., 2011). In face-to-face storytelling, facilita-
tors can assist further group reflection through finding common
ground (Schon, 1983). Facilitated paraphrasing workshops, for
example, enable participants to reflect on each other’s position
and find ways to work together (Goldstein et al., 2015; Kusnandar,
Van Kooten, & Brazier, 2019). Many existing storytelling practices
make use of facilitators, mainly to help storytellers prepare their
story and to make sure it is received well by the audience. Fa-
cilitators play an essential role in handling power dynamics in
public storytelling events, to make sure all voices are heard and
stories can be critiqued (Razack, 1993). Facilitators can ensure that
a storytelling event supports reflection with storytellers and re-
ceivers, but this is often not the focus of current public storytelling
initiatives.

EPPD: Four elements of reflective storytelling

While literature suggests that storytelling can orchestrate reflec-
tion with appropriate content and form, many public storytelling
practices do not seem to take particular measures to foster reflec-
tion as an outcome of their storytelling. For example, Narrative4
invites people to share their story with someone, to then para-
phrase the story of the other, but offers no joint reflection on this
experience or the stories that were shared. To understand how
public storytelling initiatives, such as Narrative4, may lead to
reflection, literature suggests four elements that are required.



The first element is to support empathy (E). Stories invite listeners
to relate the content to their personal life and to interpret it
through their own experience (Schanche et al., 2002), creating
meaning, emotions, and possible changing their identity (Boase,
2013; Manuel et al., 2017; Meretoja, 2017; Rappaport, 1995). Public
storytelling initiatives focus on building empathy by offering
experiences (e.g. paraphrasing the story of somebody else as your
own) that lead to mutual understanding (Boase, 2013; Davis, 2011;
Fuertes, 2012; Ganz, 2010). Mirror neurons play a role here when
story receivers experience the emotions of the story as their own
(Ganz, 2001). Indeed, citizens can build empathy for each other
through storytelling, by emotional connection and engagement.

The second element is to change perspective (P). Life stories pro-
vide deeper insight into underlying reasons to explain behaviour
of others to help people to look at a situation in a different way
(Davis, 2011; Elkins, 2018; Goldstein et al., 2015; Meretoja, 2017).
Changing perspectives is about opening up to a multiplicity of
perspectives and accepting that each individual has his/her own
way of looking at the world. This is, for example, illustrated in
Stoop where seven people tell a personal story around a certain
theme. Storytelling can bring suppressed perspectives to the
surface, the stories that are otherwise not heard (Razack, 1993).
Through storytelling, people can playfully explore these different
perspectives to find a common ground (Goldstein et al., 2015) or to
accept the diverging perspectives that exist within a community
(McCarthy & Wright, 2015).

The third element is to challenge prejudice (P). While this ele-
ment is also a result of the power of stories to show underlying
reasons for choices, opinions, or attitudes of people, the effect on
story receivers is different. Besides changing perspectives, it also
challenges the current assumptions of the story receiver (Mercken,
2002). This happens, for example, in Human Libraries, when
people ask each other questions about their life choices or be-
haviour in an open and respectful way (Dreher & Mowbray, 2012).
Facilitators can further mediate this process, to enable storytellers
and receivers to reflect on their shared experiences and values
(Ganz, 2010).

The fourth element is to instigate dialogue (D). Reflective sto-
rytelling opens up conversations, as it brings different kinds of
people and communities into contact (Bidwell et al., 2010; Fu,
1999). The practice of Human Libraries, for example, intentionally
organises conversations between people who are different from
each other (Dreher & Mowbray, 2012). Learning about stories
from other citizens inspires neighbours to do something to help
(Fuertes, 2012). The presumption of initiatives such as Human
Libraries, is that knowing more about a person’s background
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through dialogue supports common ground and understanding
(Bidwell et al., 2010; Dreher & Mowbray, 2012).

From reflective storytelling to social ties and stronger
communities

The four elements (EPPD) presented above all rely on reflection.
However, many existing public storytelling practices do not ex-
plicitly support reflection, while they do incorporate one or more
of these four elements. This leads to a limited understanding of
the impact of the four elements on the communities who have
participated in such events, in terms of reflection and the cre-
ation of social ties. The EPPD Reflective Storytelling framework
presented below outlines how public storytelling events can or-
chestrate (interactions needed for) reflection and stronger urban
communities.

The EPPD Reflective Storytelling framework

The literature on storytelling and its best practices indicate that the
way stories are told (form) and what the stories are about (content)
are essential elements to foster reflection. Life stories orchestrate
reflection by offering a common ground to which storytelling
participants can relate. Interaction between storytellers and story
receivers orchestrates reflection when they jointly, for example,
consider their differences and commonalities, and their role in
the community.

Figure 5.1 shows how the identified principles and mechanisms of
reflective storytelling are visually associated in the EPPD Reflec-
tive Storytelling framework. During a storytelling event, content
and form feed into a process in which reflection is orchestrated
(through supporting empathy, changing perspectives, challenging prej-
udices, and instigating dialogue), creating social ties. These social
ties could, after the event, lead to further emergent outcomes and,
as a result, to stronger communities.

The four elements of reflective storytelling in Figure 5.1 align
with the arrows to show they influence each other. Supporting
empathy, for example, can lead to a change in perspective. Note,
however, that manifestation of only one of these elements can
be sufficient for social ties to be created. For example, if the
orchestrated reflection results in a citizen realising that they share
a common experience in life with a storyteller this supports
empathy (Kusnandar et al., 2019; Lancel, Maat, & Brazier, 2019),
and this realisation in itself forms or strengthens a social tie. The
EPPD framework depicts four elements that orchestrate reflection
in public storytelling to create social ties between citizens and
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citizen groups (Fuertes, 2012; Korn & Voida, 2015; Lepofsky &
Fraser, 2003; Rappaport, 1995).

The EPPD Reflective Storytelling framework proposed above
outlines the theoretical perspective of how social ties can be
formed between citizens through reflective storytelling. The Haags
Verhaal(eng. The Hague stories) storytelling initiative, presented
in the next section, is the actual design intervention, used to
explore the appropriateness of the framework in a case study with
empirical insights.

5.1.3. Intervention design

Haags Verhaal is a citizen-run initiative in the Hague, in the
Netherlands, that started early 2019 in which monthly storytelling
events are organised at different locations in the city. Two citi-
zens coordinate the initiative together with a group of about 10
other volunteers. This initiative was selected as a representative
intervention, as it applies storytelling in a way that is commonly
found in initiatives described in literature (Yin, 2003). Further,
the initiative centres on reflection in storytelling, as explained
below. Hence, this initiative is appraised to be suitable to provide
qualitative validation of the proposed framework with empir-
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Figure 5.1.: The EPPD Reflective Story-
telling framework to support the design
of public storytelling to orchestrate re-
flection and form stronger communities.
Note that not all four elements are al-
ways needed for reflection to happen.
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ical insights on how reflection can be fostered through public
storytelling (Leung, 2015).

In terms of content, the central story content is life stories of
citizens. In terms of form, all storytelling events have the same
set-up. Two different communities from The Hague are chosen
in advance by the organisers and the volunteers, and invited
to participate in a storytelling event. The organisers take care
that the stories will not divide, but rather are stories that may
unify the community through reflection. One representative of
each invited community tells his or her life story. This person
is selected by the community itself. One or two meetings take
place with one of the Haags Verhaal’s volunteers to prepare the
story to be told. The stories are told in an interview setting. The
storyteller and interviewer are staged with a projector behind
them showing pictures of the storyteller to complement the story.
The interview takes about 45 minutes and is followed by a short
break. After the break, the second storyteller is invited on stage
and is interviewed in a similar manner. Each event has different
speakers, communities, and topics, and different audiences with
between 70 to 100 participants.

Haags Verhaal has been purposefully designed to orchestrate
reflection during their storytelling events. Deliberate selection of
two citizen communities takes place: communities whom have
something in common (e.g. a common interest or life experience),
but are unlikely to otherwise meet. Reflection is also orchestrated
during the plenary discussion after the storytelling, in which the
audience and storytellers can ask questions to each other and
reflect on their experience. One of the interviewers facilitates the
discussion and tries to articulate commonalities and differences
between the two citizen groups. This discussion and the mingling
time at the closure of the event, are the occasions in which social
ties are created and potentially stronger communities are built.

5.1.4. Method

Several events of Haags Verhaal were attended and in-depth
interviews were held by one researcher to collect data about
individual experiences of participants: members of the audience,
storytellers, and organisers of Haags Verhaal. Interviews were
conducted in October and November 2019. The participants were
recruited through (1) the coordinator of Haags Verhaal and (2)
snowball sampling after the first interviews. Table 5.1 shows the
roles within Haags Verhaal for each of the participants. Theoretical
saturation (Bloor & Wood, 2006) was assumed after 16 interviews
as the last two to three interviews did not generate any new
conceptual insights.



Participant Role Participant Role
P1 Audience P9 Audience
P2 Volunteer, P10 Volunteer,
Audience Audience
P3 Volunteer P11 Storyteller,
Volunteer
P4 Audience P12 Audience
P5 Volunteer, P13 Storyteller
Audience
P6 Storyteller P14 Volunteer,
Audience
P7 Volunteer P15 Audience
P8 Storyteller, P16 Storyteller
Audience

Data collection

The aim of the semi-structured interviews was to gain insight
into how the storytelling content and form of Haags Verhaal
orchestrate reflection and establish social ties during and after
a storytelling event. Hence, the participants were asked about
their reasons for joining one or more of the events, how they
prepare and experience the events in terms of the four elements
of reflection, and whether they feel that the initiative establishes
or strengthens social ties. While these topics were discussed with
each type of participant (audience, volunteer, or storyteller), the
questions were sometimes phrased differently according to the
role of the participant. Storytellers were, for example, asked if they
met new people during their story event and connected with them
afterwards, whereas volunteers were asked how volunteering
during story events provided them with new connections. Each
interview took 45 minutes to one hour.

Data analysis

The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed!. The inter-
viewer took notes during the interview, focusing on quotes and
topics that stood out. These notes were processed directly after,
adding the setting of the interview, behaviour of the participant,
and initial thoughts of the researcher. The final transcripts com-
bined the word-by-word transcribed interviews and the elaborated
interview notes. These transcripts were used for data analysis.
The analysis followed a qualitative inductive procedure (Rubin &
Rubin, 2005; Weiss, 1994; Wester, 1996). Summarising transcript
excerpts and open and closed coding formed the main activities in
the analysis as shown in Table 5.2. The interviews were conducted
in Dutch and the analysis was done using the original Dutch
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Table 5.1.: Participants for the study
and their role in Haags Verhaal

L This study has approval from the
University Ethics Committee. All par-
ticipants gave their informed consent
for participation.
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Table 5.2.: The steps taken in the analysis and division of tasks between researchers.

Analysis step
Read through transcripts
(first time)

Who
Two researchers
independently

Activity
Get a first impression

Read through transcripts
(second time)

Two researchers
independently

Mark notable quotes and open coding
based on units of analysis

Summarise interviews

Two researchers
independently

Write summary of each interview based
on units of analysis

Meeting 1

Two researchers

Discuss and compare written summaries,
quotes and codes. Formulate main topics.

Create theme-based
transcripts

One researcher

Restructure transcripts from participant
division to topic division

Read through theme-
based transcripts (first
time)

Two researchers
independently

Note down codes, concepts, themes related
to analysis framework

Summarise theme-
based transcripts

Two researchers
independently

Write summary of main storyline for each
topic and compare to alternative storylines

Meeting 2

Two researchers

Discuss summaries and storylines,
develop final coding scheme

Read through theme-
based transcripts
(second time)

Two researchers
independently

Find relations between themes and con-
cepts: examples, contradictions, causations,
consequences

Meeting 3

Two researchers

Discuss final concepts, themes and their
relations. Formulate final coding scheme

Read through theme-
based transcripts
(third time)

Two researchers
independently

Closed coding using the final coding
scheme

Memo writing

One researcher

Document final coding scheme with
memos

Meeting 4

Two researchers

Discuss final closed coding and memos to
complete analysis

statements. The statements presented below have been translated
to English by the researchers. Two researchers engaged in the
main part of the analysis and translation of the statements. Five
researchers discussed the procedure and outcomes.

During Meeting 1 (see Table 5.2), two researchers discussed
their codes and summaries of the interviews, and in consensus
clustered them into nine initial main topics. From these topics,
one researcher created theme-based transcripts allowing them
to consider each theme in depth and find commonalities and
tensions between participants within a theme (Rubin & Rubin,
2005). Researchers analysed the role of reflection in Haags Verhaal
and how the story events establish social ties to develop the final
coding scheme. The analysis outcome was documented with
memos: a short description of each code (finalised in the scheme
as categories and subcategories) and an illustrative quote of
participants for each code.



The final coding scheme consists of 39 codes in total, divided
into five categories and 34 subcategories as shown in Table 5.3.
The main categories distinguished are: (1) Storytelling form to
orchestrate reflection, (2) Storytelling content to orchestrate reflec-
tion, (3) Orchestrating reflection, (4) Social tie outcomes, and (5)
Emergent outcomes.

Table 5.3.: Final coding scheme, categories and subcategories align with the EPPD

framework.
Subcategory Number P numbers Example quote
of men-
tions
Category 1: Storytelling form to orchestrate reflection

Equality 14 P1-3, P6-7, P9, "During an event people are equal, there is no distinc-

P11, P13, P15-16 tion." (P16, storyteller)
Intimacy 1 P2, P5, P9, P16 "The personal stories create some kind of intimacy, shared

with the whole audience." (P5, volunteer)

Exchange 31 P1-7,P9-12, "Talking lets the communities experience that they may
between P14-15 have a lot more in common than they think." (P1,
communities audience)
Being listened to 2 P1, P6, P8, P11, "How often do people actually listen to you? I think not

P13, P16 often." (P5, volunteer)
Process past 6 P5, P8, P13, P16 "I could look back at that phase of my life." (P8,
experiences storyteller)
Change 1 Pe6, P13, P16 "Many people don't think well about the real estate world.
perception I felt the urge to show a different side." (P6, storyteller)
Sharing own 1 P1, P8, P11, P13, "I wanted to show people how proud I am to be married
experience P16 to an Arabic man." (P16, storyteller)
Dare to tell story 16 P2-3, P5-6, P8-9, "I was not nervous to tell my story, because I am used to

P11, P13-4, P16 present for an audience." (P8, storyteller)
Role 25 P1,P3-6, P11, P13-  "The trick is to listen carefully and zoom-in on what is
interviewers 14, P16 not told. I am always asking myself, what is interesting

for the audience?" (P5, volunteer)

Category 2: Storytelling content to orchestrate reflection

Common subject
of communities

Relatable

Contrast
between
communities
What do the com-
munities mean
for the city

Balance between
community and
life story
Societal
relevance
Interest in life
story

5 P1-2, P4-5, P7, "One event there was this gypsy from a thrift shop, but
P10 also an auction house, where they work with second-hand
stuff as well, but in a different way." (P1, audience)
20 P2, P4-5, P7-9, "You could feel the vibe in the audience, people were
P11-12, P14-16 recognising things: I met my husband there, I always
got my ice cream there as well." (P9, audience)
16 P1-2,P4-7,P9-10,  "Real estate and homeless people, it won't get any
P12-14, P16 extremer." (P6, storyteller)
10 P1-2, P4-Pe, "It is not only about the personal stories, but also about
P10, P12-13 what do the communities mean for The Hague, for each
other and what they could mean for each other." (P5,
volunteer).
26 P1-2, P4-6, P10, "The life story of a person is very interesting, but it
P12-13 is not about the initiative they are connected to." (P4,
audience)
17 P3, P10-12, P14-  "Just look at the social problems that are there. How can
15 we connect different layers in society?" (P15, audience)
26 P2-9, P11-12, "I don’t know if I am interested in the person itself, but I

P16

am really interested in their story." (P7, volunteer)

Continued on next page
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Table 5.3 — continued from previous page

Subcategory Number P numbers Example quote
of men-
tions
Relevance for 17 P1-3, P12, P15 "I thought for my job it is very nice to see if you can
profession reach different population groups in The Hague where I
don’t always get access too." (P3, volunteer)
Getting to know 24 P1-4, P79, P11, "With Haags Verhaal I get to know the city a lot better."
the city P14 (P10, volunteer)
Introduction to 37 P1-12, P14 "You get to know others, other cultures, things outside
other cultures your own ‘bubble’." (P1, audience)
Category 3: Orchestrating reflection
Supporting 1 P5, P7, P9 "The stories create empathy: people get to know about
empathy each others existence and their ideals." (P5, volunteer)
Challenging 18 P1-3,P5-6,P10-11,  "Ignorance is often the reason why people have preju-
prejudices P13, P15-16 dices towards each other. With the personal stories, you
recognise things, which makes you stand in someone’s
shoes." (P5, volunteer)
Expanding 21 P1-2,P6-7,P10-16  "In my daily profession I also reqularly do things around
perspectives real estate and that you suddenly get a different perspec-
tive on things, well, that enriches." (P2, volunteer)
Instigate 36 P1-4, P6-16 "I once approached a lady during a story event, but we
dialogue could not have a conversation because she spoke only
Chinese." (P9, volunteer)
Purpose unclear 12 P1, P4 "Some people also think: so what is next? What are we
going to do with this?" (P12, audience)
Effects unclear 29 P1, P3-5, P9-10, "I think it is a great initiative, but I am wondering, does
P12-14 it really bring people closer together? Does it work?"
(P15, audience)
Category 4: Social tie outcomes
New 21 P1-2, P6, P8-9, "Igotsome connections from Haags Verhaal, but do not
connections P12-16 engage with them too often." (P12, audience)
Establishing 41 P1-7, P9-12, "By confronting people, in a positive way, cross-
cross- P14-15 connections can be established. This occurs more on
connections some events than others." (P10, volunteer)
Expanding 8 P2-P3,P8, P11-12,  "The network of Haags Verhaal is very convenient for
network P15 me." (P3, volunteer)
Category 5: Emergent outcomes
Return to other 19 P1-4, P8-11, P14- "I enjoyed the first story night I visited, so I became a
events 16 regular visitor." (P4, audience)
Becoming 17 P2-5,P7,P9-P12, "I was about to retire, and I thought it would be fun to
volunteer P14-15 contribute as a volunteer." (P10, volunteer)
Act as 15 P5, P7, P8, P9, '"People I tell about Haags Verhaal like the idea, but
ambassador P10,P12,P14,P15,  maybe that is because I tell with enthusiasm about the
P16 story nights." (P9, volunteer)
Follow-up 19 P3, P5-7, P9-12, "We had a follow-up meeting with the other community
meetings P14, P16 that was present that event: we visited them and they
went to visit us." (P9, audience)
First step new 8 P2, P5, P6, P12 "[ later talked to the organiser of Haags Verhaal to see if
initiative we could do something similar as well." (P3, volunteer)
Inspiration for 19 P2-3,P6, P8, P12,  "Some audience members who visited several story nights

other projects

P15

got inspired and want to create a similar platform in
their own neighbourhood." (P2, volunteer)
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5.1.5. Results

The five main categories from the final coding scheme align with
the factors in the EPPD framework: storytelling content and form,
orchestrating reflection, social ties, and emergent outcomes. As
such, the interview results highlight how the story events (content
and form) orchestrate reflection to create social ties and support
other emergent outcomes, to form stronger communities. The
following sections align with the categories from Table 5.3, the
bold text corresponds to the subcategories.

Storytelling form to orchestrate reflection

The setting of the story events creates opportunities for citizens
and communities to form or strengthen social ties through or-
chestrated reflection. Four participants noted that the intimate
setting contributes to bringing people closer together. People also
connect because participants experience equality during the story
events. This experience of intimacy and equality provides the
appropriate setting for communities to exchange information,
ideas and thoughts. Thirteen respondents argued that a story
event is successful when such exchange takes place, because then
connections are created. One respondent stated: “Inn a conversation,
by talking, you can let the communities find common interests, and let
them experience they have more in common than they initially thought”
(P1, audience). Participants would like to experience more joint
reflection on the stories during the events to further establish
social ties. This implies that reflection is successfully orchestrated
when participants are able to share experiences after the stories
are told.

The success of story events depends on citizens” willingness to
share their life stories and represent their community. This is
relevant for the storytelling form, because the setting of the event
needs to support these motivations of citizens. The interviews
included four reasons for citizens to come forward as storytellers.
The first reason is to be listened to. Two storytellers experienced
the story events to be a unique moment in which the audience
actively listens to the stories that are told. Story facilitators hence
need to activate the audience to provide this experience. The
second reason is to process past experiences. Telling a story can
be retrospective, for example, P8 (storyteller) said: “And you know,
it was quite fun, to look back at that phase of my life”. This requires
the structure of the event to incorporate enough time before
the event, for the storyteller to reflect on their past experiences
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in the process of preparing the story. The interviewers further
support this reflective process during their preparation meetings
with the storyteller. The third reason is to change perceptions
of the audience about the storyteller’s community. Stories might
challenge the prejudices of the audience. One storyteller said:
“[Our work] is not very well thought of by many people, they think we
are all about making money. I felt the urge to spread a contrary note
about us” (P6, storyteller). This motivation is supported through
the structure of the event in which interviewers deliberately
explore with the storyteller and the audience during the event
what are prejudices about the community, and how they might
have changed. The fourth reason is sharing their own experience.
Storytellers feel their experience is unique, they are proud of it, and
they think the audience might learn something from it. This feeling
is often amplified through the interviewer during the preparation
meetings, where storytellers become aware of the uniqueness of
their story. All of these motivations indicate that storytellers aim
to foster some form of reflection with their story, either reflection
from the audience or within themselves. To orchestrate reflection,
event organisers (facilitators and interviewers) need to discover
and amplify the storytellers’ motivation by adjusting the structure
of the event to tailor for these motivations.

Moreover, citizens need to feel comfortable enough to dare tell
their story. One of the volunteers reported two instances in which
a citizen did not want to share their story after the first preparatory
meeting. Another storyteller mentioned: “Well, at the beginning
I needed some time to think. It is my story, it is personal, you see.
I realised that when I participated, I will need to share some things
about my private life that [my community] might not know about” (P8,
storyteller). To orchestrate reflection, the role of the interviewers
is thus to build a relationship of trust with the storyteller, to make
them feel comfortable to tell their story, and to determine the
content together with the storyteller.

Storytelling content to orchestrate reflection

The storytelling content is of importance to the orchestration of
reflection to create social ties between citizens. The first prompt for
citizens to connect is a common subject. When participants relate
to a subject, they are drawn in and engage with the story. They
start to recognise certain parts in the stories, and this orchestrated
reflection forms social ties: “And this is the power of life stories: you
will always recognise things of your own” (P5, volunteer). The impact
of finding commonalities and forming social ties is challenging
due to the contrast between the communities. Without interven-
tion of Haags Verhaal, these communities would probably not



meet. The storytelling events allow them to explore their shared
experiences: “Then I figured well, we are not that different. Actually,
we have a lot in common” (P16, storyteller). As such, Haags Verhaal
orchestrates reflection by exploring differences and similarities
between contrasting communities.

According to all respondents, the story content should both
emphasise the life story as well as the story of the community
the individual represents. As one participant states: “It is not only
about the personal stories, but also about what do the communities
mean for The Hague and what they do mean for each other and what
could they mean for each other” (P5, volunteer). Eight participants
would like the story events to pay more attention to what the
communities mean for the city. While the life story enables the
communities to find commonalities and connect, the community
story helps participants to understand which communities are
active in The Hague. This is relevant for participants to identify
how they can contribute to the values of the community, but
also for professional organisations such as the municipality. To
orchestrate reflection, a balance between the community’s story
and the life story needs to be established.

Story content needs to be relevant and interesting to the audi-
ence and communities. The interviews indicated five different
ways for the story events to be relevant and interesting: First,
societal relevance of the content is important. For example, many
participants acknowledged the societal importance of housing,
and therefore were interested in joining that particular event.
Second, interest in life stories was mentioned 26 times. Third
is the relevance for the profession: sometimes the subject of the
story event is directly relevant for specific professions or it can
help to empathise with groups, for which policies are created.
Fourth is getting to know the city. Fifth is introducing citizens
to other cultures. People want to get out of their own ‘bubble’. As
one responded states: “It is the unexpected things the audience get
to know about a certain community which makes it interesting to visit
a story event” (P9, volunteer). Stories orchestrate reflection when
their content is relevant and interesting for the story receivers.

Orchestrating reflection

The content and form of a storytelling event aims at orchestrating
reflection within and between citizens individually or within and
between the communities. The four elements of reflection in the
EPPD framework are identified in the Haags Verhaal events.
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Support empathy, challenge prejudice, change perspective and instigate
dialogue

One respondent stated: “Prejudices have to do with ignorance, people
do not know everything about a community. The power of the personal
stories is that one recognises things. This makes you see things from an-
other perspective, you will create empathy and remove prejudices on their
own” (P5, volunteer). This statement illustrates the links between
supporting empathy, changing perspectives, and challenging
prejudices. The story events of Haags Verhaal support empathy
through the life stories that contain common elements that people
can recognize and to which they can relate. The life stories also
give a glimpse of the life of others, making it easier to understand
their point of view. Participants change perspective by reflecting
on their own standpoint in relation to other perspective(s). This
reflection then challenges prejudices, sometimes confirming them,
but more often they are nuanced: the image of other people or
communities changes.

The fourth element of reflection is instigating dialogue between
citizens. During the story event, participants talk about what they
have heard. One respondent said: “During an event I talk to other
audience members. Then we reflect on the stories that are told. We talk
about how intense, special or beautiful the story was, if it touched me,
and how it resonated to others and myself, depending on what was told”
(P2, volunteer).

Frustrations of reflections

Reflection, and so the creation of social ties, are frustrated when
participants are unsure about the purpose and effect of the stories
told. Three participants stated, during different story events, that
they found the purpose unclear. For example, one event brought
together a Rotary International club and a society for Chinese
women. While both storytellers were female, the commonalities
between these two groups were not clear. Although the life stories
did foster reflection as audience participants reported stages of
reflection, such as prejudices being challenged, these did not lead
to a connection between these two groups. In these cases, citizens
are unable to create social ties.

Furthermore, nine participants said that the effects are unclear.
They question whether the story events really bring communities
closer together. The coordinator of Haags Verhaal tries to demon-
strate the purpose and effect by facilitating a group discussion
explicitly asking the audience to reflect on differences and simi-
larities between the stories they have heard. The success of this
orchestration of (facilitated) reflection determines whether the
discussion is continued at the end of the event, when the audience
mingles in smaller groups. When successful, participants mingle
and meet new people forming social ties during this part of the
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story event. Figure 5.2 summarises the main elements of content
and form in the Haags Verhaal events that orchestrated reflection
as presented in the results.

Social tie outcome

The storytelling events are considered to be successful when new
connections are created between citizens and between communi-
ties. Ten participants stated to have made new connections during
one of the storytelling events. Because different communities are
invited to the events, cross-connections are established between
them. A pre-requisite to create these social ties is the form and
content of the story events to orchestrate reflection amongst the
participants. As the presented insights have shown, this requires
a balanced life story and community story, an intimate setting,
and a properly facilitated discussion at the end of the event.

The storytelling events provide citizens with the opportunity to
expand their network. Six participants recognised the opportu-
nity to meet communities that are otherwise more difficult to
reach. Professionals see the storytelling events as an opportunity
to get in touch with other groups and networks. The communities
themselves also come into contact with people from different
backgrounds, illustrating how Haags Verhaal supports social ties
to be created.

135

Figure 5.2.: Specific parts of the content
and form of the Haags Verhaal story-
telling events orchestrated reflection to
form social ties.
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Emergent outcomes

The interview participants mentioned several occasions in which
citizens and communities continued to form or strengthen social
ties after the actual event. These situations are categorised as
emergent outcomes: although the foundation for these actions is
created during the storytelling events, they are not specifically
supported by the events because they happen afterwards. Six types
of emergent outcomes were identified during the interviews.

The first three emerging actions are when citizens return to other
events, become volunteers or start to act as ambassadors. They
are inspired by the concept of Haags Verhaal and the stories they
heard during an event. They become regular visitors of story-
telling events or want to get involved in some way. This can be
in the form of a volunteer ‘detective’, searching for new stories
and communities in the city, or by offering a space for the next
storytelling event. This resulted in a fixed group of volunteers and
participants who return to (almost) every storytelling event. Some
participants start to actively promote Haags Verhaal by enthusias-
tically telling other people about the initiative or bringing people
along to a storytelling event. As one respondent said: “One event
was about cooking. I took three or four other women with me, because
I know they like cooking as well” (P8, storyteller). Citizens do this
without being asked to do so. These three emergent outcomes
continue to form social ties and form stronger communities via
citizens who actively engage with the storytelling events and take
others along.

The other three emerging outcomes form stronger communities
because new projects and initiatives are setup as a result of a
storytelling event. Several storytelling events have led to follow-
up meetings between the communities present at an event. For
instance, during one storytelling event a Polish women’s asso-
ciation met a Pakistani women’s association, after which they
planned to visit each other again. Through the stories told, they
became interested in one another. While, in this case, at least two
follow-up meetings happened, these ideas often stagnate on the
practical side: bringing people together and agreeing on a date
and place is challenging and requires energy and effort: “At first
they are positive, but then you need to convince them to find a date,
mobilise people. They need to do something for it” (P14, volunteer).
Another emergent outcome is when participants come up with
ideas to start new projects and set a first step for a new initiative,
because of the encounters that take place during the events and
the stories that are told. Finally, people acquire inspiration for
other projects as well, for example to start a similar storytelling
event in their neighbourhoods. “Some audience members who visited



several storytelling events were inspired and want to create a similar
platform in their own neighbourhood” (P2, volunteer). This can result
in new social ties forming in another place.

5.1.6. Discussion

The results outline how the factors in the EPPD framework are
manifested in the Haags Verhaal storytelling initiative. They indi-
cate that careful consideration of content and form in storytelling
events is required to orchestrate reflection with storytellers and
story receivers. The case study was analysed using the factors
from the EPPD framework and lead to five lessons learned regard-
ing best practices of public storytelling for community building.
These lessons learned are discussed below indicating some of
the challenges, tensions, and opportunities that play a role in
understanding reflective public storytelling.

In terms of storytelling form, the results showed which aspects
of the Haags Verhaal storytelling events support different citizen
groups to tell their story and contribute to an engaging exchange
between the involved communities. These aspects include the
careful preparation that is required for a successful storytelling
event, to discover the storytellers’” motivation and build a re-
lationship of trust. Such careful preparation is also suggested
by existing practices as Human Libraries, Narrative4 and Story
Circles (Copeland & De Moor, 2018; Dreher & Mowbray, 2012).
In Haags Verhaal, the facilitators take care of the preparation,
and ensure a safe and trusted environment during the event. The
results also resonate with current practices of storytelling in terms
of finding commonalities, to be able to reflect through one’s own
experience (Ganz, 2010). This process can potentially lead to social
relationships between citizens and between communities (Ganz,
2009), when citizens engage in emergent activities after the story
event.

These main insights constitute the five lessons learned for the
EPPD Reflective Storytelling framework:

1. Careful preparation of storytelling events is required to
orchestrate reflection within and between citizen communi-
ties.

2. Experiencing equality and intimacy in a safe and trusted
environment is essential to the orchestration of reflection.

3. A diversity of citizen perspectives on a common topic are
needed to orchestrate reflection during storytelling events.

4. A combination of life stories and community stories is
essential to the orchestration of reflection.
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5. Reflective storytelling creates social ties and triggers other
activities to emerge, forming stronger communities.

Lesson 1 and 2 relate to the form factor in the EPPD framework:
how stories are told. The success of public storytelling is highly
dependent on the network and people-skills of the facilitators,
and the time they are willing to invest. Razack (1993) convincingly
argues the importance of overcoming differences in positions
between the people telling and receiving stories. The facilitators
(or interviewers) in Haags Verhaal are a unique element of this
storytelling initiative and engage in a balancing act to serve
both the storyteller and the audience during the event. They
need to build a relationship of trust and mutual respect with the
storytellers, to be able to bring forward controversies or differences
during the story event. The facilitators need to be fully open to the
stories that are told, while daring to critique the story with respect
and curiosity. To open up critical conversations, facilitators and
storytellers need to get to know each other and feel at ease in each
other’s presence.

Lesson 3 and 4 surface a tension in the content factor in the EPPD
framework. The results indicated a need for reflecting on differ-
ences between communities whom have something in common
(lesson 3). Finding commonalities and addressing conflicts is
essential to foster reflection within and between citizen groups
(Korn & Voida, 2015; Razack, 1993). During public storytelling,
facilitators support the audience to reflect on the choice moments
in the story and add meaning through interpretation (Bruner,
2004). Initiatives such as Human Libraries expect people to make
this reflection themselves, while in Haags Verhaal facilitators
take up this role. They help the audience to move from the life
stories to a ‘story of now’ (Ganz, 2010). With this story of now,
the audience starts to think about what action they can take to
help the community forward, based on their shared values. This
conversation often takes place at the end of the story event, when
the audience mingles in smaller groups and jointly reflect on the
stories told. This translation from life stories to collective stories is
a unique element of Haags Verhaal that creates community-wide
engagement. The EPPD framework helps initiatives such as Haags
Verhaal understand how they can make this translation to create
engaging public storytelling.

Lesson 5 concerns the potential of storytelling to build stronger
communities. Bringing people of different citizen groups together
in one event is in itself an opportunity to network and form
social ties (Scott & Liew, 2012). However, this research shows the
challenge of evaluating the actual impact of storytelling on the
community. The story events of Haags Verhaal have definitely
sparked interest of citizens to continue dialogue about a certain



topic, but whether or not these meetings have actually been sched-
uled remains unclear, and is often challenged by practicalities.
Established public storytelling practices also struggle to make
their impact visible, and this research experienced similar dif-
ficulty. Indeed, more tools are needed to evaluate the success
and impact of public storytelling and the EPPD framework con-
tributes to this gap as it indicates a number of factors that support
reflective and engaging public storytelling.

5.1.7. Conclusion

The power of storytelling has been recognised by many (Ganz,
2001; Nussbaum, 2007). Initiatives that support storytelling among
citizens have shown to be effective in bringing citizens together
to establish and strengthen social ties (Ball-Rokeach et al., 2001).
In this study, a community storytelling initiative was analysed
using the EPPD Reflective Storytelling framework, a framework
established from literature on how public storytelling events foster
reflection and build community.

The core of this framework is the storytelling practice itself; how
content (story) and form (telling) orchestrate reflection within
the storytellers and -receivers, and activate them to connect. This
reflection process is orchestrated through supporting empathy,
changing perspective, challenging prejudice, and instigating di-
alogue. Through these elements, citizens could establish social
ties with other citizens, resulting in stronger urban communities.
However, this research also calls for future work to expand the
presented framework or identify other tools that help researchers
understand how the success and impact of public storytelling can
be evaluated.
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Design Intervention

5.2. Intervention 4: Distributed Participatory Design

The fourth intervention is a distributed summer school, based on the principles of Participatory
Design. This intervention is summarised below, and the rest of the chapter gives a detailed
description of why and how the summer school was designed, which methods were used to
evaluate it, and what were the results of the summer school in relation to place-making. As for
each intervention, the four activities of the participatory place-making framework, presented in
Chapter 3, provide the basis for the summary.

Connect with local context: The summer school was setup in collaboration with researchers from
University College Cork. One of them grew up in the community where the summer school was
situated and has been doing community research in this context already, hence connection with
the context was established through this background.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: Due to COVID-19 restrictions at the time of this research,
travelling to Ireland was impossible. Through the prior engagements of the local researcher, key
partners were in the picture. Further contact was established through schools and the youth club,
especially to recruit teenagers for the summer school.

Gather data and doing analysis: All workshops during the summer school were recorded and
transcribed for analysis. Further, teenagers filled out questionnaires and used a online whiteboard
collaboration tool to track their activities.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: Three focus group sessions were held with the teenagers to
reflect on the summer school, what it had meant for them, and if it had any effect on how they
relate to their community.
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5.2.1. Motivation

People living in rapidly developing rural (rurban) areas are deal-
ing with challenges posed by growing digitalisation, urbanisation,
and migration (de Lange & de Waal, 2013; Dork & Monteye, 2011;
Slingerland et al., 2020a). In response, Participatory Design (PD)
has started to explore how researchers can help people in those
communities to overcome differences, support mutual learning,
and find a common ground between participants (Hess & Pipek,
2012; Simonsen & Robertson, 2013a; Titlestad, Staring, & Braa,
2009; DiSalvo et al., 2013). In this community-based PD, citizens
build a relationship with their living environment through par-
ticipatory projects. PD methods have also been used to enhance
place-making, for example, when citizens measure their environ-
ment (e.g. air quality) (DiSalvo et al., 2009), or take researchers
on neighbourhood walks to talk about their community (Crivel-
laro et al., 2016). Such place-making processes enable strong and
cohesive communities while encouraging proactivity and agency
to shape local issues and the local environment.

In PD, analogue workshops are the established method. Face-
to-face relationship and trust-building play an important role in
participatory design, especially when participants may experience
power differences (Oberg, Gumm, & Naghsh, 2009; Patel, D’Cruz,
& Houham, 1997; Kensing & Blomberg, 1998; Loebbecke & Powell,
2009). Place-making is also typically supported through face-to-
face meet-ups in which citizens explore issues and jointly develop
solutions while in their neighbourhoods (Fang et al., 2016). The
benefits of face-to-face workshops have left the opportunities
and challenges of using virtual tools for distributed PD relatively
unexplored (Gumm, Janneck, & Finck, 2006; Danielsson, Naghsh,
Gumm, & Warr, 2008; Walsh, 2011; Ali, Morris, & Wobbrock,
2021; Patel et al., 1997). On the one hand, building trust and
dealing with power dynamics can seem challenging in distributed
settings (C)berg et al., 2009; Simonsen & Robertson, 2013a). On
the other, research into online communities has shown that this
trust building is possible in distributed settings (Masden, Grevet,
Grinter, Gilbert, & Edwards, 2014). However, alternative activities
and materials may be required in distributed PD, to enhance
traditional PD values such as empowerment and mutual learning
(Ali et al., 2021; Hanzl, 2007; Miller et al., 1992; Obendorf et al.,
2009).

Although the call for understanding ways to successfully organise
distributed PD is not new (e.g. (Hess & Pipek, 2012)), it has
gained momentum due to the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g. (Ali
et al., 2021); (Bakirhoglu, Galleguillos, & Coskun, 2020)). The
work presented in this study has been performed in a distributed



format due to travelling and social distancing restrictions as a
result of the pandemic, and also entailed exploring new methods,
materials, and activities for distributed PD (Obendorf et al., 2009).
The PD work took place with teenagers in a community setting,
and aimed to support place-making of teenagers in their local
context. The exploratory research was guided by the following
research question: How can distributed participatory design activities
and materials be designed to build trust and engage teenagers in place-
making processes?

The next section explores what is known about doing PD online.
Section 5.2.4 and 5.2.5 describe the distributed two-week sum-
mer school design and organisation, and the extent to which it
supported place-making. Section 5.2.6 and 5.2.7 include insights
and guidance into how PD can be organised in a distributed way,
especially in the context of place-making, and which activities
and materials enhance the distributed PD experience.

5.2.2. Background

Researchers have become more interested in applying PD in
distributed and online settings (Gumm et al., 2006), especially as
COVID-19 has limited opportunities to meet in person. In the 90’s,
Distributed Participatory Design (DPD) explored ways of remotely
designing together. This research mainly took place in a context
of large user groups designing a commercial information system
together (Gumm et al., 2006; Oberg etal., 2009). Researchers were
interested in how a DPD approach could scale up PD processes,
most often in asynchronous settings (Walsh, 2011). There is little
work, however, on how to transform traditional small-scale in-
depth PD workshops to distributed settings with synchronous
interaction (Patel et al., 1997).

Opportunities of distributed PD

Both Hanzl (2007) and Miller et al. (1992) found that distributed
PD enables distant contacts to work together and recognised
the benefits of collaborating remotely. In her review of IT for
participation, Hanzl (2007) found that participation through IT can
improve mutual understanding between different stakeholders.
In a study of the use of TelePICTIVE, participants indicated that
the online tool gave “intelligent assistance in the design process”,
and helped to avoid conflicts (Miller et al., 1992) demonstrating
the potential of distributed PD in supporting the principles of
participatory design.
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2 The fictive name Northrock is used
for the purpose of anonymity

Challenges of distributed PD

There are also challenges with distributed PD. Identifying suitable
participants (Bratteteig et al., 2013; Carroll & Rosson, 2007) and
making sure all voices are included is more challenging in a
distributed format (Hess & Pipek, 2012). Power asymmetries often
result when participants are not physically together (Loebbecke
& Powell, 2009). In remote settings, participants experience their
contribution to be less evident, complicating participant engage-
ment (Grudin, 1993; Hess & Pipek, 2012; Miller et al., 1992). The
facilitator plays an even more important role in distributed PD
(Carroll & Rosson, 2007), to select appropriate tools (Dalsgaard,
2012) for participants to develop trust and talk to each other
as equals (Hess & Pipek, 2012; Emspak, 1993). Interaction in a
distributed setting is less direct, but participants have shown to be
able to find a common ground (Obendorf et al., 2009), although
the opportunities for reflection are limited (Hess & Pipek, 2012;
Titlestad et al., 2009; Miller et al., 1992). As working remotely
takes a more prominent place in our lives, more research needs
to be done on how distributed PD processes can be organised,
for participants to reflect, question, and create shared meaning
through collaborative design (Holtzblatt & Jones, 1993).

5.2.3. Intervention Design

The two-week summer school (Figure 5.3) took place with eleven
teenagers from Northrock?, a rural community that is rapidly de-
veloping. The summer school was completely online and teenagers
participated from home using their device of preference. The
theme of the summer school was to learn about digital arts, and to
design and make a digital artefact to express and explore people’s
experience in their own community.

As shown in Figure 5.3, teenagers filled out a pre-questionnaire
before the summer school started and were asked about what
they (dis)like about the Northrock community, their previous
experience with digital arts, and preferences for specific media.
The summer school itself consisted of six workshops and a poster
session (see also Table 5.4) to hang their physical artwork up in
their own neighbourhood. Two facilitators assisted the workshops,
each lasting 1 to 1.5 hours, and taking place on Zoom™. The
facilitators designed activities to help teenagers explore their own
ideas and artwork using the online collaborative whiteboard tool
Miro™, digital making tools (such as create your own breaking
news item), and demoing tools; illustrated in Figure 5.4 and 5.5.

Every workshop ended with a homework activity (see Table
5.4 and Figure 5.4), prepared on each participant’s personal
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Figure 5.5.: Output of a digital making
activity, creating a breaking news item
on www.breakyourownnews.com

3 This study has approval from the
University Ethics Committee. All par-
ticipants (or their adult guardians) who
completed the summer school gave
their written informed consent for par-
ticipation and data collection.

EEELN AMAZING...Lucss _ POSTER INSPIRES Notthrock YOUTH TO SAVE THE YOUTH CAFE
i -— s

Miro™ board. Teenagers and facilitators stayed in touch through
a WhatsApp™ group, joined by those who wanted to. Emails were
sent after each workshop to summarise what had been discussed
and to distribute the homework.

Teenagers filled out a post-questionnaire, reporting on activities
they enjoyed the most and the least, which artworks or ideas they
found the most interesting, and whether they shared their own
artwork with anyone outside the group. Nine teenagers joined
one of the three focus groups to further reflect on their experience
during the summer school, what they learned about it in terms
of the Northrock community, and which aspects, materials, and
activities were helpful and less helpful to them.

5.2.4. Method

Research-through-design (Koskinen et al., 2011; Stappers & Giac-
cardi, 2011), applying methods from design practice to generate
(1) a design and (2) new knowledge (Zimmerman & Forlizzi,
2014), is applied in this study to understand how the distributed
summer school supported teenagers to talk about their lived
experiences and build relationships. The design generated is the
summer school, including activities, materials, and prompts de-
signed specifically for this purpose. The generated knowledge
is insights on how distributed PD can be organised, to foster
stronger communities and enhance place-making.

Participant recruitment

Participants were recruited through local schools and the youth
club, and fifteen teenagers signed up for the workshop of which
eleven participated from beginning to end>. Participants were



Participant Age Gender

Aaliya 17 female
Dawn 16 female
Liam 15 male
Brian 13 male
Deidre 12 female
Patrick 15 male
Teresa 14 female
Lucas 13 male
Beth 11 female
Arthur 15 male

given fictive names to ensure anonymity during data analysis and
dissemination, see Table 5.5.

Data collection and analysis

The workshops in Zoom™ and the focus groups were recorded
and transcribed before analysis. After each workshop, the two
facilitators wrote down their thoughts, ideas, and experiences on
field notes. All other materials that were made or used during the
summer school, including pre- and post-questionnaires, Miro™
boards, the making activities, and the artworks, were collected
and imported to NVivo™ analysis software with the transcripts
and field notes for analysis.

The two facilitators independently analysed the data with an open
coding procedure (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004; Aronson, 1995),
focusing on the research question: How can distributed participatory
design activities and materials be designed to build trust and engage
teenagers in place-making processes? This process resulted in two
lists of codes, one per researcher. Axial coding followed, focused
on code relations and patterns, to come up with a single code list.
Codes on which both researchers agreed were placed on the list.
Similar codes relating to the same topic were identified and, in
some cases, combined. Disagreement about importance of a code
was solved by going back into the data to further explore the code,
to decide whether the code should be omitted or added. This led
to a list of twenty-four main codes providing the basis for close
coding the data. Researchers compared their coding results to
reach final consensus on the main topics and themes that emerged
from the data.

5.2.5. Results

In Table 5.6, the final coding scheme of 24 codes is mapped onto
the five principles for participatory place-making which were

147

Table 5.5.: Overview of the participants,
including their age and gender. Names
are fictive.
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established in Chapter 3. This mapping was based on the extent
to which the researchers identified moments during and after the
summer school that point towards these principles.

Table 5.6.: Mapping of analysis codes on the five principles.

Principle Related codes from analysis
Inclusive D:hes%gnil?g for equ.itab.le participation
Difficulties engaging in the process
Articulating experience
Critical thinking
Reflective Supporting im.:lividual reflection and
refinement of idea
Knowledge making regarding
challenges to and strengths of the com-
munity Facilitation
Summer school creating opportuni- | Constraints and benefits to
ties for provoking dialogue creating artwork using digital
Public space queried by summer | tools
school activities Constraints and benefits to
Pl Moments of dedicated engagement | working remotely on creative
ayful : .
with the process ideas
Creative exploration of design idea Efficacy of summer school
Creating change in the community process
Empowerment Motivation to create work Descriptive definitions of
Difficulty to refine ideas rurban
Relationship between design
decisions or aesthetic choices and
ideas chosen
Experiences of diversity in the rurban
setting
Emergence Building empathy through design

Emerging social participation
Relationship building through
summer school process

Ways of connecting with the
community

Inclusive

Inclusivity concerns the extent to which the summer school was
appropriate for a diverse group of participants, and supported
all participants in sharing their experience and taking part in the

discussions.

Supporting inclusion through tools and activities

To enable participants to feel included and welcome, one of
the facilitators, who grew up in Northrock, shared her personal
experience of growing up in this community with the group.



Participants could engage in different ways, for example using
the chat, by unmuting the microphone, or by making notes on the
Miro™ boards. Group activities were alternated with one-on-one
sessions, to engage everyone in the way they preferred. The field
notes and post-questionnaire responses reflect that participants
made use of these different options of engagement and selected
one that felt comfortable to them.

A disadvantage of using the Miro™ boards was that it allowed
participants to adjust drawings and comments of other partici-
pants, which happened for example to Brian and Lucas: “Yeah
they seem to be trolling us. They are just ruining your drawing of a
farmer.” Three participants expressed frustration with this kind of
trolling in the post questionnaire. Miro™ also supported creative
and flexible engagement: during various workshop moments
participants started to explore and engage with Miro™ in a way
that works for them. In the focus group, Brian said: “I suppose just
even like the Miro board and the different questions on it makes you kind
of think. Like about the different things you could do and stuff and use
for ideas.” In the post-questionnaire, ten participants mentioned
the use of Miro™ as one of the things they most enjoyed in the
workshops. Overall, Miro™ had a positive effect on the design
process and supported inclusion.

Tools and activities that hindered inclusion

Working remotely also brought technical challenges, for example
configuring the Zoom™ settings appropriately, for participants
to share their screen and change their names. Some participants
suffered from a poor internet connection and could therefore not
use their camera or missed parts of the workshops. Participants
used different types of devices (mobile phone, tablet, or desktop
computer) to join the workshop, which also caused experiences
to differ. Participants on mobile phones and tablets could not
view the Miro™ board and the Zoom™ chat at the same time,
complicating interaction during parts of the workshops.

There were moments where it was difficult to motivate participants
or engage them in activities. The field notes reflect the challenge
of having participants remotely engage in a discussion or react to
each others’ statements and ideas. Inclusion was hindered during
some of the peer feedback sessions, when participants received
anonymous feedback that was less useful and very general, for
example “We need more memes”, as feedback to one poster that
used memes. The anonymous mode of the Miro™ tools supported
inclusion for the most part, while limiting the facilitators” options
for inquiry and discussion.
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Reflective

In the summer school, reflection was recognised during moments
where participants articulate their personal experiences in the
community, think critically and express these thoughts, and
gain new insights about the community through designing their
artwork.

Articulating experience and knowledge-making about the community
The digital making exercises were especially helpful to articulate
personal experiences of the community, for example to create
a breaking news item about their idea (see Figure 5.5). During
workshops, participants were often asked to present their idea
to the other participants or the facilitators, which opened up
moments for participants to talk about their experience of the
community. Teresa, for example, explains her experience of the
community being welcoming, friendly, and helpful: “Yeah, like, the
youth cafe. Like everyone would, I don’t know, if somebody was short of
money or something, somebody might give them extra.”

While during the workshops limited discussion happened be-
tween participants, the focus groups contained moments where
participants developed their viewpoints on the Northrock com-
munity, based on the experience of other participants. Aaliya’s
artwork focused on showing that women wearing hijabs are not
different from other women in the community. In the focus groups,
both Lucas and Patrick state to have gained new insights into the
challenges that Muslim women face in their community. “Like one
simple, probably meaningless thing can change completely what people
think about you when they see you” (Lucas). And Patrick added: “I
learned about Aaliya and it was a bit difficult to be a Muslim in the
society, cause the percentage is very low. Cause she was feeling insecure
when she was wearing the hijab.”. The ideas of Brian and Arthur also
opened their own perspectives according to the focus groups, for
example: “I don't like farmers, like their working and stuff. But I didn't
know that they weren’t gaining enough money that they need. That was
a surprising thing.” (Beth)

Critical thinking, reflection, and dialogue about the community

Some activities required participants to critique examples of digi-
tal arts or the ideas and artworks of their peers. Most participants
felt uncomfortable critiquing the work of their peers: participants
first provided positive feedback and were reluctant to come up
with points for improvement. One of the field notes after Work-
shop 4 states: Critical reflection on ideas is hard, it only comes from us
and not from their peers. During the focus groups two participants
reflected on critiquing each others ideas: “I hate to say things I don't
like.” (Molly)

“At least you feel like a little like a bully almost.” (Lucas) The challenge



to encourage critique was alleviated through the Miro™ boards,
as participants could write their critique there in an anonymous
way.

Summer school activities were designed to support individual
reflection of participants on their ideas, for example by asking
participants to explain their idea from time to time. This helped
Lucas to further refine his idea about the youth cafe: “Well it was
a nice place to hang out, I guess I made some friends and yeah just
a nice place to chill out, cause there weren’t really many rules.” This
conversation led to Lucas further focusing on the memories he
has of the youth cafe, and including pictures of these memories
in his final artwork. The homework activities on Miro™ were,
especially at the beginning, helpful, as further down the summer
school, more participants started to miss homework activities, as
they “became less useful once I had my idea in my head.” (Patrick).

Following the statements above, in which participants express hav-
ing discovered new things about their community, the conclusion
seems warranted that the summer school successfully provoked
dialogue about the community. In workshop two, for example,
Lucas and Brian worked on Brian’s idea to build appreciation for
farmers. “Even during the lockdown and stuff, farmers still worked and
stuff and they didn't really get much credit for it. Like nurses and stuff
they got so much credit as front line workers, but technically farmers are
also front line workers, but no one really noticed that.” (Brian)

Lucas (in response to Brian): “That’s true.”

In the focus groups and post-questionnaire, participants reflected
on the diversity of ideas that were presented during the summer
school. Dawn, for instance, said: “It was cool that there were so many
different ideas and that like.. one topic really.. everybody had something
different to give to.” In the questionnaire someone wrote: We all
had really different views, opinions and ideas and that’s what made the
workshop for me. In total, eleven comments were made about the
diversity of the stories and the Northrock community in general,
that participants did not realise before. Diversity of stories opens
up the opportunity for dialogue.

While there seemed to be limited dialogue between participants
about their ideas or the Northrock community in general, some
comments on the Miro™ boards did show that participants varied
in opinions about some of the issues that were raised. For example,
Brian’s idea about farmer appreciation sparked comments on the
Miro™ boards on eating meat and the influence of vegans on the
popularity of farmers. Although the facilitators aimed to spark
discussion by specifically mentioning these comments when they
were placed on the Miro™ boards, participants did not engage in
an actual discussion in the group.
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Playful

Playfulness is manifest in a collaborative, creative, and open setting
in the summer school. Moments where participants creatively
explore their ideas or the tools provided, show they are engaged
in the process.

Miro™ supporting playful behaviour

The Miro™ boards showed to be particularly supportive of playful
behaviour; they were intuitive to use as participants filled out the
prompts prepared, but also started to draw and try out different
features that Miro™ offers. As such, the platform enabled a
playful, creative and exploratory setting.

Each participant had their personal Miro™ board on which to
work on their idea. A few participants revisited their Miro™
boards, to adjust the activities they had done, or to catch-up on
the homework they had missed. As homework was not mandatory,
this is considered to be a sign of engagement of participants with
the process. In their final presentations, five participants stated
they are proud of their end result.

Creative exploration of design idea

Participants used various techniques to explore their design idea
and develop it into an artwork. In each of the workshops, one
tool was introduced to create digital arts and most participants
ended up using Canva™. Three participants started their artwork
with sketches on paper and designed it further using computer
software. The other participants went directly to the computer.
Molly explains her process of creating her poster: “I did my small
notebook. I ran a few ideas and find a piece that I like.” The digital
making exercises during the workshops helped participants to
explore their idea. Teresa talks about creating a breaking news
item: “I like the breaking news one too, because as you said it looked
quite real and I just thought that it’s kind of fun to create your own news
kind of thing.”

Empowering

The principle of empowerment is recognised in moments where
participants talked about their motivation to create the artwork,
based on their own vision and idea of the community.

Autonomy in making decisions during the summer school

Teenagers wanted to participate in the summer school to learn
something new, or to specifically learn about digital media. Most
of the teenagers had a community-based issue in mind for the
topic for their artwork. For example, farmers not getting enough
credit for their work, people not appreciating the nature around



the community enough, or the need for the whole community
to respect the COVID-19 restrictions. The underlying motivation
in most teenagers’ ideas was to evoke awareness on a specific
topic and to create some kind of change in the community, as
Brian explains: “I think people just doesn’t appreciate how farmers
and how their food gets on like their plate when they eat and stuff. Like
that’s kind of really it.” Participants like Brian were observably
autonomous in making decisions about the focus of their artwork,
and the facilitators adjusted the further processes according to
these decisions.

Facilitation supported the teenagers to reflect on their ideas, and
to help them to narrow it down, or take it to the next level. For
example, the facilitator asked Molly “What do you want people to do
when they see your piece?”

Molly: “Eh, I guess for people to go and walk more. To listen to the
sounds around them, just like notice the smallest things, like the birds
tweeting in the background.” Some participants tended to be led by
the facilitators” feedback and had less strong personal opinions
on what they wanted their artwork to evoke. They struggled to
outline the message their artwork should bring: “cause most of
the feedback I got was like the message more clear and.. I didn’t really
know how to do that, so I kind of just fixed the art piece itself.” (Molly)
Throughout the two weeks, Liam, Arthur, Teresa, Deidre, and
Molly had difficulty developing or expanding their initial idea.
As evident in this conversation between the facilitator and Liam:
Liam: “Well it’s just about like encouraging team work in sports and
stuff.”

Facilitator: “Yeah, that sounds good. [...] And why do you think that’s
important? Teamwork or to encourage teamwork?”

Liam: “I am not really sure.”

Facilitator: “You are not really sure?”

Liam: “No.”

Participants showed different levels of autonomy and self-
determination in creating their artwork. During one-on-one ses-
sions between participants and one facilitator the struggle to
translate their idea into an artwork became clear: “I am not really
sure”. Liam, Brian, Deidre, Teresa, and Arthur in particular needed
guidance from facilitators to design their artwork. Facilitators
adjusted their level of guidance according to the needs of partici-
pants, to support autonomous decision-making on where to go
with their artworks.

Other participants felt more sure about designing their artwork.
Lucas, for example, explains to the facilitator: “I am thinking some
kind of like a collage, just a lot of just things that ehm.. that the youth cafe
means to me.” Specific activities during the workshops especially
helped participants who were struggling before, to design their
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artwork. Participants were, for example, asked to think about
colouring. Brian: “I suppose like kind of like brightly kind of colours
like happy, but like then not like too happy, because I don’t know. Just
something that catches your eye probably.” Teresa, at first struggling,
shows more confidence in her design during the final presentation:
“Because I thought like everyone is welcome like even when they have a
disability or like they re a different race or anything and you can see that
in the picture, that everyone is there and feeling included.” The specific
questions and guidance in the homework activities encouraged
the decision-making ability of participants about their artwork.

Determining the need for change in the community

Aaliya, Liam, Brian, Teresa, Beth, and Molly’s ideas aimed to
increase awareness on a specific part of the Northrock commu-
nity. Molly, for example, uses her piece to celebrate the nature
around Northrock, and feels it is not appreciated enough by the
community: “Yeah it’s kinda like thinking that the nature and wildlife
around Northrock isn’t that, like it isn't very noticed.” Participants
were thus autonomous in deciding how they wanted their artwork
to impact the community and were supported by the facilitators
in whichever direction they choose.

The other five participants (Dawn, Deidre, Patrick, Lucas, and
Arthur) wanted to not only create awareness, but also activate the
Northrock community to take action. As Deidre explains: “The
message is to encourage girls to join Gaelic Football and this improves the
community by having an equal amount of girls and boys in sports.” Her
wish is that when girls from Northrock see her piece, that they join
the Gaelic Football team. Another example is the work of Arthur,
who wants to encourage the community to stick to the COVID-19
regulations, such as wearing face masks. He specifically designed
the colour scheme of his poster for this purpose, hoping that it
leads to action: “I feel like they're more serious colours, that would like
maybe help people listen to them.” These examples of expressions
of participants indicate that they felt eligible and able to make a
change in the community. The summer school helped them to
further outline their initial idea towards a digital artwork that
could activate the community.

Emergence

The principle of emergence concerns the impact of the summer
school beyond the organised workshops: whether participants
continued working on their idea after the summer school or
whether they engaged with the community as a response to their
participation.
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Relationship building and empathy

The ideas of six participants specifically concerned including a
specific group of people in the community. These participants
wanted to build empathy in the community through their design
for this particular group. Brian, for example, felt that farmers
were not appreciated enough by the community. Deirdre wants
to include more girls in Gaelic football. Dawn and Lucas focused
their piece on the reopening of the youth cafe, as they both feel
teenagers lack a place to hang out.

Although participants had their own individual ideas and artwork,
the summer school format supported the building of relationships
between participants and with the facilitators. The icebreaker exer-
cises at the beginning of each workshop encouraged participants
to share something personal (see Figure 5.6). However, as Brian
stated in the focus group, the distributed environment made
connection more complicated: “It’s just a bit more awkward talking to
like a screen instead of a classroom environment or something.” Molly
explains how the icebreaker activities supported connection: “if
kind of let me get to know people’s personalities more.” Molly and
Lucas discussed in the focus group that building relationships
was challenging because most participants left their cameras off
during the workshops. One participant mentioned in the post-
questionnaire that meeting new people was something they most
enjoyed of the summer school.

Emerging empathy and social participation

Some participants started to share their reflections on what they
learned in the wider community. Patrick designed his piece to at-
tract volunteers for a local charity, supporting social participation:
“The main message of this piece is kind of just to you know give them more
support and they need more recognition and, you know, not to abide
them...” Arthur aimed to stress the importance of respecting the
COVID-19 regulations, such as wearing a mask, to help local shops
and restaurants serve their customers in a safe way. In fact, the
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Figure 5.6.: One of the ice-breaker ac-
tivities to support inclusion and play-
fulness.
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ideas of seven participants (Aaliya, Dawn, Brian, Patrick, Lucas,
Beth, and Arthur) reflect the social engagement of the teenagers
with the local community. Nine participants discussed their ideas
for the community, and some ideas of the other participants, with
their parents; in that sense further spreading their message in the
community.

Due to the COVID19 pandemic, ways to connect with the commu-
nity were more restricted than usual. Participants were mainly
encouraged to think about digital ways of sharing their artworks
with the community. Four participants decided to join the poster
session organised after the workshop, in which the participants
went into the community to hang up their posters at locations they
deemed to be appropriate. One homework activity invited partic-
ipants to think about sharing their artwork with the Northrock
community. Most participants came up with the idea to hang
up a poster of their artwork, or to share it on social media. An-
other homework activity asked participants to design a social
media post to promote their artwork. Seven participants finished
this activity. Two participants actually posted their artwork in a
Northrock community Facebook group. Three participants who
wanted to share their poster on social media, reflected in the
focus group that they forgot about it, while one of them was
really motivated and passionate about his idea. This indicates
that emergence, in terms of sharing the outcomes of the summer
school, may need to be further supported by the facilitators.

5.2.6. Discussion

The results have showcased how the five principles for participa-
tory place-making manifested themselves in the summer school in
Northrock. In this section, a reflection is made on how designers
of distributed PD need to deal with the ‘distributed” element and
what opportunities and challenges a distributed setting brings in
relation to place-making

Designing for ‘distributed”

The facilitators took various measures to mitigate challenges of
distributed participation (Obendorf et al., 2009). The experience of
using Miro™ during the summer school revealed extra advantages
in distributed PD workshops. For example, the platform provided
the flexibility to participants to use it in a way that they see
fit, hence supporting inclusion, playfulness, and empowerment.
To create their artwork, participants could choose from a range
of digital tools, providing both constraints and benefits. Most
participants did not have any experience in creating digital arts



and the remote setting made it challenging for the facilitators
to demonstrate many different tools for digital arts, and to help
participants explore those. Participants were on their own trying
out different platforms and all ended up creating a poster to
present their ideas. Most participants used a digital tool that was
relatively easy to learn to use. In an analogue setting, it would
probably have been easier for participants to try out different
and more challenging tools as receiving help and support from
other participants or facilitators is more accessible when everyone
is in the same room. Hence, the distributed setting hindered
the exploration of different digital tools for making artwork. An
effective way of giving support in this type of exploration is, to
our knowledge, yet to be found.

Similar to traditional PD settings, facilitation was essential in help-
ing participants further their design process. In the distributed
summer school setting, facilitation became more prominent be-
cause there was little interaction between participants. This reflects
the work of Patel et al. (1997) who suggest that monitoring and
mediation is required during all activities in distributed settings.
In this research, five participants reflected in the focus groups
on how the facilitator helped them to refine their ideas, make
decisions, and develop the artwork. They mainly seemed to have
benefited from facilitation in the one-on-one sessions; participants
did not mention that feedback of their peers was really helpful to
them. Despite the lack of direct interaction between participants,
mutual learning still took place as participants learned about the
stories and experiences of other participants in relation to the
community. In line with findings from Hanzl (2007) and Miller
et al. (1992), the distributed setting of the summer school avoided
conflicts between participants but nevertheless supported mutual
learning and reflection.

Table 5.7.: Identified challenges and opportunities of applying the five principles in a distributed setting.

Principle Challenge

Inclusive Prepare for various devices
Reflective Critiquing each other’s work
Playful Building trust

Empowering  Giving true support to what
participants need

Emergence Facilitating the process of
connecting with community

Reflection on the principles

Opportunity

Enable tailored participation
Anonymous way to give feedback
Many different tools to explore
Participant autonomy

Involving family members in
process

The five principles for participatory place-making that this study
used for analysis have mostly been applied in traditional, analogue
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PD settings. Table 5.7 outlines the opportunities and challenges
for applying the principles in a distributed PD setting, based on
the findings of this research.

Challenges

Designing a PD process that suits all participants in a distributed
setting is challenging as participants use different types of de-
vices (mobile phone, computer, tablet) to join in. Dealing with
the dynamic balance between structure (supporting only one
type of device) and flexibility (adjusting to the devices of the
participants) is also described by Patel et al. (1997) as a challenge
for facilitators in distributed PD. Related to this, is the challenge
in supporting participants” autonomy and self-determination to-
wards empowerment, as this requires a similar complex balance
between providing structure and enabling flexibility (Carroll &
Rosson, 2007; Emspak, 1993).

In terms of playfulness, the distributed setting influenced the
interactions between participants, and between participants and
facilitators (Hess & Pipek, 2012; Titlestad et al., 2009). This process
was challenged because participants tended to keep their cameras
off and the usual moments to share personal stories (e.g. during
breaks) were necessarily organised in a different way. The facili-
tators put extra effort into building relationships and trust with
the participants, using ice-breaker activities. The extent to which
trust is built also influences whether participants feel comfortable
to critique each other’s ideas, and, as such, whether reflection is
supported. The facilitators experienced the need for extra effort in
supporting critical thinking, and the anonymous option that tools
as Miro™ offer make participants feel more comfortable to share
critique. The lack of interaction between participants is a common
challenge in distributed settings, because participants experience
their contribution as less evident (Grudin, 1993; Hess & Pipek,
2012; Miller et al., 1992). In the summer school, the facilitators
aimed to tackle this issue by building relationships and trust
through the ice-breaker activities and by focusing on the impact
that participants potentially can make on the community with
their artwork.

Opportunities

One of the opportunities of distributed participation is the possi-
bility to tailor the participation process, supporting an inclusive
setting. In the summer school, participants could decide if they
wanted to share their stories about the community in the plenary
group, in one-on-one meetings, in the WhatsApp™ group, or on
their Miro™ boards. In an analogue setting, tailored participation
is more challenging, as everybody is in the same room. In terms
of empowerment, the distributed setting benefits the autonomy
of participants. Power relations and the group dynamic may be of



less influence (Holtzblatt & Jones, 1993), and participants experi-
ence more agency to participate in a way they see fit (Slingerland
et al., 2020). Enabling such tailored and personalised participa-
tion is mainly appropriate in small group settings, as for bigger
distributed projects more structured approaches and process are
required to support the asynchronous way of working (Gumm
et al., 2006; Walsh, 2011).

As all of the participants used a device to join the summer school,
playfulness was enhanced by offering different digital tools for
participants to explore. Instead of connecting with the wider
community, which was challenged due to lockdown measures,
participants involved their family members in developing their
idea and translating this into an artwork. As such, a different type
of emergence was reflected through the summer school, more in
the family setting rather than in public spaces. A combination
of analogue and distributed participation could support the
outcomes of participatory design to be shared in both of these
places, reflected in the theory on infrastructuring (Hess & Pipek,
2012).

5.2.7. Conclusion

While Participatory Design (PD) researchers, especially in com-
munity settings, mostly use face-to-face and analogue methods,
the COVID-19 pandemic spurred interest in exploring methods
for organising distributed PD (Ali et al., 2021; Bakirlioglu et al.,
2020). To adhere to PD’s foundations, other types of activities
and materials are needed for distributed PD (Ali et al., 2021;
Hanzl, 2007; Miller et al., 1992; Obendorf et al., 2009). This study
evaluated how the principles defined in Chapter 3 manifest in a
distributed setting. A distributed summer school of two weeks
was organised, involving the creation of a digital artwork by
teenagers about their community. Making this artwork, teenagers
engaged in place-making processes and learned new things about
the community from each other.

The main findings of this research are that distributed PD can be
inclusive to different types of participants when facilitators offer
multiple ways to engage and to provide input to the workshops. In
the summer school for example, participants valued the different
tools and platforms (e.g. chat, Miro™ boards, group sessions,
one-on-one facilitation). This flexibility in participation at the
same time requires a certain structure, to make sure participants
do not get lost in the number of ways they can engage (Patel
et al., 1997; Wallace, McCarthy, Wright, & Olivier, 2013). The
other main finding is that facilitators need to be extra careful in
distributed PD to facilitate the need to build trust and relationship
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with and between participants. In Zoom™ sessions, participants
tend to keep their camera off and breaks do not bring the natural
bonding moments as in analogue settings. Hence, facilitators
of distributed PD workshops need to specifically consider what
activities they will use to connect with the participants, and that
enable participants to connect to each other.



5.3. Reflection on social connections

5.3. Reflection on social connections

This chapter investigated two interventions that focus on social
connection to enhance place-making. The first intervention was a
community storytelling initiative ‘Haags Verhaal” which invites
residents of The Hague to tell their life story to each other. The
second intervention was a distributed summer school, designed
on the basis of Participatory Design, and in which teenagers
created digital artworks to express their experience of living in
their community. These two interventions contrast each other in
the sense that Haags Verhaal is executed in an entirely face-to-face
mannet, while the summer school was fully distributed and vir-
tual. Nevertheless, both interventions supported the creation of
social connections between participants through sharing personal
experiences and life stories. Storytelling opens up perspectives of
residents and hence stimulates connection. Further, both interven-
tions show that diversity in the community should be embraced,
because exactly this diversity enables citizens to learn new things
about their community. In line with this, reflection plays a major
role in citizens gaining new insights on the place where they live,
and the people who live in it. Both interventions described in this
chapter enable shared reflection, to build relationships; in commu-
nity face-to-face storytelling as well as in distributed Participatory
Design. Through these expanded social connections, places get
new meaning, and hence place-making is achieved.
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After studying two interventions that focus on physical space, and two
that mainly concentrate on social connection, this chapter presents two
interventions that make use of institutional support to foster place-
making. The first intervention comprises of eight participatory activities,
grounded in the frame of the Playable City, to engage citizens in place-
making processes. The second intervention is a resilience programme
based on the principles of asset-based community development, outlined
in a neighbourhood in Rotterdam. The integral programme sees connec-
tion to place as one of the contributors to social resilience. The review
of these two interventions outlines the role of the local government and
other institutions to support place-making. The chapter concludes with
a reflection on the role and responsibilities of formal and informal actors
as part of the institutional support for participatory place-making.
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Design intervention

6.1. Intervention 5: Playable cities

The Playable City intervention is summarised below, using the four activities of the participatory
place-making framework, presented in Chapter 3. This intervention consists of a set of eight
activities and ran over a period of two years in Bouwlust, a neighbourhood in The Hague. The rest
of the chapter explains in more detail why this intervention was designed, what it entails, which
methods were used to study it, and what were the identified effects of the playable city approach
in relation to place-making.

Connect with local context: Field visits, desk research, and mapping activities with citizens were
used to get an understanding of Bouwlust. Several (municipal) documents provided by local
actors provided background information on this area.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: Social media pages on the neighbourhood gave first
insight into who are key partners here. Further, researchers held interviews with community
police officers and ran questionnaires and focus groups with citizens to deepen insight.

Gather data and doing analysis: All of the interviews, mapping activities, focus groups, and
other activities were combined to analyse Bouwlust and understand how place-making can be
achieved here.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: An interactive installation was deployed in Bouwlust and a
design workshop was held that both served to discuss the effects and outcomes of the playable
city approach with residents and other stakeholders.

Image courtesy of: Gerrit Vermeulen from Unsplash.com
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6.1.1. Motivation

Whereas the technology in top-down smart city design regularly
focuses on making city life more efficient (Nam & Pardo, 2011),
Playable City (Nijholt, 2017c) design focuses on the use of smart
city technology to engage citizens with their physical space to
increase participation in their neighbourhood community (Nijholt,
2020). (Serious) games (Schouten, Ferri, De Lange, & Millenaar,
2017) have successfully been used as a talking tool to facilitate
discussion between different stakeholders (Tan & Portugali, 2012)
or to include citizens in city-making (Stokes, 2020). Citizens
can play an urban planning game to experience decisions and
considerations that city planners have to make (Ashtari & Lange,
2019). Another succesful approach has been to place playful
interventions in neighbourhoods to gather citizen input on city
life (Claes & Moere, 2017; Claes, Coenen, & Moere, 2017; Golsteijn
et al., 2016), create discussion on local issues (Hespanhol et al.,
2015; Schroeter, 2012; Wouters et al., 2014), or explore alternate
designs of the physical space (Golsteijn et al., 2016; Fredericks
etal., 2015; Custers et al., 2020). Consideration of the technological,
social, and physical structure and networks between people, and
of the city, are key to the design of such interventions (Brazier &
Nevejan, 2014). These structures and networks define the design
space to be considered by all city stakeholders in participatory
design of a Playable City.

For people, social and physical, and on- and offline realities merge
into one experience and understanding of the world (Nevejan,
2007; Nevejan, Sefkatly, & Cunningham, 2018). A clear need exists
to include the perspectives of all stakeholders in city-making and
place-making (Juujarvi & Pesso, 2013; Harding et al., 2015) and
the Playable City provides a promising perspective, as it aims to
exploit the physical, digital, and social layers of the city to foster
citizen engagement (Stokes, 2020).

While the importance of including the local community and
stakeholders is widely acknowledged, it remains a challenge how
to organise such processes (Harding et al., 2015; Leminen et al.,
2012; Stokes, 2020). This intervention addresses this challenge
by studying a set of eight activities that aim of involve a wide
range of stakeholders in city-making and place-making processes.
The next section further elaborates on how the playable city
and participatory approaches connect. The intervention design,
comprised of eight activities is then outlined in Section 6.1.3 and
has been deployed in Bouwlust, a neighbourhood in The Hague
(NL), where citizens and professionals are looking for ways to
work together to improve liveability and safety. The intervention
is analysed using the four activities from the participatory design



framework (Chapter 3). Insights from this intervention study shed
light on the applicability of specific methods for the four types of
activities in the framework.

6.1.2. Background

The notion of the Playable City was introduced as a novel perspec-
tive on the city: one that is playful, open, exploratory, interactive,
and participatory. While several books (e.g. (Stokes, 2020; Nijholt,
2017¢, 2020)) and many research articles have been published on
this playful perspective, the field is still developing and exploring
the notion of a Playable City (Nijholt, 2017c, p. 6), its contribution
to current thinking (Nijholt, 2017¢, p. 9), and how the success
of Playable Cities can be evaluated (Fisher2017; Nijholt, 2017c,
p- 17). In other words, much work is being (and has still to be)
done. Earlier work introduced the notion of playgrounds; physical
places in the city where citizens interact on the streets in fun,
open, and spontaneous ways (Slingerland et al., 2019; Slingerland
et al., 2020a). These playful environments, potentially mediated
by technology, were designed to create safe spaces for citizens to
explore, experience, and reflect on city life (Ferreira, Anacleto, &
Bueno, 2017). In these spaces, citizens need to trust each other and
experience each other’s presence (Harding et al., 2015; Brazier &
Nevejan, 2014).

To be successful at fostering participation, these spaces need to
be designed to embrace the technological, physical, and social
aspects of the city (Brazier & Nevejan, 2014). The use of technology
in the city seems to become more apparent now that many cities
label their city as ‘smart’ (Nijholt, 2017c). Technology also plays an
important role to mediate the Playable City. Researchers question
who should design and use this technology, hence the Playable
City (Nijholt, 2017c, p. 3).

The question remains how a Playable City can be co-created in
collaboration with all city stakeholders, resulting in an engaging
and empowering participatory place to live. Prior work argues
for the need of city actors for increased transparency, influence,
and exchange when working together on city-making (De Koning
etal., 2018). To our knowledge, current literature lacks overarching
guidelines or frameworks for participatory design processes in
which multiple stakeholders jointly explore their playable city.
Therefore, this study addresses the following research question:
How can all stakeholders be included in exploring the design space of
their playable city?
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1 Afaina was part of the research team.

6.1.3. Intervention design

The intervention in this study is a research project that explored
the design space for liveability and safety in a participatory process
in aneighbourhood in The Hague (NL). The local government and
police of The Hague identified the neighbourhood of Bouwlust
as one with a low level of citizen participation for which a new
approach was needed. The liveability and safety issues with
which citizens are confronted include drug abuse, litter, and
youth gangs. Several initiatives have been started in the past by
both the local government, the police and citizens to address these
issues, often initiated and executed by one of these actors, often
for a designated period of time. The design intervention of this
study analyses was initiated by these parties to together explore
options for inclusive participation to address liveability and safety
issues. A research team of Delft University of Technology was
invited in this context to, jointly with citizens and other partners,
explore the design space of participation in Bouwlust. The eight
activities that comprise this intervention are described below.

Artistic research

Architect Afaina de Jong! made an architectural visual analysis of
the neighbourhood. At different moments during the week she vis-
ited Bouwlust and took photographs of the physical environment
and the buildings. The architect walked through the neighbour-
hood and explored if and how the physical environment supports
social interaction and community building. The architect used the
YUTPA framework (Nevejan, 2009) to do her architectural and
artistic analyses. YUTPA is the acronym for ‘being with You in
Unity of Time, Place and Action’. The YUTPA framework has been
developed to analyse trade-offs in presence design and facilitate
discussion about different presence configurations (Nevejan &
Brazier, 2015). To this purpose, each presence design is analysed
along four dimensions: time, place, action, and relation (Nevejan
& Brazier, 2011). Different underlying factors are specified for
each dimension. The YUTPA dimensions resonate well with the
need to acquire insight into the physical (dimensions place and
time) and social (dimensions relation and action) structure of and
networks within Bouwlust. This framework has also been used in
other settings (e.g. (Nevejan & Brazier, 2012)) to understand the
design space for participation. In Bouwlust, the YUTPA analysis,
for example, revealed that there are many green areas, such as
small parks and playgrounds, but that those are rarely used. Such
insights were documented by the architect using photographs
taken, and notes made, during the site visits.



Desk research

For desk research the team relied highly on municipal documen-
tation, such as urban district plans, safety and security reports,
and neighbourhood monitors. The Municipality provided reports
with evaluations of different participation initiatives that had
been performed in the past. The Police provided crime reports
on, for example, burglaries, robberies, and (domestic) violence.
Furthermore, the results of two surveys were provided, one of
liveability and safety issues according to the citizens, and one on
the digital means available to the citizens. The researchers them-
selves also analysed several citizen participation initiatives they
found on the internet through, for example, Facebook accounts of
the neighbourhood and of the community police officer.

Neighbourhood mapping

Two student groups from three different universities following
an MSc programme on Responsible Innovation engaged in a
mapping exercise in Bouwlust. They visited Bouwlust for two
days and asked citizens to map places in the neighbourhood
where they feel happy. The collected locations and stories of
citizens were put on an interactive digital map by the students for
everyone to access.

Interviews with community officers

One of the first engagements with the community of Bouwlust
were interviews held with five community professionals (four
community police officers, one community worker). They played
an important role in building up rapport with citizens in Bouwlust.
The interviews were semi-structured and focused on three main
topics. The first topic was the tasks of the police officer and
community worker: their daily routines, which tasks lead to
a good feeling (under which circumstances) and which ones
cause frustration (under what circumstances). The second topic
concerned the interaction and collaboration between professional
partners, within the police force and outside with, for example,
the Municipality and housing associations with questions such as:
How do you negotiate and tune activities?, How do you support
each other?, How do you receive and show appreciation? The
third topic was about the way interaction and collaboration with
citizens was organised, and its importance with questions such
as: How do you interact with citizens? What is important in your
work for citizens?
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Citizen questionnaire and interviews

Following the interviews with community professionals, a ques-
tionnaire and semi-structured interview guide were developed to
address the perspective of citizens. Again, the YUTPA framework
(Nevejan, 2009) was used to structure and analyse the interviews
with citizens. The questionnaire included one question for each of
the factors underlying the four dimensions of the YUTPA frame-
work, resulting in a questionnaire with 16 questions in total. For
example, the ‘duration of engagement’ factor was translated to
the question "How long do you live here?’. The factor ‘body sense’
resulted in the question ‘Do you feel connected with the people in
the neighbourhood?’. A question about the factor ‘reciprocity’ was
rephrased as ‘Do people help each other in this neighbourhood?’.
As a final example, the ‘role’ factor was translated to the question
‘Are you as a citizen important for actions that happen in the neigh-
bourhood?’. The questionnaire addressed the social infrastructure
in Bouwlust, to which extent citizens enjoy living in Bouwlust,
whether they can take responsibility for the neighbourhood, and
how much they feel they can collaborate with other citizens or
community professionals. Each question required an answer on a
scale of 1 (hardly) to 10 (very much).

In a similar vain were questions formulated for the semi-structured
interview, using the YUTPA framework, to trigger the respon-
dents to express their experiences of living and participating in
the neighbourhood. Citizens were informed about the research
project and the option to participate, by leaflets that researchers
distributed in the neighbourhood, in physical mailboxes. These
leaflets also offered the option for citizens to go to a website and
answer some questions, instead of having a face-to-face interview.
The researchers set themselves up in a mobile unit for a few days
near the shopping centre in Bouwlust and approached citizens
on the street inviting them to either fill out the questionnaire on
paper or to participate in a more elaborate interview. This setting
is shown in Figure 6.1. In total 22 citizens participated in the
physical interview which resulted in rich qualitative stories and
experiences of citizens to complement the questionnaire outcomes.
The questionnaire was filled in by 72 citizens.

Citizen focus groups

Participants for the citizen focus groups were recruited by visiting
locations where citizens come together and approaching citizens
to participate. For the focus groups, primary schools were visited
to invite mothers to discuss their situations with the researchers.
The researchers also visited the community centre to talk to



other citizens. In total 11 persons participated in the discussions.
The topics addressed, and questions asked, were similar to the
semi-structured interviews with citizens in the mobile unit.

Installation

To understand which circumstances in Bouwlust (e.g. emerging
safety issues) could foster citizens to connect with each other and
community professionals, an installation was setup for two days
in the neighbourhood, one day close to a mosque, and one day
near the shopping centre. This installation confronted citizens
with specific circumstances, for example an increase of burglaries,
and researchers asked citizens to respond, in terms of whom
they would contact and in what way (face-to-face, email, phone,
etc.). The answers provided by citizens gave further insight into
the social structure of, and networks within Bouwlust and the
possibilities to build and extend relationships between the various
stakeholders.

Design workshop

As a final activity, a design workshop was organised in which
citizens and community police officers discussed the outcomes
of the other activities and explored design options for Bouwlust.
Twelve citizens, two community police officers and a community
worker gathered on an evening in the community centre to co-
design solutions for the three problems most frequently addressed
in earlier activities: loiterers, litter and burglaries. The participants
were triggered to think of solutions from three perspectives, from
the perspective of the most likely responsible stakeholder, such as
the police or city council, from the perspective of social institutions
such as schools, mosques, health care and shops, and from the
perspective of physical and digital installations, such as apps,
sensors and street light. Solutions varied from larger garbage bins,
improving locks on houses, via social influencing through school,
church and mosque, understanding what loiterers need, to digital
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Figure 6.1.: The researchers invited citi-
zens for an interview or to fill out the
questionnaire in the mobile unit.
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2 See http://vital.gingerresearch.net
(last visited October 5, 2020).

apps to report and inform citizens and government, and placing
cameras and sensors at crucial places.

6.1.4. Method

The four activities from Chapter 3 guide the analysis of this
intervention. The eight methods (described above) are mapped
onto the four activities. The Bouwlust case was analysed by first
collecting all available documentation and data on the research
project. These were reports and slide decks used to present the
research to stakeholders, transcripts and survey data which were
collected during the research, and the project website? that was
used to keep local actors informed about the research. Three
researchers were involved in the research project in Bouwlust and
hence their experiences also informed the analysis. Each of the
research methods used in Bouwlust were described as a first step
in the analysis. Following, one researcher made an initial analysis
by reflecting on the contribution of each of the methods to the aims
of the four activities in the framework and determining to which
extent the methods fit the four pillars. As a result, the methods
were sorted and mapped on each of the activities to which they
contributed. This initial outcome was discussed amongst the
complete research team and further iterated by adding reflections
and experiences of the other researchers, leading towards the
results presented in the next section.

6.1.5. Results

This section analyses and outlines to what extent the methods
helped to fulfil the aim of each of the activities of the framework.
An overview of this analysis is shown in Figure 6.2. It depicts
the relation between the methods that are part of the design
intervention and the activities of the framework from Chapter
3.

Connect with the neighbourhood

The aim of this activity is to acquire insight into the social, phys-
ical, and technological structure of the neighbourhood. Initial
involvement with the field through the artistic research, desk
research, and neighbourhood mapping was used in the interven-
tion as part of this activity. The artistic research was valuable for
the researchers to develop a sense for Bouwlust, mostly in terms
of the physical structure. For example, one observation was that
many signs and fences restrict how public places are used in the
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Figure 6.2.: An overview of how the applied methods in Bouwlust fit within the four activities from the participatory place-making
framework.

neighbourhood and that the community centre building itself
is visually closed off from the street (see Figure 6.3). As in the
previous activities, the YUTPA framework (Nevejan, 2009) was
used to structure the analysis of the observations and to interpret
the photographs taken.

The desk research provided insight into demographics of
Bouwlust, participation initiatives, and the liveability and safety
problems citizens experience. The documents helped to under-
stand the history of the neighbourhood; how it has developed
over the years into the very diverse and dynamic community it
now is. An important insight in terms of social structure was,
for example, that citizens, on average, live in Bouwlust for just
three years. This high turnover of citizens complicates a general
neighbourhood sense of community. There is, however, a huge
variation in the number of years citizens live in Bouwlust: from
just one year to extremes up to 40 years. In terms of becoming
acquainted with Bouwlust, the field visits were useful to get to
know the important places in the neighbourhood (such as the

Figure 6.3.: The community centre in
Bouwlust has a rather closed appear-
ance.
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community centre), while the desk research provided insights
on what people in Bouwlust care about, which participation ini-
tiatives exist(ed), and the way the neighbourhood is structured
in terms of demographics. The methods helped to paint a rather
conceptual picture of Bouwlust as there was limited engagement
with the people whom live or work in Bouwlust. The interviews,
focus groups, and installation used in the other activities provided
much more insight into the social structure of, and networks in
the neighbourhood.

Identify key partners and stakeholders

The aim of this activity is to acquire insight into the main actors
in a neighbourhood in terms of participation. The desk research
contributed to this activity, complemented with the interviews,
questionnaires, and focus groups with several of the obvious
stakeholders. As in this research programme, the researchers
were invited by the local police and government to explore citizen
participation, these three stakeholders were an obvious starting
point to identify other actors. The four methods used in this
activity (see Figure 6.2) allowed to identify actors from different
perspectives. Throughout these four methods, and the ones used
beyond this activity, other key actors were identified. Insights in
Bouwlust became more detailed and nuanced. This resulted in the
notable insight that the notion of a key stakeholder is very dependent
on context. For example, in some cases citizens are considered to
be a single (type of) stakeholder in this context, while the desk
research documents, citizen interviews and questionnaire showed
that citizens organise themselves in communities according to
cultural or ethnic background. For example one citizen said:
“Everybody is only connected to their own group, their own culture,
and not with other people.” Citizens can, in this context, not be
considered to be a single stakeholder, but rather as multiple
stakeholders who are organised based on culture. People are part
of different cultures, around schools, religion, sports, housing
blocks for example. Culture is used here in a broad sense and
reflects a multiplicity of identities (Jong, 2020).

The key stakeholders identified by the community police officers
included the municipality, local care institutions, and housing
corporations. Citizens did not make this distinction: they grouped
these various governmental actors together as the community
police officer stakeholder. This became clear during the focus
groups and citizen interviews, in which citizens indicated that they
reach out to their community police officers when they need help,
independent of the issue. One of the community police officers
stated: “We fill many gaps. We are in contact with schools, shops, care



institutions and youth work.” Another one said: “These professional
partners come to me, [...] They call me to ask to go by one of their clients
from which they haven't heard in a while. In these cases I decide if this is
part of my job or if it’s the partner’s responsibility.” The officer is the
first contact point for most citizens when they need help and also
for the professional organisations when they want to reach citizens.
The three methods in this activity taught that there are different
perceptions on key stakeholders and that for Bouwlust, the main
interaction is between the community police officer and different
groups of citizens. The focus groups stimulated an open and
exploratory discussion between different citizens. The discussions
were dynamic and interactive, contributing to a playful ambience.
The research showed every specific and important social role these
community police officers have, according to the interviewed
residents.

Gather data and doing analysis

This activity comprised of many methods as shown in Figure 6.2.
The interviews, questionnaires, and focus groups with citizens and
community officers contributed to building relationships needed
to gather data and analyse Bouwlust. Neighbourhood mapping,
the installation, and design workshop supported this activity
as well. This variation of methods enables city stakeholders to
engage at different moments, as it suits them. They were playful in
the way data was collected, using traditional methods (interviews,
questionnaires, focus groups) and methods that fostered creativity,
openness, and interaction (neighbourhood mapping, installation,
design workshop). These methods created an iterative cycle to
connect more and more with the neighbourhood and deepen the
relationships with stakeholders. City stakeholders simultaneously
became familiar with the research project, decreasing the effort to
convince stakeholders to participate. Strategic locations to attract a
variety of citizen groups were selected: visiting schools, shopping
areas, mosques, and playgrounds. The fact that these methods
were mainly conducted out on the streets, using a visible mobile
unit or installation, lowered the barrier for stakeholders to talk to
the researchers and thus relaxed the effort to collect data.

On the other hand, this activity aims to invest in the relationships
between the city stakeholders themselves. The design workshop
brought citizens, police officers and community workers together
to discuss outcomes and collaboratively design solutions for three
frequently mentioned problems in the neighbourhood. Different
stakeholders collaborated on a commonly felt problem, which
contributed to their shared feeling and relationship. The design
workshop was playful because it fostered an open and exploratory
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Police outcome

Combined outcome (artistic, police & citizens)

Citizen outcome

Figure 6.4.: Left part shows the difference between the YUTPA outcomes for citizens and police officers. Right graph is the result
of combing all YUTPA analyses to identify possible design spaces. Scores higher than 5 show potential for design.

mindset of participants, as they were asked to consider perspec-
tives of other stakeholders, social institutions, and physical /digital
installations when coming up with solutions.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders

The aim of this activity is to find out where and how effects and
learnings of the other activities can be fed back to the city stake-
holders for reflection and discussion. In the design workshop the
results so far were summarised and presented to the participants.
The main reason for this is to validate whether the participants
recognise these results and are willing to adopt them further on
in the process. To this end, the insights of the interviews and
questionnaires were mapped on the YUTPA framework to under-
stand the relationships between the different actors and how they
perceive each other. This is illustrated in Figure 6.4, showing the
YUTPA results for citizens and community police officers. These
graphs highlight which factors are supported, for which support
is lacking, and how this differs between citizens and community
police officers. This tool illuminates which factors have a basis



and which relationships between the various city stakeholders
can be developed. The right graph shows the YUTPA result when
all graphs are combined, visualising the potential design spaces
for participation in Bouwlust. The factors that score higher than
5 on this combined graph are considered to indicate a potential
design space.

In Bouwlust, neighbourhood mapping, an installation, and the
design workshop were used to reflect on effects with stakeholders.
In addition, a website was made available for citizens and other
stakeholders to be informed on the progress of the research and
intermediate results®. Asking citizens to indicate which places
in Bouwlust make them happy resulted in a list of locations that
might be appropriate to disseminate outcomes. The installation
provided insight into motivators for citizens to engage with their
neighbours and neighbourhood and other city stakeholders. The
topic of safety in Bouwlust was identified as a topic that motivates
citizens to contribute to neighbourhood initiatives for a longer
period of time.

As result of the research it became apparent that the time di-
mension of the YUTPA framework offers the best design solution
space for enhancing social safety in Bouwlust. The first factor that
can be enhanced in the time dimension is integrating rhythm. Many
residents have reported that sharing activities like walking the
dog, meeting at the school yard, shopping at the same time, makes
it easier to engage with a basic trust among one another. Rhythms
of daily life affect the sense of social safety in a neighbourhood.
The second factor that many residents agreed upon is the fact that
the Bouwlust lost ‘moments to signify’. In a neighbourhood both
the history of the place as well as a yearly festival for example, or
a monthly newsletter give people a shared sense of where they
are. The sharing of meaning, the actively being involved with
contributing to this meaning of and in a neighbourhood, enhances
the sense of social cohesion and the sense of social safety as re-
sult. The longing for more meaning and active engagement with
neighbourhood histories is visible in local social media activities,
but is not yet visible in the physical environment.

6.1.6. Discussion

Analysis of the case study in Bouwlust provides insight into which
methods can help to fulfil the activities of the participatory place-
making framework. To untangle participatory design processes
and methods is a challenge (Sawhney & Tran, 2020): they are not
easily separated because they influence each other constantly. To
this end, researchers can move back and forth between the four
activities of the framework using methods that can contribute
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to multiple activities at the same time as depicted in Figure 6.5.
Such an iterative process is needed as the neighbourhood is also
continually changing. For example, the analysis showed that
key partners and stakeholders are fluid, depending on who and
when you ask. Going through multiple iterations using various
methods also allows to step by step deepen the understanding
and connection with the context, and to continuously inform next
steps on what was learned. The resulting account to use different
types of methods and to iterate within and between the four
activities are the two main topics for discussing the analysis.

Method variety in each of the activities

Eight different methods were used to explore participation with
various stakeholders in Bouwlust. These methods purposefully
offered neighbourhood actors multiple ways to participate in
the research. Citizens could engage in a way that suited their
availability and commitment. The benefit of providing different
modes or mediums to tailor participation was also highlighted
in case studies on grassroots citizen communities (Slingerland
et al., 2019). The findings in Bouwlust show as well that multiple
methods should be used in this kind of work to provide actors
distinct ways to be involved and provide input to the research.

One activity in which many distinct methods were used was
gather data and doing analysis. While the mobile unit for the citizen
interviews received a lot of attention because it was placed at a
strategic location where many people frequent, digital engage-
ment on the website was considerably lower. Engagement, in this
case, was measured in terms of how many citizens responded.
These two channels nonetheless enabled different types of citizens
to participate: ones whom do not find their way to a website or
app and enjoy talking to a researcher, and ones whom prefer to
give their feedback at home using their computer at a time that
suits them. The YUTPA framework was helpful to integrate the
insights from the various methods providing a generic coding
scheme for the analysis of the variety of results, enabling com-
parison needed to identify design spaces for participation in the
neighbourhood.

Timing and sequence of methods and activities

The four activities of the proposed framework were initially intro-
duced without a pre-defined order. The case study in Bouwlust,
however, suggests a preferred sequence of activities and methods.
This sequence suggestion is added to Figure 6.5. Initial field in-
volvement is an essential first step before any of the other methods
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can be applied. This initial step informs the researchers on which
locations in the neighbourhood people can be found and which
people or parties should be considered in the furthering research.
Interviews with citizens or city officials, for example, will not be
less informative to researchers if they do not first engage with
desk research and field visits to know which topics to address
in the interviews. Interactive installations could also be used to
become acquainted with the neighbourhood, but researchers first
need to know which are crowded locations to strategically place
an installation. The prominent presence of such initial field work
in seminal literature (e.g. (Crivellaro et al., 2015; Parraagudelo
et al., 2018; Custers et al., 2020; Aoki et al., 2009)) confirms that
field involvement as part of connecting with the neighbourhood is a
critical first step in the proposed framework.

Following the case study analysis, connecting with the neighbourhood
seems to be the activity that needs to be executed first before the
other three activities can be done. In contrast, the other three activ-
ities do not presume a specific sequence and continue to inform
each other and the first activity as well. In the case of Bouwlust,
results were mostly made visible to the community during the
final stages of the research. Some methods (e.g. the installation)
could have been applied already earlier to visualise intermediate
outcomes. At the same time, the installation in Bouwlust was,
for example, designed using insights from the interviews and
questionnaire. The method sequence needs to be carefully con-
sidered, to find an appropriate chain of activities that build on
each other’s outcomes and disseminates these outcomes to the
local community. A method such as focus groups is also suitable
to feed results back and discuss them with the community to
inform further research activities (Pickering, Kintrea, & Bannister,
2012). Such a process, where directions and outcomes become
apparent on the go, requires a lot of flexibility from researchers,
participants and funders, which is not always an option.
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Figure 6.5.: The design framework sug-
gests a sequence of activities and which
methods to be used in them.
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6.1.7. Conclusion

This study explored a design intervention to support city actors to
make it work together, despite their sometimes conflicting values
and interests. The intervention was inspired by the Playable City
perspective. The intervention was ran in Bouwlust, a neighbour-
hood in The Hague, and analysed using the four activities of
the participatory place-making framework from Chapter 3. The
intervention lasted in Bouwlust for two years in collaboration
with the police and local government. Eight different methods
were part of the study, to involve community professionals and
citizens in thinking about improving the liveability and safety in
Bouwlust. Using the framework activities to analyse the place-
making process in Bouwlust resulted in valuable and relevant
insights into how such processes can be best organised.

The first insight was that method variety in each of the activities
is needed to offer city stakeholders multiple ways to get involved,
using digital channels or real-life engagements, with various
levels of commitment. The second insight was the activity connect
with the neighbourhood needs to be done before the other three.
The outcome from this activity informs the activities to identify
key partners, gather data and doing analysis, and make effects visible
and accessible. Current research extends this research to focus
on the development of a data approach to enhance rhythms in
neighbourhoods (2018-2023) in urban environments (Nevejan
et al., 2018). Current research also explores a variety of interfaces
in which online local activity becomes visible in the physical
environment where the stories and data are gathered in a playful
endeavour (Suurenbroek, Nio, & De Waal, 2019). Further analysis
of other playable participatory case studies using these four
activities is one of the directions of our future work and aims
to strengthen the contribution of the participatory place-making
framework to the field of playable cities.
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Design intervention

6.2. Intervention 6: Asset-based community development

The asset-based community development (ABCD) intervention has been implemented in the
context of the Resilient Cities programme in Rotterdam. A summary of this intervention, using
the four activities of the participatory place-making framework, is given below. The rest of the
chapter explains in more detail why ABCD was applied in this intervention, what the programme
entails, which methods were used to study it, and in what way the intervention supported
resilience and place attachment of the community.

Connect with local context: The intervention was deployed in Bospolder-Tussendijken (BoIu), a
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neighbourhood in Rotterdam. The Veld Academie has engaged in extensive research in this area.

A researcher who grew up in this neighbourhood engaged in a large part of the research and
hence has a close connection with the context.

Identify key partners and stakeholders: Key partners and stakeholders were recruited from the
network of the VeldAcademie, in the context of the resilience programme. The local researcher
also recruited partners from his personal network.

Gather data and doing analysis: Interviews were held with community members, representatives
of local government, and other informal and formal actors to establish an understanding
of how the community responded to the first lockdown and how ABCD had prepared them for this.

Reflect on effects with stakeholders: The results of the interviews and gained insights are shared
in areport by the Veld Academie with all relevant stakeholders. The Veld Academie further presents
and discusses the results with the key partners.

Image courtesy of: Miles van der Looven from Unsplash.com
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6.2.1. Motivation

The well-being of people in cities is built on a complex network
of institutions, infrastructure and information, but also networks
within and between communities and associational life (The
Rockefeller Foundation & Arup, 2014). These networks are under
pressure when confronted with crises, such as floods, extreme
weather, or migration streams (Adger, Safra De Campos, Sid-
diqui, & Szaboova, 2020). Resilient city approaches have gained
popularity amongst policy makers and urban planners to enable
the city and its urban community to adequately respond to such
sudden shocks or stressors (Torabi, Dedekorkut-Howes, & Howes,
2021). This intervention study specifically focuses on community
resilience: the capacity of an urban community to withstand or
adapt with change (Keck & Sakdapolrak, 2013; Mehmood, 2016),
through the “management and engagement of community re-
sources by community members to thrive in such an uncertain
environment (Magis, 2010)” (Matarrita-Cascante, Trejos, Qin, Joo,
& Sebner, 2017).

Resilient communities benefit from collaboration between formal
community actors, such as local institutions, and informal commu-
nity actors, such as residents and associations (Galal Ahmed, 2019).
These actors collaborate to organise the fulfilment of functions in
a community (Colten, Kates, & Laska, 2008; Edelenbos, Meerkerk,
& Schenk, 2016). From the dynamic and interaction between the
actors, an engaged and cohesive community emerges and this is
essential to urban resilience (Slingerland et al., 2020a).

While the need for collaboration between formal and informal
actors for community resilience is acknowledged (Linnell, 2014;
Nespeca, Comes, Meesters, & Brazier, 2020), much uncertainty
still exists about adequate ways of working together. As such,
practitioners and researchers struggle to formulate strategies and
policies to enable and support community resilience in cities
(Torabi et al., 2021). Current studies into community resilience
from the resident perspective (e.g. (Fastiggi, Meerow, & Thad-
deus, 2020; Linnell, 2014), or governance perspective (Beilin &
Wilkinson, 2015)) contribute to understanding what a resilient
community in practice really needs to deal with crises.

These scholars have identified resources that play an important
role for communities in crisis situations. The value and necessity
of these resources is partly determined by the nature of the crisis
they face (Vos & Sullivan, 2014). For example, natural hazard
crises require fast coordination between actors as well as prepared
infrastructure that can withstand the hazard (Colten et al., 2008).
In contrast, social crises such as the COVID-19 pandemic require
established social structures that can quickly adapt their activities



and be creative in dealing with the imposed restrictions and rules
(Caruso, Mela, & Pede, 2020). In general, people’s behaviour in
crisis closely follows their past routinised patterns of movement,
influenced by their historic behaviour and their social bonds.
Community infrastructure is vital to reduce inequalities caused by
crisis and cascading effects (Klinenberg, 2018; Portugali, 2011).

This study takes a closer look at the required community assets
that enable resilience by posing the following research question:
Which capacities and relationships enable a community to be
resilient? To answer this question, the next section starts to identify
core assets of resilient communities described in literature. These
assets are then analysed in the context of a Dutch neighbourhood-
based community that was faced with sudden lockdown restric-
tions due to the breakout of the COVID-19 pandemic. An analysis
reveals which of their capacities and relationships the community
needed to respond adequately to the imposed lockdown. The
analysis further identifies five factors that support the community
to access these assets or to strengthen these relationships and
capacities.

6.2.2. Background

Many cities have realised the need to be prepared for unexpected
crises, shocks, or stressors: to address their strategies for resilience
(The Rockefeller Foundation & Arup, 2014). Linnell (2014), for
example, has shown that coordination and interaction during
crisis response requires formal and informal actors to work to-
gether to adapt to the crisis situation. Asset-based approaches
to community development (such as ABCD (Kretzman & McK-
night, 1993)) provide a promising approach to this end. Assets, in
these approaches, are defined to include skills, knowledge and
networks of local residents and voluntary associations, physical
and economic resources of the place, resources of public, private
and non-profit institutions, and stories and shared experiences of
residents (Kretzman & McKnight, 1993); see also (Russell, 2020).
Mathie and Cunningham (2003) consider the focus on social
relationships the core of ABCD. Formal and informal networks
also provide a means to gain access to other community assets
and resources (Mathie & Cunningham, 2003). In the presented
case, ABCD aims to develop the district bottom up, by sustainably
working together to create strong and connected local communi-
ties, where residents can experience and utilise their collective
strength (Visser, 2021). During the past five years, the case study
neighbourhood on which this paper focuses, has followed an
ABCD approach to strengthen the local community. Specifically,
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efforts were made by formal actors to gain trust, share responsi-
bility in neighbourhood development and emphasize the need to
collaborate. Key actors such as active residents, local civil servants,
police and the main housing corporation explored and found
different ways to work together. This study concentrates on the
assets the community used in their response to the COVID-19
crisis.

Social structures as a pre-requisite for community resilience

Many scholars describe activities such as coordination, collab-
oration, and interaction as key processes in resilient responses
of communities to crisis (e.g. (Colten et al., 2008; Comes, 2016;
Linnell, 2014; Nespeca et al., 2020)). Community resilience comes
to practice when interaction between agents actually takes place
(Adger et al., 2020). In fact, social structures, interconnectedness,
and networks within and between communities are described
by many as the main pre-requisites for communities to access
other resources and start up key processes during crisis (Berkes &
Ross, 2013; Linnell, 2014; Vos & Sullivan, 2014). Established social
structures and working relationships enable ad-hoc coordination
of actors (Comes, 2016), knowledge exchange (Grube & Storr,
2014), and mobilisation of other resources (Nespeca et al., 2020).
When there is no existing social structure, a lack of trust, or exclu-
sion of particular groups, community resilience is undermined
because actors have difficulty finding each other, communicating,
and working towards mutual goals (Adger et al., 2020; Spialek &
Houston, 2019). In this context, the presence of social structures,
working relationships, and social interaction is considered as the
starting point of resilient communities, enabling access to other
necessary assets (Keck & Sakdapolrak, 2013).

Assets for community resilience

Assets that influence community resilience have been identi-
fied from literature published between 2000 and 2018. Google
Scholar and Scopus were searched using (strings of) the keywords
crisis management, social resilience, community resilience, self-
organisation, governance, local, and neighbourhood. All abstracts
were first reviewed to determine relevance with respect to the
topic of community resilience. All relevant papers were reviewed
in more detail to understand what community resilience requires.
These findings are discussed in the next paragraphs and conclude
by identifying four key assets to community resilience in crises.



As outlined above, these assets become available through interac-
tions between actors, that, in turn, requires an established social
structure in the community.

Adequate communication

Resilient communities communicate and collaborate effectively
and adequately (Comes, 2016; Nespeca et al., 2020). Walsh (2007)
addresses the need for clear and consistent information shar-
ing during problem solving processes, as well as collaborative
decision-making, planning, preparedness and resourcefulness.
Stronger community resilience is also signalled when commu-
nication enables citizens to share stories about disasters and to
validate this emerging knowledge (Goldstein et al., 2015; Spialek &
Houston, 2019). Vos and Sullivan (2014) stress the need to include
all formal and informal actors in crisis communication. Comes
(2016) focuses on the role of expert networks with changing roles,
fast communication and coordination support in distributed net-
works, and ad hoc reasoning to address challenges and changes.
Nespeca et al. (2020) propose a framework for decentralised in-
formation management to support flexibility and adaptability of
actor roles and dynamic information sharing in crises.

Governance of community resilience

Governance and policies also influence community resilience
(Beilin & Wilkinson, 2015). Wilson (2013) studied the interaction
between policy and resilience, and found that most successful
policies are directed at the needs of specific communities and
based on the correct timing of implementation. The importance
and influence of local control and culture are addressed by Hills
(2002) and Stark and Taylor (2014). When governments direct and
shape transformations for strong community resilience (Wilson,
2013), this has been coined by Ross and Berkes (2014) to be engaged
governance.

Nespeca et al. (2020) concentrate on mutual coordination between
actors during a crisis and the required ability to effectively self-
organise. Their earlier mentioned framework provides a way to
focus on actor roles and interaction. Goldstein et al. (2015) stress
the importance of engaging multiple voices for self-organisation.
Ross and Berkes (2014) conceptualise this self-organisation as lead-
ership, requiring certain citizens to take on the role of community
leaders, to facilitate resilient actions in times of crisis.

Problem-solving ability through social capital

According to the US National Research Council (2011), social
capital is key to community resilience in private-public collabo-
rations. ABCD, with a strong focus on relationships, considers
social capital as a community asset (Mathie & Cunningham, 2003).
Social capital describes the potential resources a community can

185



186 | 6.

L The social index includes how cit-
izens perceive the liveability in their
neighbourhood, citizen participation,
and place attachment. The scores go
from 0 (low) to 200 (high) and the bench-
mark is the Rotterdam average in 2014
(100) (Rotterdam, 2020).

access through its networks, for example to facilitate actions to
reach community goals (Magis, 2010; Bourdieu, 1983; Coleman,
1988; Eizaguirre & Parés, 2019). In the same vein, Slingerland et al.
(2020b) propose a framework for city actors to “together make
it work” in which they distinguish five principles: community-
focused, inclusive, playful, self-sustaining, and reflective. These
principles overlap with the principles of ABCD and provide guide-
lines for fruitful collaboration between city actors to tackle the
problems with which they are confronted (Doff, 2017; Edelenbos
etal., 2016; Grube & Storr, 2014; Kapucu & Sadiq, 2016; Slingerland
etal., 2020b).

6.2.3. Intervention design

Bospolder-Tussendijken has been selected by the City of Rotter-
dam for a ten-year programme to improve the neighbourhood’s
resilience, as part of the Resilient Rotterdam Strategy (Rotterdam,
2017). The goal of the “Resilient BoTu 2028” programme is to
develop the resilience of the neighbourhoods’ residents. BoTu
aims to be the first resilient neighbourhood of Rotterdam within
10 years, increasing its social index score, one of the metrics used
by the municipality to measure urban development'. The goal is
to rise the metrics of Bospolder (=99) and Tussendijken (=88) to
the city’s average of 2018 (=110).

BoTu consists of two neighbourhoods (Bospolder and Tussendi-
jken) and contains 14.500 residents and approximately 7.100
households. Many young people live in BoIu: more than 20%
of the neighbourhood is under the age of 18 years old, while
the percentage of elderly (11%) is below city average (Rotterdam,
2020). Almost 80 percent of the neighbourhood’s community
has an immigrant background, of which almost 70 percent has a
non-western background (Rotterdam, 2020). Furthermore, these
neighbourhoods are two of the poorest neighbourhoods in the
Netherlands. Due to a high concentration of social problems such
as unemployment, high indebtedness, and low quality of housing
in the areas, BoTu is often described as a ‘disadvantaged’ area
(Rotterdam, 2020).

The strong (informal) social networks in BoIu are clearly an
asset. Improving community resilience by strengthening and
expanding these social networks is the focus of the Resilient BoTu
2028 programme, building on existing ABCD initiatives that had
been started to mobilise key actors on local issues such as safety.
An illustrative example is that local police, community workers,
and local organisations met on a regular basis to discuss safety of
BoTu, and possible initiatives to increase safety. The Bolu 2028
programme further builds on such interventions and particularly



used ABCD to strengthen the connections and relationships
between formal and informal actors in BoTu.

6.2.4. Method

The literature illustrates the multitude of perspectives on com-
munity resilience and highlights four assets that many scholars
mention as essential to community resilience: information shar-
ing environment, engaged governance, community leadership, and
problem-solving ability. An information-sharing environment deter-
mines how actors communicate. Engaged governance relates to
the extent to which formal and informal actors who govern or
manage procedures in a community respond to the needs of a
community to develop specific community related policies and
practices that influence a community’s resilience. Community
leadership functions as a bridge between informal citizen groups
and formal authorities with active engagement of community
members in various roles and connections to actors outside the
community. The fourth asset, problem-solving ability, relates to the
activities a community takes towards a resilient response. The
problem-solving ability as such is where community resilience is
manifested: through coping, adapting and transforming. These
four assets (see Figure 6.6) are analysed on how they work in
practice when a neighbourhood-based community is faced with a
crisis.

The intervention takes place in the Bospolder-Tussendijken area
(BoTu) in the city of Rotterdam. The area was already part of a
community development programme (initiated and supported
by the City of Rotterdam) when faced with sudden lockdown
restrictions. The research team had studied the community before
the COVID-19 pandemic struck the Netherlands and hence had the
unique opportunity to observe what changed in the community
in response to the lockdown.

Approach and data collection

The social crisis that resulted of the strict COVID-19 lockdown pro-
vided unique insight into the resilience of the BoTu community, to
answer the research question What capacities and relationships enable
a community to be resilient?. The lockdown required community
members of BoTu to take action. This situation provided a unique
opportunity to study how the earlier identified four key assets for
community resilience (information sharing environment, engaged
governance, community leadership, and problem-solving ability)
work in practice. A semi-structured interview guide was designed
(Strauss & Corbin, 2015; Stuckey, 2013) based on an interview
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Figure 6.6.: The four key assets for community resilience and how they are analysed in the context of the intervention study.

2 Interviews were held by researchers
of the university and of Veldacademie.
Participants interviewed by the univer-
sity gave their written consent for par-
ticipation (9). Participants interviewed
by the Veldacademie gave their oral
consent (37). All participants who are
quoted gave their consent for their
quote to be included in this disserta-
tion.

guide earlier used in the Resilient BoTu 2028 project to monitor
existing initiatives in the community. As such, the guide included
questions about how the interviewee continued or started their
initiative during the lockdown, which neighbourhood networks
the initiative included, what activities the initiative organised,
how initiators organised themselves, and which milestones have
been achieved so far.

Participants were recruited from the existing inventory of initia-
tives, through snowball sampling and from personal networks
of the researchers within the community. The participants were
mostly but not exclusively active actors.Those who were not ac-
tive were recruited from the researchers’ personal networks. In
total, 65 interviews were held, from April to July 2020, recorded
and transcribed with the consent of interviewees?, and analysed.
Among 47 individual participants were 24 who represent formal
actors and 23 who represent informal actors. Eleven key actors,
including civil servants who act as ‘neighbourhood networkers’,
were interviewed multiple times (two to four interviews) over the
course of the research period to acquire updates on the emergence
of new initiatives. As a result, the length of the interviews varied
widely (2 - 58 min). On average, an interview lasted 30 minutes
(standard deviation: 17 minutes).



Data analysis

As visualised in Figure 6.6, analysis of the interviews focused on
the four key assets for community resilience and how they are
manifested in the interaction between formal and informal actors
in Bospolder-Tussendijken, by performing an inductive process
through consensus on the interview transcripts (Braun & Clarke,
2006). Three researchers coded the interview transcripts using
the earlier mentioned framework of Nespeca et al. (2020) and
principles of Slingerland et al. (2020b) (see Figure 6.6).

The assets engaged governance and community leadership were coded
from the perspective of the formal and informal actors. The for-
mal and informal actors that participants mentioned to have
played a role during the lockdown are listed in Table 6.1. Institu-
tions and organisations with a top-down structure, with formal
decision-making power and influence, possibly with ties to the
municipality, are considered to be formal actors. They relate to
the asset of engaged governance. Foundations, small-scale (social)
entrepreneurs and citizen driven (bottom-up) initiatives initiated
by local residents are considered to be informal actors. They relate
to the asset of community leadership. In line with Nespeca et al.
(2020) understanding of actor roles and possible role changes, the
research team coded the moments where participants described
themselves or another actor to change their (1) responsibilities or
duty related to a role, (2) capabilities to perform certain activities,
(3) information needs and access, (4) domain of expertise and (5)
status, regarding formal and informal status.

The assets information sharing environment and problem-solving
ability were coded using the principles proposed by Slingerland
et al. (2020b) for city actors to “together make it work” as briefly
described above. One researcher coded moments in the transcripts
that indicate if and how the actions taken by the city actor adhere
to the five principles of being (1) focused on the community,
(2) inclusive to all actors, (3) playful and open-ended, (4) self-
sustaining the activities, and (5) supporting reflection on the
position and role of city actors in the wider community. One
University researcher started with initial coding, that was then
checked and adjusted by the two other researchers from the
Veldacademie. This checking and adjusting of the coding was
discussed in several meetings until all of the researchers agreed
on the results as presented in this paper. Discussions related to
both placement in the framework of Nespeca et al. (2020) and
that of Slingerland et al. (2020b). With respect to the framework
of Nespeca et al. (2020), most discussion revolved on the codes
placed in ‘capabilities’: researchers debated whether actors really
acted on new capabilities or whether these were capabilities
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Table 6.1.: List of formal and informal actors that were mentioned in the interviews to play a role in the community response of
BoTu during the pandemic.

Formal actors

Mosque

Salvation army

General practitioner
Charities

Neighbourhood committee
Church

Municipality of Rotterdam
Housing corporation
Youth organisation
Supermarket

Municipal community centre
Schools

Informal actors

Community council

Restaurants

Community foundations

COVID-19 response community initiative
Collaboration and network platform
Network and meeting centre

Care foundations

Sports clubs

Social entrepreneurs

Islamic foodbank

Community garden

Volunteers

Food multinational

Local police officer

Organised community care

District nurse

Formal welfare organisation
Makerspace

Non-profit organisation for refugees
National foodbank

Community initiatives
Community members

already within their capacity, but not used. With respect to the
framework of Slingerland et al. (2020b), most debate concerned
the sustainment of activities: researchers discussed which aspects
indicate that activities were sustained, or have the possibility to
be sustained, and which not. Due to varying circumstances, the
researchers involved in the coding did not keep track of a specific
percentage of the initial agreement.

6.2.5. Results

The results should provide an answer to the research question:
Which capacities and relationships enable a community to be
resilient? Hence, the analysis focused on the roles and the actions
that individual members of the BoTu community took in response
to the COVID-19 crisis, and which of the four key assets the
community were used in this process.



Type of role change Informal actors Formal actors

Responsibilities 7 3
Capabilities 14 17
Information needs 1 6
Domain 0 0
Status 1 2

Community Leadership and Engaged Governance through
actors changing roles

The two key assets Community Leadership and Engaged Gov-
ernance were analysed by focusing on the formal and informal
actors in BoTu, and whether they made any changes in their role
to support these assets. Role changes were mentioned 33 times
during the interviews and through actor interaction. Role changes
were made both by representatives of informal actors (to support
community leadership) and of formal actors (to support engaged
governance). Table 6.2 outlines the type of role changes that were
mentioned in the interviews of informal and formal actors. Please
note that one actor could engage in multiple types of role changes
(e.g. changing responsibilities and expanding capabilities).

Community leadership of informal actors

Three citizens changed their role to achieve community leadership,
when they received signals from the community that vulnerable
people needed help during the lockdown. One of these citizens
shared this problem online, and two other citizens reacted to this
post. These three citizens started to connect significant actors and
further identify the needs in the community: “... she was worried
about elderly people and she wrote ‘adopt an elderly person” or something.
And then I thought, yes, that might be a good idea to get some more
people to join in.” (community leader, informal). These citizens
became community leaders whereas in the past they were active
residents and/or social entrepreneurs involved in initiatives in the
neighbourhood and networked with formal and informal actors
through collaboration prior to the crisis. They responded to the
COVID-19 crisis by acting as individuals independently of their
organisations to initiate the local initiative “Delfshaven Helpt”
because they considered it to be necessary. They were able to do
this, because of the existing social structures in BoTu that they
were part of. “People were able to play an effective role here because
they were already doing that, so they have the right networks, knowledge
and experience at their disposal and know the area well.” (informal
initiative respondent).

All informal actors who made a role change were facilitated
through the existing network; it made it easier to connect, collab-
orate and communicate. Furthermore, a significant group of new
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volunteers, mainly students, stood up to support the community.
Their role change was supported by flexibility in tasks: a result
of job loss and working from home. “People who usually just go
out to work, they are working from home now. Some volunteers said
they normally don’t do anything for their district.” (informal initiative
respondent).

The interviewees mentioned 17 informal actors whose role
changed, six whose did not. Table 6.2 shows that informal actors
mainly changed roles by changing or expanding their activities,
using different capabilities. Some organisations switched to online
communication, facilitated by digital resources and communica-
tion. Existing social networks within the community and contacts
to formal organisations played an important role, as did physical
resources such as a work place in the neighbourhood.

Informal actors used their personal networks to recruit sponsors
for a laptop project. “A great deal of money has been collected through
sponsoring, so there are a number of people in the Delfshaven Helpt
network who just have a very good professional network and who
manage to get money out of all sorts of major organisations. And this
money is now being used to buy lots of laptops.” (informal initiative
respondent).

As mentioned above, 6 informal actors were not able to adapt their
role. The main frustrations that stood in the way of role changes
were regulations and restrictions. For example, the market place
was closed and a local festival was cancelled due to the ban of
events. Ineffective communication also frustrated community
resilience. Meetings were cancelled and meeting places closed,
resulting in inaccessible formal aid and insufficient knowledge
about what was happening in the neighbourhood, and therefore
little action was taken. “You hear less news from the neighbourhood,
even though everyone from the neighbourhood committee lives close
by. Because we no longer see each other and we don’t use Zoom, for
example, I didn’t hear anything anymore” (member neighbourhood
committee, informal). Also, an overflow of irrelevant information
in online groups, and poor digital resources and skills frustrated
role changes: “Not everyone is equipped to deal with Whatsapp, websites,
entering passwords. That can be quite a disability for someone. You
can call but they will just refer you to the Whatsapp group or website.
That is when people get stuck.” (informal initiative respondent).
Furthermore, role changes were obstructed by financial constraints
and limited network access.

Formal actors operating as engaged governance

Formal actors who changed their activities to support local initia-
tives were already part of an existing initiative or part of the local
network through previous collaboration. As such, the existing



social structures of Bolu played a major role in supporting formal
actors to deal with the crisis. For example, community leadership
actors met with formal actors to discuss the needs and problems
within the community, and to propose possible solutions. They
could easily contact each other because they had worked together
or already knew each other. Formal actors supported informal
actors with capacities and resources necessary to perform their
tasks and develop their activities. Housing association Havenst-
eder provided a vacant building to the new initiative “Delfshaven
Helpt”, that was then used as a volunteer-based grocery giveaway
shop to distribute food packages. The rent was waived for the
first months. The use of PIER 80, a municipal “House of the
Neighbourhood” enabled actors to work together and facilitate
storage of goods. Also, cars and bicycles were needed for the
distribution of materials, such as aid packages and flyers.

The interviewees mentioned that 18 formal actors made a role
change in response to the imposed lockdown and became involved
in engaged governance, one actor did not, and for three actors
this is unknown due to lack of data. As illustrated in Table 6.2,
the most common type of role change of formal actors was that
their activities changed or expanded (capability related).

Actors who changed responsibilities often also changed or ex-
panded their capabilities. For example, healthcare professionals,
like general practitioners, changed their role by exchanging in-
formation about a need for support for vulnerable patients that
could be fulfilled through emerging local COVID-19 initiatives.

Another role change that occurred is a shift in status among
formal actors, as actors started to act more informally, carrying out
activities as a group of equals and formal roles did not determine
who took on what task. “It no longer matters who works where or who
has which role, whether you are an official neighbourhood manager or
area networker, all have been handing out flyers,” (community leader,
informal). urthermore, formal actors worked as individuals at
the periphery of their organisations, and offered individual skills
that go beyond their formal tasks and capabilities. “There was
someone from the daycare who apparently could also build a website,”
(community worker, formal). Local formal actors, such as the
municipal neighbourhood team, worked from home on the basis
of the municipal protocol. They acted fairly quickly at their own
discretion, including presence in the neighbourhood (against the
official directive), where possible. “You can certainly notice that
one official creates more freedom in dealing with the rules compared to
another,” (informal initiative respondent). Local professionals were
frustrated by the rules and regulations. The message from the
Municipality was “work from home, limit contacts. There was actually
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nothing like ‘make sure you maintain your network” (neighbourhood
manager, formal).

In response to the lockdown, Table 6.2 shows that formal and
informal actors changed responsibilities, capabilities, information
access, or status. The fourth dimension of roles changes (domain)
was not observed for the informal and formal actors in BoTu. The
role changes found were from informal actor to community leader,
and from formal actor to engaged governance. The existing social
network and relationships in BoTu were essential to facilitate these
role changes. The next section focuses on the actions these actors
took, supported by their information sharing environment and
their problem-solving ability.

Interactions and activities: Information-sharing environment
and problem-solving

The information sharing environment and problem-solving ability of
the community enable actors to initiative activities to help the
community cope and adapt in a crisis situation. They can access
these assets through the social structures and interactions. This
part of the results focuses on the coding of factors that supported
or frustrated organising activities, such as Delfshaven Helpt, and
to what extent they adhered to the principles that support the
problem-solving ability of communities, identified by Slingerland
et al. (2020b).

Actor interaction: Community-driven and self-sustaining

The interaction between the formal and informal actors activated
the existing social network in BoTu for initiatives to emerge and
evolve in response to the lockdown. In other words: formal and
informal actors in BoTu accessed required resources to deal with
the lockdown through the existing social structure. The earlier
presented actor role analysis shows clearly that the informal
community members took the initial initiative as community
leaders in response to the lockdown. This is a result from the
earlier investments in the BoIu community, explained by one of
its residents: “I think the reason why it came about so quickly in this
district, or more specifically in Delfshaven, is because in recent times,
years already, investments have been made in the resilience of various
networks. So we can find each other very quickly and therefore also have
a kind of shared framework of values, which makes it easier to work
together on the basis of trust” (community leader, informal). This
quote shows that the informal actors feel they are able to make a
change and take up responsibility, indicating that problem-solving
takes place in a community-driven manner.



The problem-solving ability of the Bolu community was shown to
be self-sustaining through the established social relationships that
were activated and strengthened among actors who collaborated
in response to the lockdown. The existing working relationship
and previous experiences could be leveraged during this crisis.
This, for example, provoked formal actors to be more flexible
in dealing with the official rules. Several municipal employees
bypassed the official guidelines to facilitate activities that were
initiated by the informal actors. These officials were aware of
the importance of visibility and trust in the neighbourhood, as
means to inform and engage residents. Such a response from the
formal actors shows that activities can be self-sustaining, due to
the collaboration between formal and informal actors to solve
local problems. Such a response needs an established relationship
that is built on trust, mutual respect, and empathy (Wellman &
Wortley, 1990).

Emerging activities: Inclusive, playful, and reflective

Many citizens and professionals in BoTu took initiative as a
response to the lockdown. The Delfshaven Helpt initiative in BoTu
is inclusive, based on close collaboration between formal and
informal actors reaching a greater group within the community
than other smaller local informal initiatives. As one formal actor
explains: “Now we have a common goal. That is to help as many
elderly and vulnerable people as possible. [. . . ] Previously, of course,
you also had other goals and now you work together on a task that is
more inclusive.” (volunteer organisation member, formal). On the
other hand, another interviewee mentioned that despite door-
to-door distributing of flyers to promote Delfshaven Helpt, still
many residents in BoTu were not aware of the existence of this
initiative.

The problem-solving ability of BoTu shows flexibility: “We are
resilient because we are relaxed and deal well with the things that come our
way. Nobody sits down to cry. At the beginning of the crisis, women came
here and gave all the mothers a flower bouquet to cheer us up. Yes, they
came from BoTu, so there is enough flexibility here.” (neighbourhood
committee member, informal). The BoTu community continuously
explores what support residents need, and adjusts their activities
to that. These activities and initiatives included: a caller hotline,
groceries and food packages, home visits, distribution of laptops
for schooling, gifting flowers, a grocery giveaway shop, and youth
activities. The high flexibility that the BoTu community shows is
exactly the kind of playfulness and open-endedness that resilient
communities need.

To be successful to this purpose, information management is vital.
Sharing information mainly happened digitally. While crucial
on the one hand, this also caused frustration due to inefficient
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“

communication and accessibility problems: “... and everyone
added or asked people to add at some point [to messaging groups]. So,
that became more and more extensive, which resulted in a message
every three seconds. So that was also a bit, uh, intense.” (community
foundation member, informal). In dealing with these new ways
of communicating and organising, the BoIu community shows
that its problem-solving ability is also reflective: actors are willing
to learn new things and adjust their ways of working when
required.

6.2.6. Discussion

The results described how the formal and informal actors in
the BoTu community worked together to engage in activities to
support residents during the lockdown period. A reflection on
these results helps to further understand which factors support
a community to be resilient and as such answers the research
question: Which capacities and relationships enable a community to
be resilient? In addition to outlining these factors, the discussion
also provides policy implications on how to strengthen these
community capacities and relationships, based on the findings
of this research. The identified factors are networked community,
collaboration between actors, flexibility in roles, rules and regu-
lations, and communication. As illustrated in Figure 6.7, these
factors support the community to leverage its assets in times of
crisis (Mathie & Cunningham, 2003).

Networked community

The crisis response of the BoIu community clearly shows the
advantage of a networked place-based community. Existing net-
works in BoIu made it easier to connect and allocate resources.
Actors know each other’s strengths and have a relationship of
trust from prior collaborative experiences. The investment made
in the network as part of the Resilient BoTu 2028 project paid off,
because informal community members were empowered to take
action and could easily connect with formal actors for needed
support.

The community response in BoTu, where action was initiated
by informal actors, followed the logic of Linnell (2014), who
discussed that semi-organised and non-organised volunteers may
be potential resources for enhancement of community resilience.
One of the challenges is to connect significant community actors
to each other (Comes, 2016). The prior investments in the BoTu
network gave the community a big advantage in responding to the
COVID-19 crisis, because contacts and relationships were already
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community leadership

engaged governance
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established (Berkes & Ross, 2013; Eizaguirre & Parés, 2019; Walsh,
2007). Informal and formal actors could easily find each other to
set up expert networks and fast communication and coordination
as suggested by Comes (2016) and Caruso et al. (2020).

This shows that a significant level of internal and external net-
works and networking (activity) is essential for a community
to be resilient. Investments in formal and informal networks in
a neighbourhood community have shown to pay off, because
an established neighbourhood network, including formal and
informal actors, becomes a community asset that can be used
in times of crisis. During crisis response, this network is further
strengthened, although it remains unknown whether it leads to
structural change (Magis, 2010). As such, policy makers should
continue to invest in neighbourhood networks and establish rela-
tionships between formal and informal actors to strengthen the
community’s resilience.

Collaboration between actors

The established network, as discussed above, also eased the
collaboration between the various actors in BoTu. While prior
to the crisis some initiatives experienced competition, in the
lockdown actors aligned to a common goal and shared vision to
help the residents of BoIu. Initiatives, formal and informal actors
collaborated and for that reason had more access to resources
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Figure 6.7.: Four community assets can
be accessed in times of crisis, and five
factors support this process.
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to solve problems. For example, Pier 80, also known as a ‘Home
of the Neighbourhood’, originally is a meeting place, became a
central hub, that allowed storage of goods and functioned as a
workplace for formal actors in the community.

In line with Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe, Shepherd, and Zhao (2017)
and Caruso et al. (2020), this research shows that when formal and
informal actors collaborate, they are better able to solve problems
in response to a crisis event. Resources and community assets be-
come available through the community network and relationships
(Mathie & Cunningham, 2003). The initiated collaboration could
develop into a long-term participative collaboration network and
become another asset of the Bolu community (Magis, 2010). In-
volvement of formal and informal actors in such collaboration
is necessary, as they have different types of characteristics and
qualities which are both needed (Goldstein et al., 2015; Hills,
2002). To prevail the collaboration, policy makers should offer
some infrastructure for support and sustain actor collaboration
(Caruso et al., 2020). Municipalities should enable continuity to
local initiatives and other types of collaboration, for example
through long-term funding or stable initiative policies.

Flexibility in roles

The role changes of several actors showed the flexibility of in-
dividuals and as such enabled more actions and activities to be
possible in response to the lockdown. The results identified that
almost all actors in BoIu adapted their role, either making use
of other capabilities, focusing on other responsibilities, or even
formal actors acting towards the informal domain. This flexibility
of actors to their role facilitates actions or access to several re-
sources (Bourdieu, 1983; Coleman, 1988; Nespeca et al., 2020). In
the case of BoIu, the role adaptations facilitated the community
to problem-solve in a crisis response.

While several formal and informal actors changed their role
within the community to fulfil a function that was needed, formal
actors sometimes failed to act when informal actors needed their
support, for example civil servants who were not available when
needed, institutions not stepping up to reach a bigger group in
the community, or not supporting initiatives in administrative
burdens to financially cope with the crisis.

In general, the actions taken in the BoTu community came from
established formal and informal actors in the community. New
volunteers stood up to support these actions, however the BoTu
community was not able to extend participation with other initia-
tors to include even more citizens. Self-organised citizens need to



represent a large group of citizens to succeed (Edelenbos et al.,
2016). Policy makers can play a role in this: they should facilitate
and support activities that enable informal actors to reach a more
diverse group of community leaders, and adjust initiative poli-
cies to being more focused on reaching different types of citizen
groups, rather than on focusing on efficiency.

Rules and regulations

The policies and guidelines that affected the community in the case
study were mostly nationally imposed and, on several occasions
frustrated the ability to act resilient. For example, municipality
employees were, according to the protocols, not allowed to meet in
person with partners or collaborators, which meant being limited
in the support these employees would be able to provide the
community. Another aspect was financial constraints, that limited
actions of informal actors. Due to the pandemic some initiatives
had to halt usual operations and therefore endured a financial hit.
Additionally, institutions initially fully closed meeting places that
residents are used to visit for information exchange, instead of
finding another useful function for these valuable meeting and
information points.

Although municipalities had some flexibility in the policies, they
were not able to adapt, to incorporate the community’s local
practices, thus frustrating the community’s ability to act (Stark &
Taylor, 2014; Wilson, 2013), and hence their resilience (Edelenbos
et al., 2016; Grube & Storr, 2014; Kapucu & Sadiq, 2016). This
lack of action from the formal actors was partially caused by
the imposed regulations and rules, and the lack of mandate that
local actors were given to adapt protocols to the local situation.
Nevertheless, this research has shown that flexibility of actors,
in terms of their roles and corresponding actions, is required
for community resilience (Beilin & Wilkinson, 2015; Caruso et
al., 2020). Policy makers should further experiment with this
flexibility in terms of boundary spanning (Aldrich & Herker,
1977), to give local actors the space (mandate or financial) to act
adequately in times of crisis (Fastiggi et al., 2020).

Communication

To effectively solve problems in times of crisis, communication
between community members, formal and informal, is essential
(Grube & Storr, 2014). From the start of the COVID-19 crisis, the
BoTu community set up communication between various actors
and expressed the need to further structure communication to bet-
ter respond to the needs of the community. Initial communication
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could be setup quickly, due to existing connections between actors.
Digital resources or devices played a major role in furthering the
communication between actors, especially informal. Mobile com-
munication applications and video conferencing software were
used to form communication groups and have online meetings.
ICT and social media are clearly an asset in crisis response (Linnell,
2014). Therefore, the aim to develop technological means to allow
collective contributions of residents during crises is very much
justified (Comes, 2016; Vos & Sullivan, 2014).

The value of meeting places was affirmed in light of community
resilience, because meeting places were closed as a consequence
of the measures to prevent the spread of COVID-19. As previously
stated, meeting places like Pier 80, 'Home of the Neighbour-
hood’, provide an environment in which some locals get their
information or help with other aspects of their lives. In contrast,
ineffective communication was experienced during communica-
tion with digital resources, and for promoting local initiatives
such as Delfshaven Helpt. Although flyers were spread from door
to door, many citizens did not read or see them, as many locals
did not know of the existence of the support initiatives. While
much information was distributed through digital media, not all
residents are digitally literate. As such, closing down meeting
places in BoTu hindered the possibility of people to gather together
and share information. Digital communication tools supported
the BoTu community to organise themselves, but the closing of
physical meeting points, such as community centres, frustrated
communication at the same time. Closing off parts of the commu-
nity from the network undermines resilience (Edelenbos et al.,
2016). Policy makers should be careful when closing down these
public places, because they are communication nodes and by
closing them, some residents in the community lose access to
local information.

6.2.7. Conclusion

Resilient communities respond to ultimate challenges through ad-
equate communication (Comes, 2016) and effective collaboration
between formal and informal actors (Linnell, 2014). To further un-
derstand what capacities and relationships resilient communities
need in times of crisis, and how they access it through existing
social structures, this research studied how a neighbourhood-
based community in Bospolder-Tussendijken (BoIu) dealt with
lockdown restrictions due to the COVID-19 crisis. A literature
review identified four key assets that communities may use to be
resilient: community leadership, engaged governance, problem-solving
ability, and information sharing environment. These assets require



the existence of social relationships and interactions between
members of the community (Keck & Sakdapolrak, 2013).

Semi-structured interviews with representatives of formal and
informal actors in the BoTu neighbourhood were analysed to
understand which actions community members took, and how
they adapted their role in the community to help others during
the lockdown. The results show that those who were active in
the community were aware of, and most often involved in, the
many initiatives in the community, whereas those who were
not actively involved, were most often not aware of community
initiatives. The analysis showed that the use of key assets to
community resilience was supported by five factors: networked
community, collaboration between actors, flexibility in roles, rules
and regulations, and communication.

In their response to the lockdown, the BoTu community benefitted
from the existing network in the community. Formal and informal
actors had prior relationships which made it easier to connect,
communicate, and collaborate to start local initiatives in response
to the crisis. The research further showed that many actors, both
formal and informal, were flexible in changing their roles to this
purpose, for example taking up other responsibilities, using differ-
ent capabilities, or being more open in sharing information with
other actors. The nationally imposed rules and regulations some-
times frustrated these role changes, and restricted the flexibility
to adjust to the local context.

While this study confirms findings on community resilience
from others, such as the benefit of existing networks (Berkes &
Ross, 2013; Walsh, 2007), the need for adequate collaboration
(Williams et al., 2017), and the required flexibility of actors to
change roles in crisis response (Nespeca et al., 2020), it produces
more specific knowledge on the capacities and relationships that
are needed for community resilience, and how these can be
strengthened and accessed by local actors. Institutions such as
the local government can help communities to be more resilient,
and this study suggested five policy implications that will help
communities leverage their assets in dealing with crisis.

The findings of this research open up new questions on the
capacities and relationships needed for community resilience.
For example, how does prior collaboration between local actors
influence their ability to effectively connect and collaborate in
times of crisis? Or to what extent are the four key assets identified
from literature exhaustive? And are the five factors, found in
this research to help communities leverage their assets, all of
equal importance for community resilience? Another burning
question following a heated debate in resilience literature (Berkes
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& Ross, 2013), is to what extent communities such as Bolu should
“bounce back” to their original state to show resiliency, or what
would indicate that they have adapted to be better prepared for
future crisis. The researchers look forward to further exploring
how community resilience works in practice, based on these
questions, to help policy makers and communities better prepare
for challenging times.



6.3. Reflection on institutional support

6.3. Reflection on institutional support

This chapter studied two interventions that incorporate insti-
tutional support to the purpose of participatory place-making.
The first intervention was the Playable City approach, consisting
of eight activities in which formal and informal actors together
explore place-making. The second intervention is a resilience pro-
gramme based on asset-based community development (ABCD)
that was rolled out in a neighbourhood in Rotterdam. While this
last intervention did not specifically focus on place-making, it
yields insights into how formal and informal actors collaborate in
the neighbourhood to a common goal, using assets from ABCD.
The first intervention identified that stakeholders in the neigh-
bourhood are very diverse, and hence various activities, methods,
and tools should be included in participatory place-making, for
everyone to participate on their terms. The second intervention
highlighted several tensions and challenges that occur when for-
mal and informal actors try to work together. Collaboration and
participation requires flexibility of both types of actors; to change
roles and take up other responsibilities than they are used to. This
is particularly challenging for institutional partners. Hence, for
local governments and other formal partners to provide institu-
tional support to place-making, they need to be adaptive with
their own role and responsibilities, and prepare for diversity of
partners in participatory place-making.
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Part Ill.

SYNTHESIS






Design guidelines for participatory
place-making

Part I1I of the thesis will synthesise the insights of all six intervention
studies and conclude the thesis. In this chapter, the interventions are
evaluated using the Participatory Place-making framework. Seven re-
searchers valued the five principles (emergent, empowering, inclusive,
playful, reflective) for each intervention and judged which principle
was most present. The results of this evaluation study expose deeper
insights into how the principles can be applied in interventions for
participatory place-making. These insights inform five design guidelines
for participatory place-making that conclude the chapter.

7.1. Introduction

The framework for participatory place-making that was intro-
duced in Chapter 3 is utilised to evaluate the six interventions
presented in the previous chapters. In Part II, all interventions were
developed and studied separately in research-through-design it-
erations. Table 7.1 outlines the design output and the knowledge
output of these intervention studies. The current meta-analysis
aims to answer the third research question of this thesis: Which
guidelines can be identified to design interventions for participatory
place-making in urban settings? As such, the evaluation aims to
understand how the framework can be applied to design inter-
ventions for participatory place-making, using its principles! and
its activities?.

7.

7.1 Introduction . ...... 207
7.2 Evaluation method ... 208
73 Results . . ......... 210
7.4 Discussion:  Reflection

on the principles ... 215
7.5 Guidelines to design

for Participatory

Place-making . . . ... 219
7.6 Conclusion ........ 221

1 Emergent, Empowering,
Inclusive, Playful, Reflective

2 Connect with context,
Identify partners, Gather data, Reflect
with stakeholders
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Table 7.1.: An overview of the knowledge and design output of each intervention. The numbers of the design intervention (DI)

correspond with the numbers in Part II.

Intervention

DI 1: Location-based

games
DI 2: Co-creation

DI 3: Community
storytelling

DI 4: Distributed PD
DI 5: Playable cities

DI 6: ABCD

3 https:/ /www.qualtrics.com

Time run Design output Knowledge output
Two weeks Place-making Preferences for place-
challenge activities making challenges
One week Co-creation approach  Guidelines for place-
and materials making with children
Two years Haags Verhaal Reflective storytelling
initiative framework
One month Summer School pro- Guidelines for dis-
cess and activities tributed place-making
Two years A set of eight place- Effectiveness of activi-
making activities ties to place-making
Two years Resilient BoTu Policy  implications
programme to support social
resilience and place-
making

7.2. Evaluation method

The synthesis of six intervention studies through a meta-analysis
aids to elaborate the developed theory (Ketokivi & Choi, 2014)
with design guidelines and to explore the validity of the ele-
ments in the Participatory Place-making framework (Leung, 2015).
Rigour and accountability are supported in this qualitative re-
search through “debate, critique and reflection” (Frauenberger,
Good, Fitzpatrick, & Iversen, 2015). As such, seven researchers
performed a meta-analysis on the framework using the six in-
terventions. These researchers are experienced in Participatory
Design and/or place-making. They were asked to evaluate each
intervention using the framework for participatory place-making.
The evaluation approach attains credibility by involving seven
researchers with different backgrounds in the evaluation study,
who confirm or challenge the elements in the framework (Grane-
heim & Lundman, 2004). Involving these researchers also aids to
discover the dependability of the framework: they can evaluate
inconsistencies between the framework elements (Graneheim &
Lundman, 2004). The evaluation further provides insights into
the transferability of the framework, because they evaluate six
interventions that were applied in different contexts (Graneheim
& Lundman, 2004).

7.2.1. Procedure

The evaluation of design interventions was carried out using
Qualtrics®, an online survey tool. Participants received a link to
the online survey and after providing consent, could start the



evaluation. Participants could use multiple days to fill out the
complete survey; interruption of the evaluation was possible.
Six interventions were subject to evaluation, taking about one
hour per intervention. Participants had to evaluate at least two
interventions and, depending on their availability, evaluated up
to all six. Interventions were presented in the same order to
all participants. In case a participant requested to do less than
six interventions, they were instructed which interventions to
evaluate. This was to ensure that each intervention would receive
the same number of evaluations.

Evaluation form

After the consent page, the survey provided a page with guidelines
on how to evaluate the interventions. Next, six evaluation forms
followed, one for each intervention. The evaluation form contained
a published or submitted article describing the intervention with
marked text to indicate which parts participants should read for
the evaluation. These excerpts described the intervention design
and how it was used and experienced by intervention participants
(e.g. residents). Further, the researchers received a description
of the principles (similar to how they are presented in Chapter
3). They were asked to read through the intervention description
and evaluate the intervention, using the five principles.

Evaluation questions

On the evaluation form, participants were asked to answer two
questions to evaluate each intervention. The first question was:
Which of the principles were present in this intervention according to
you? Participants were presented with a multiple-selection list
box, one box for each principle, and could select from none to five
boxes. If a participant felt that all five principles were present in
the intervention, they selected all five boxes. If they felt that none
of the principles were present, they selected no boxes. Participants
also had the option to motivate their selection.

The second question was: Which principle was most present according
to you? Please sort the principles you choose in order (top — most present,
bottom — least present). This question carried forward the choices
that a participant had made in the previous question. For example,
had they selected ‘reflective” and ‘empowering’ as being present
in an intervention, they were now asked to order these to indicate
which one they felt was the most present. Participants could again
motivate their answer in a text box.

7.2. Evaluation method
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4 Which of the principles were present in
this intervention according to you?

5 e.g. emergence in location-based
games

6 e.g. reflective and emergence in com-
munity storytelling

7.2.2. Participants

Ten researchers who are experienced in Participatory Design
and/or place-making were invited to take part in the evaluation
study. They were recruited based on their results in these fields
and from interactions at academic conferences. Seven researchers
ended up participating in the evaluation (evaluating two or more
interventions) and received a gift card of €20 as compensation
and reward for their efforts.

7.2.3. Analysis

In total, all interventions were evaluated by at least five researchers.
The evaluation forms were analysed using counting and simple
data visualisation techniques. Tables, bar charts, and spider charts
were made to interpret the figures resulting from the evaluation
forms (see Figure 7.1, Table 7.2 and 7.3, Figure 7.2). These data
visualisations allow to gain insight into the relation between
the principles and the intervention (e.g. which principles were
recognised in an intervention, which ones were very prominent),
and to interpret the connection between the principles themselves
(e.g. does each intervention need all five principles to be successful
in fostering place-making?). The results and interpretation of this
analysis are presented in the next section.

7.3. Results

The results outline which principles were recognised by the
researchers who evaluated the six interventions, and which ones
they found the most prominent.

7.3.1. Principles per intervention

The first part of the results focuses on the first evaluation question®,
indicating which principles were recognised in each intervention.
The spider charts in Figure 7.1 visualise how often participants
recognised a principle in an intervention. As each intervention
was evaluated by five researchers, a principle could be selected
between 0 to 5 times. The colour of the spider charts indicate to
which cornerstones the intervention belongs (blue for physical
space, green for social connection, and orange for institutional
support). The visualisations immediately show that while each
principle was at least one time marked as present in an interven-
tion, some had a weak presence®, while others were recognised
by all five researchers®.
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Table 7.2.: Which principles were clearly recognised (4 out of 5) for each intervention. The numbers of the design intervention

(DI) correspond with the numbers in Part II.

Emergent Empowering
DI 1: LBG
DI 2: Co-creation
DI 3: Storytelling X
DI 4: DPD
DI 5: Playable Cities X
DI 6: ABCD X X

The spider charts also exhibit that the physical space interventions
have no principles that were recognised by all five researchers
who evaluated them. In contrast, the community storytelling
and distributed Participatory Design intervention (social connec-
tion cornerstone) had one or two principles that all participants
agreed on to be present. Similarly for institutional support; five
participants agreed that inclusive’ and emergent® were present.

Four interventions were assessed with a weak presence of one
principle: only one researcher who evaluated the intervention
recognised this principle. Location-based games, for example,
seem to not be so emergent, and community storytelling was not
recognised to be playful. Given that there is a spread in principles
that were assessed a weak (n=1) and a strong (n=5) presence, we
assume this result not to be due to the principle, but due to the
intervention. In other words, because it is not always emergent
that is assessed weakly, one may conclude that location-based
games do not really support emergence.

7.3.2. Clearly recognised principles

Table 7.2 presents which principles were clearly recognised for
each intervention. Clearly recognised here means that four out
of five researchers who evaluated the intervention, marked this
principle as present. Each intervention has at least one principle
that s clearly present and some even have two’. Since all principles
are marked as clearly present at least once, it again confirms that
it is not due to the principle, but due to its manifestation.

One researcher motivated why the co-creation intervention was
playful in the following way: “Playful, because children go outside
in a small group, and think outside, at the location itself about new
ideas and initiatives. Thereby they had several tasks to search for at the
location for instance, or had different roles to take on, some of which
they might not even would take before the game. This is in my opinion a
playful way of having a brainstorm session.” Playful was recognised
by four out of five researchers in both the location-based games

Inclusive

Playful Reflective
X
X

X

X

7 The playable cities intervention

8 The asset-based community develop-
ment intervention

9 Community storytelling and Asset-
based community development.
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Design Intervention 5:
Playable Cities

Figure 7.1.: Results of the evaluation study, indicating how often a principle was recognised for each intervention (between 0 to 5

times).
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and the co-creation intervention. Researchers clearly recognised
emergent and reflective as principles in community storytelling:
“Reflective, because by hearing stories of others you can reflect on your
own perspective and maybe even change it. Emergent, because I feel
this initiative is really something that citizens initiated at first, and will
still run after research has left.” Reflective was selected by all five
researchers for distributed participatory design: “Reflective, because
of the assignment of creating an artwork regarding the community, one
can reflect on the community and also reflect on it when one sees other
artwork or hears stories from other participants. ” The presence of
the inclusive principle in the playable cities intervention was
motivated in the following way: “Mostly inclusive, because the
paper focused mainly on how to include different types of stakeholders,
and how they can participate in the way they prefer.” Emergent and
empowering were clearly recognised in the ABCD intervention,
because “actors took action in the crisis, felt responsible!”

7.3.3. Agreement on most present principle

The next two subsections focus on the second question in the
evaluation'®, which asked the researchers to order the principles
they selected in terms of presence. The bar graphs in Figure 7.2
depict which principles were ordered as most present by the
researchers. The same colour coding is applied as with the spider
charts in Figure 7.1.

The interventions for physical space (blue) and institutional sup-
port (orange) expose a spread in the principle that was ordered as
being most present. For location-based games, for example, the
five researchers ordered four principles!! as the most present one.
It means that for these interventions, there is little agreement on
which principle is most strongly present.

In contrast, the two interventions which support social connec-
tions have only one'? or two'? principles that all five researchers
ordered as the most strongly present. In the case of distributed
Participatory Design, the five researchers agreed that reflective
was the most present principle in this intervention.

7.3.4. Most strongly present principle

From Figure 7.2 one can infer how often a principle was ordered
the most present one in an intervention. Table 7.3 shows an
overview of this. For example, playful was twice ordered as
the most strongly present principle in the location-based games
intervention.
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10 Which principle was most present ac-
cording to you? Please sort the principles
you choose in order (top — most present,
bottom — least present)

1 Empowering, Inclusive, Playful, Re-
flective

12 Distributed participatory design

1B Community storytelling
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Figure 7.2.: Results of the evaluation study, indicating the distribution of selecting the most prominent principle (between 0 to 5

times).
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Intervention Most recognised principle
DI 1: Location-based games Playful (2x)

DI 2: Co-creation Playful (3x)

DI 3: Community storytelling  Reflective (4x)

DI 4: Distributed PD Reflective (5x)

DI 5: Playable cities Inclusive (3x)

DI 6: ABCD Reflective (2x)

Location-based games and co-creation both have playful as the
strongly present principle (ordered highest by 2 or 3 researchers).
For co-creation, one researcher motivated putting playful on top:
“This way of participating is very playful in my opinion, especially when
compared to just sit in a classroom and talk about your neighbourhood.”
For community storytelling and distributed Participatory Design
(DPD), researchers most clearly recognised the reflective principle.
One researcher explained why they ranked this principle the
highest for DPD: “The mostly strongly present principle to me seemed
to be Reflective. Participants learned a lot about other people’s experiences
in the community and other.” Playable cities has inclusive as the
most strongly present principle: “The methods of collecting data
and interacting with the participants were very varied and seemed to
engage with a wide variety of participants.”. The two researchers who
ranked reflective the most present for ABCD did not motivate this
decision.

7.4. Discussion: Reflection on the principles

The results of the evaluation study provide lessons learned about
the five principles of the participatory place-making framework.
A reflection on each principle is discussed below, leading to guide-
lines for participatory place-making concluding the chapter.

7.4.1. Emergent

Emergence as an outcome of participatory interventions is heavily
discussed in literature (Simonsen & Robertson, 2013b; Simonsen &
Hertzum, 2012)14. This dissertation found that two interventions!®
were rated to be very emergent, because of their independence
from the researchers: residents start new initiatives or continue an
activity as a result of the intervention. This was clearly reflected
in the community storytelling intervention where participants
of storytelling events organised follow-up meetings with people
they met at the event.

The question remains, however, how one can design for emer-
gence in participatory place-making interventions (Robertson

Table 7.3.: Which principle was most of-
ten selected as the most prominent one.
The numbers of the design intervention
(DI) correspond with the numbers in
Part II.

1 See page 53 for the definition of
emergent in this thesis.

15 Community storytelling and Asset-
based community development
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16 Location-based games and Playable
cities

7 Community storytelling and Asset-
based community development

& Simonsen, 2012). Not all interventions supported emergence
convincingly, and two had only one researcher recognising emer-
gence as a principle!®. The two lowest scoring interventions did
not seem to have any support for emergence included. In con-
trast, the highest scoring interventions!” supported emergence
through explicit facilitation during the intervention and through
a focus on assets (such as community networks or resources).
This accords with observations of others (Simonsen & Hertzum,
2012; Dalsgaard, 2012) that emergent interventions require ex-
plicit facilitation (Smith & Iversen, 2018) in terms of sustained
resources (Robertson & Simonsen, 2012). This means that even
though emergence is defined as being independent of researchers
(Hess & Pipek, 2012; Robertson & Wagner, 2013), other resources
need to be in place for participatory place-making to continue.
Institutions, such as local governance, have a major role in creat-
ing the the appropriate conditions for emergence (Simonsen &
Hertzum, 2012), such as providing committed resources.

7.4.2. Empowering

Of all six interventions, empowering was most present in the asset-
based community development intervention. As defined on page
54, interventions are empowering when they support participant’s
motivation and agency to engage in place-making. The asset-
based community development intervention had a strong focus
on advancing community competences, and hence provided city
stakeholders with the capacity to do something, contributing
to their agency. Similarly, empowerment was achieved in the
storytelling and co-creation interventions because participants
gained new skills and experienced self-efficacy in practising
these skills. In the distributed Participatory Design intervention,
teenagers felt empowered to address an issue in their community
by learning about digital art works and social media, to achieve
their aims. Following the literature, all of these interventions build
capacity of city stakeholders , in terms of learning new skills or
gaining the ability to do something (Zimmerman, 1995).

These observations infer that empowering interventions for par-
ticipatory place-making require a focus on capacity building
(Simonsen & Robertson, 2013b; Dong, Sarkar, Nichols, & Kvan,
2013). Interventions should facilitate its users to do something
they have not done before, to experience their competence in
something they may not have imagined doing (Hansen et al.,
2019; Obendorf et al., 2009). Such capacity building also may
redistribute power in neighbourhoods (Cilliers & Timmermans,
2014), within the neighbourhood community, and in relation
to the local government. Although empowerment was not very
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strongly present in the studied interventions, the studies align
with others (Drain, Shekar, & Grigg, 2018; Ertner, Kragelund, &
Malmborg, 2010) showing that through practising new skills and
building competence, residents experience empowerment. Fur-
thermore, many scholars acknowledge the difficulty to recognise
when people are empowered (Schneider et al., 2018), which was
also a challenge in this research.

7.4.3. Inclusive

18 gee page 55 for the definition of

. . . L . inclusive in this thesis.
Inclusive has gained importance as a principle for place-making

since the field embraced a more democratic and participatory per-
spective (Strydom et al., 2018)!8. The playable cities intervention
was evaluated to be the most inclusive of all interventions that
were studied in this thesis, because of its variance in engaging
with participants. Different kinds of groups were involved, and
they could also participate in a variety of ways. The distributed
Participatory Design intervention showed that combining online
and face-to-face approaches enable people to participate on their
terms. Interventions that offer multiple ways of engaging are more
likely to tailor to different kinds of people and are accordingly
more inclusive.

The heterogeneous character of neighbourhood communities re-

quires interventions to be designed for a multiplicity of groups

with varied skills and interests (Manuel et al., 2017). Deliberate

design choices in interventions for participatory place-making 19 ‘
are required (Robertson & Wagner, 2013). This thesis highlights &g the community centre
that designers need to consider accessibility of their intervention,

as well as its appropriateness and suitability for the people who

will use it. For example, during the asset-based community inter-

vention parts of the neighbourhood were closed!?, and this led to

specific residents groups being excluded from receiving certain

information about neighbourhood initiatives. Citizens who are

not digital literate were excluded because communication moved

to social media platforms. Inclusion further requires to be open to

the perspectives of others (Grenbaek et al., 1993), as for instance

storytelling achieves (Ganz, 2009). Nevertheless, some people

may not feel comfortable to engage in storytelling events, and

prefer other ways of being included. This exposition illustrates

that inclusion is never without tensions (McCarthy & Wright,

2015), and asks for a deliberate consideration of who is included

and excluded when designing for participation in interventions.
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20 gee page 56 for the definition of
playful in this thesis.

21 1 pcation-based games and Co-
creation with children

22 Community storytelling and Dis-
tributed participatory design

23 Gee page 56 for the definition of
reflective in this thesis.

7.4.4. Playful

Play and playfulness have been extensively explored as a princi-
ple for participation, for example in the Playable Cities initiative
(Nijholt, 2017¢)?°. As confirmed by this research, playful interac-
tions and behaviour are a way to foster place-making through the
physical space (Saker & Evans, 2016; Jones et al., 2019). Earlier
studies on location-based games, for example Pokemon Go, have
already shown that these types of interventions, which build on
playfulness, support place-making (Innocent, 2016). The interven-
tions studied in this dissertation strongly encounter playfulness
in the two physical space interventions?!, but not so strongly in
the other ones. It reflects the natural relationship there seems to
be between play and physical space (Lentini & Decortis, 2010).

Most studies that concern playful place-making in physical spaces,
consider what type of activities are appropriate to this aim. Inter-
ventions should foster playful interactions in itself (De Waal et al.,
2021) or between the people using the intervention (Balestrini
et al., 2016). This dissertation confirms the ideas of Brandt et al.
(2013) and Ehn (1993) on playfulness; this behaviour is not neces-
sarily caused by games, but rather reflects an open, experimental,
and exploratory mindset. The presented analysis suggests that
the physical space provides a good starting point for designing
for playfulness as a principle in participatory place-making.

7.4.5. Reflective

Both of the interventions in the social connections cornerstone??
exposed a strong presence of reflection?. This indicates that
reflection seems to be important to foster place-making through
social connections. In other words: it is not just about people
talking to each other and connecting, but to engage in a con-
versation to learn about each other and the community (Fang
et al., 2016; Lentini & Decortis, 2010). The community storytelling
intervention exhibited that reflection is essential in these kinds of
interventions, to create meaningful connections between people
(Goldstein et al., 2015). Such reflection needs to be facilitated as
part of the intervention.

Participatory place-making interventions that are reflective fos-
ter shared learning and opening up perspectives (Robertson &
Simonsen, 2013). They make residents reconsider the physical
space, and the people who live in it, in a new way (Manuel et al.,
2017). This can happen during the intervention, such as with
community storytelling, but also afterwards. The teenagers who
participated in the distributed Participatory Design intervention
started to engage in reflection during the focus groups, that took
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place after the actual intervention. Consistent with findings from
others (Robertson & Wagner, 2013; Bossen et al., 2010), this thesis
shows the value of joint reflection for place-making; reflection
that happens in (small) groups and is shared in interaction with
others (Schon, 1983). Accordingly, interventions focused on social
connections naturally fit this principle.

7.4.6. Limitations of the study

Given there are always limitations to research in terms of time,
focus, and other resources, also this meta-analysis study was
limited. One of the most important limitations is the small sam-
ple size of the study: each intervention was evaluated by five
researchers. This complicates interpretation of the results, espe-
cially when the researchers did not agree with each other on the
principles. For example, the principles empowerment and playful
were never recognised by all five researchers in an intervention.
Also, for most interventions there was little consensus among
the researchers on what was the most prominent principle in an
intervention. Without undermining the basis of this study, careful
interpretation is required of these results, taking these limitations
into account. More research is necessary to further validate the
principles of the Participatory Place-making framework and to
explore the generalisability of the interventions.

7.5. Guidelines to design for Participatory
Place-making

This thesis has presented a framework for participatory place-
making that was explored using six design interventions. The
evaluation of the design interventions, using the five principles
of the framework provided a deep reflection and suggests five
guidelines to design for participatory place-making.

Guideline 1: Place-making interventions need to be designed,
implemented, and evaluated together with key stakeholders.

Although many scholars talk about stakeholder participation in
place-making initiatives (Beza & Hernandez-Garcia, 2018; Cilliers
& Timmermans, 2014; Kalandides, 2018), the field is still indecisive
as to how different stakeholders can be included. Place-making
interventions, as such, are still very often designed from top-
down, or only with one stakeholder involved. The Participatory
Place-making framework that this thesis presents contributes four
activities?* to design place-making interventions and in which

24 1. Connect with local context; 2. Iden-
tify key partners and stakeholders; 3.
Gather data and doing analysis, and 4.
Reflect on effects with stakeholders.
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25 Physical space, social connections,
and institutional support

local actors in have to be included. All six interventions studied
in this thesis followed these four activities, and had key local
stakeholders involved in the design, implementation, and/or
evaluation of place-making interventions.

Guideline 2: Participatory place-making interventions should
be guided by several of the five principles (emergent, empow-
ering, inclusive, playful, reflective) to enable stakeholder par-
ticipation.

The six interventions that were included in this dissertation
were evaluated for the five principles that are presented in the
participatory place-making framework. The evaluation indicated
that not all principles have to be present for an intervention to
be participatory and foster place-making. Yet this thesis found
evidence that a combination of several of the five principles,
present in varying degree, supports participatory place-making.
The combination has to be selected considering the context of
place-making and its participants.

Guideline 3: Participatory place-making can be achieved
through interventions that focus on physical space, social con-
nections, and/or institutional support.

This thesis identified three pathways to place-making?® and con-
ceptualised them as cornerstones for place-making. Within each
of these cornerstones, this thesis studied two interventions that
achieved place-making using the cornerstone. For example, the
first intervention (location-based games) used the physical space
to support participatory place-making. As such, interventions that
aim to achieve participatory place-making should focus on one
(or more) of these cornerstones, again considering what would
fit in the intended context and what would work for the local
actors.

Guideline 4: The local context should be taken into account
while designing participatory place-making interventions.

As comes forward from the guidelines so far, as well as the activi-
ties in the participatory place-making framework, and literature
on place-making and Participatory Design in general; the local
context should be taken into account during the design of the
intended intervention. This thesis, for example, showed that dis-
covery of new places in a familiar context supports place-making,
and intervention designers then need to know which places are
familiar, and which ones might be interesting for residents to
explore. Many of the design decisions that need to be made for the



intervention, have to be based on a thorough understanding of
the context which can only be achieved through activities of get-
ting acquainted, such as field visits, observations, and (informal)
interviews with local actors.

Guideline 5: Participatory place-making interventions should
be multi-faceted to tailor to different participation needs.

Urban neighbourhoods inhabit residents from various back-
grounds, challenging a one-size-fits-all approach that is often
applied for participation and place-making. The need for diver-
sifying participation has already been recognised described in
literature (Halskov & Hansen, 2015), yet implementation requires
extra resources and efforts of local governments and is often not
done. This thesis showed three examples of interventions2® that
enabled residents to participate on their terms. The interventions
catered for the motivations, skills, and wishes of different stake-
holders. By offering a multiplicity of options for local actors to join
the design or use of place-making interventions, a more diverse
group is enabled to participate and the intervention will better
reflect the needs and wishes of all stakeholders.

7.6. Conclusion

This chapter presented an evaluation study of the six interventions
for participatory place-making to answer RQ3: Which guidelines
can be identified to design interventions for participatory place-making
in urban settings? Seven researchers participated in the evaluation
study and each intervention was judged by at least five researchers.
The results indicate which principles the researchers valued to be
present in an intervention, and the order of presence. Analysis of
the results provided deeper insights into application of the princi-
ples in design interventions for participatory place-making. This
reflection puts forward five design guidelines for participatory
place-making interventions, answering the final research question
of this dissertation. The next chapter leaves the conclusion of
this research, in which all research questions are revisited and an
outlook for future work is given.
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Conclusion

Place-making initiatives have gained momentum in recent years
to establish stronger urban communities (Strydom et al., 2018).
Through place-making, people attach meaning to spaces and
to become places (Harrison & Tatar, 2008). While place-making
initiatives have traditionally been designed and implemented from
top-down, more and more scholars call for a participatory and
bottom-up approach (Beza & Hernandez-Garcia, 2018; Cilliers &
Timmermans, 2014; Kalandides, 2018), for place-making to realise
its full potential in creating strong neighbourhood communities.
In this context, the thesis explored how the knowledge from
Participatory Design (PD) and place-making may confluence to
move from spaces to places in a more inclusive and community-
driven way. This chapter draws up the conclusions from the
research, starting by revising the research questions, then stating
the main contributions of this dissertation, and finally giving an
outlook for future research topics.

8.1. Research questions revisited

The main research question that this dissertation addressed was:
How can Participatory Design facilitate place-making in urban settings
across physical space, social connections, and institutional support?
This question is answered through three sub-questions.

Research question 1: Framework

The first research question was: Which factors are needed to guide
Participatory Design for place-making in a framework? In Part I of the
dissertation, a literature review on place-making and Participatory
Design was performed to draw up a framework. The review
considered articles that study participatory interventions for
place-making, and aimed to distil core principles, mechanisms,
and factors of place-making interventions.

The outcome of the literature review is the Participatory Place-
making framework (see Figure 8.1), that can be used to analyse
existing participatory place-making interventions or to guide the
design of new ones. The framework contains five principles' and
four activities? that illustrate how stakeholder participation in
place-making interventions can be facilitated.

The Participatory Place-making framework responds to the calls
of several researchers (Strydom et al., 2018; Kalandides, 2018),

8.

8.1 Research questions revis-
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1 Emergent, empowering, inclusive,
playful, reflective

2 Connect with context,
Identify partners, Gather data, Reflect
with stakeholders



224 | 8. Conclusion

\ .
v Inclusive

1
1
1
1

Connect with) Reflect on
context effects

Playful Empowering

Physical spac®

Figure 8.1.: The Participatory Place-making framework is one of the main contribution of this thesis. It contains five principles
encircling four activities to engage local stakeholders in making places.

to find ways to include citizens in place-making processes. The
framework builds on and extends knowledge from the field of
Participatory Design (PD) (Schuler & Namioka, 1993). In particular,
the five principles and four activities provide specific guidance
for researchers and designers to fulfil the aim of PD in the city: to
establish stronger connected communities who have democratic
influence (Huybrechts et al., 2017).

Research question 2: Cornerstones and interventions

This dissertation identified three cornerstones for participatory
place-making interventions, namely physical space, social con-
nection, and institutional support (see Figure 8.2). The second
research question hence was: What role do each of the three corner-
stones (physical space, social connection, institutional support) play in
interventions to facilitate participatory place-making? This question
was answered through six intervention studies of participatory
place-making initiatives in Part II of the thesis.
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For the physical space cornerstone, a location-based game ‘Secrets
of the South’ was the first intervention and was play tested with a
group of citizens from The Hague, who also designed content for
the game. The second intervention was a co-creation method with
children in Rotterdam, who explored and designed improvements
for their neighbourhood. Both interventions used the physical
space as a prompt for place-making. Evidence was found that
the familiarity of the spatial context, because the research took
place in participants’ neighbourhoods, supported residents to
explore the physical space and discover new things. Through
this discovery, the physical spaces become more meaningful and
hence fosters place-making.

The social connection cornerstone presented two other interven-
tions; one that uses community storytelling and one based on
distributed Participatory Design. In both interventions, story-
telling played a prominent role to establish social connections
between participants to facilitate place-making. This required that
the stories supported reflection about the neighbourhood commu-
nity. The intervention studies found that achieving place-making
through reflective storytelling asks for deliberate facilitation of
joint reflection between storytellers and story receivers.

The two interventions that were build on the institutional support

Figure 8.2.: This thesis contributes six
interventions (indicated with DI) for
place-making that particularly focus on
one of the three cornerstones: Physical
Space, Social Connection, and Institu-
tional Support.
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cornerstone were the Playable Cities approach and asset-based
community development (ABCD). These interventions provided
specific insights in how formal and informal urban actors can work
together effectively towards place-making. Jointly designing in-
terventions for place-making requires flexibility and adaptability,
which this thesis found is challenging for institutional parties.

The six interventions that were studied in this thesis illuminate
how participation can be organised in different ways, for citizens
to contribute based on their motivation, interest, and time. The in-
terventions showcase examples of achieving diversity computing
(Fletcher-Watson et al., 2018), and exhibits ways to address the
participation divide (Slingerland, Mulder, & Jaskiewicz, 2019).

Research question 3: Design guidelines

The third research question was addressed in Part III of the
thesis: Which guidelines can be identified to design interventions for
participatory place-making in urban settings? To answer this question,
a meta-analysis of all interventions was performed using the
Participatory Place-making framework. The analysis focused on
assessing which principles were present in which intervention, to
so better understand how interventions for participatory place-
making should be designed.

This thesis identified five guidelines to design for participatory
place-making (see the box below), which give specific suggestions
on how to organise participation in the intervention design, who
to involve in this process, which activities facilitate participation
in place-making, and how place-making interventions can cater
for a diverse group of citizens.

Five design guidelines for place-making

1. Place-making interventions need to be designed, implemented,
and evaluated together with key stakeholders.

2. Participatory place-making interventions should be guided by
several of the five principles (emergent, empowering, inclusive,
playful, reflective) to enable stakeholder participation.

3. Participatory place-making can be achieved through interventions
that focus on physical space, social connections, and/ or institutional
support.

4. The local context should be taken into account while designing
participatory place-making interventions.

5. Participatory place-making interventions should be multi-faceted
to tailor to different participation needs.

Together with the framework, these guidelines form the theory of
participatory place-making . New theories are necessary and a



contribution to the Human-computer Interaction field, because
the design of (technology) interventions is often not based on the-
oretical foundations (Beaudouin-Lafon, Mackay, & Bedker, 2021).
The theory developed in this thesis is reflected in the guidelines,
to provide researchers and designers with a clear starting point
to design interventions for participatory place-making. While
the suggestions to include the local context in participatory ap-
proaches is not new (Blomberg, Giacomi, Mosher, & Pat, 1993;
DiSalvo et al., 2013), this thesis provides very specific examples
on how researchers and designers can work with communities
and what are challenges to organise such kind of work.

8.2. Contributions

This thesis contributes to the understanding of organising partici-
pation in place-making, with the ultimate aim to support stronger
urban communities. It develops insights needed to facilitate ur-
ban actors to jointly shape interventions for place-making. The
contributions of this thesis are both theoretical and practical. The
theoretical contribution concerns the Participatory Place-making
framework, that conceptualises the notion of participation in
place-making and extends the state-of-the-art with five principles
for establishing participation in place-making. The design guide-
lines contribute to the practical perspective, because they facilitate
designers, residents, and policy makers in developing successful
interventions for participatory place-making. The six interven-
tions included in this thesis showcase the practical implication of
the elements of the Participatory Place-making framework.

In summary, the three main contributions of this thesis are:

1. Conceptualising participation in place-making in the Par-
ticipatory Place-making framework (Chapter 3).
This thesis contributes the Participatory Place-making
framework, build from place-making and Participatory De-
sign literature and evaluated using six participatory place-
making interventions that were designed, implemented,
and evaluated in neighbourhoods in The Hague, Rotterdam,
and Cork (Ireland). The framework contains five principles
and four activities that should guide the design of partici-
patory place-making interventions.

2. Six possible interventions for participatory place-
making (Chapters 4, 5, and 6)
Six interventions for participatory place-making have been
studied in this dissertation and leveraged the physical space,

8.2. Contributions
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social connections, or institutional support to make place-
making and participation happen. The in-depth interven-
tion studies provide specific insights on how and why these
interventions were successful at achieving place-making.
They also showcase how the elements of the Participatory
Place-making framework can be implemented and applied
in urban interventions.

3. Five guidelines to design for participatory place-making
(Chapter 7)
To further support designers, residents, and urban institu-
tions to develop successful interventions for participatory
place-making, this thesis draws up five design guidelines.
These inform, together with the framework, the process and
necessary building blocks of participatory place-making
interventions. The guidelines are meant to give hands-on
suggestions on how to apply the theoretical knowledge and
insights that this thesis has produced.

This dissertation combines multiple disciplines, specifically de-
sign, urban studies, human-computer interaction, and community
development. Its contributions can thus be relevant to researchers
from these disciplines, and others, as well as for local governments,
policy makers, community builders, and interaction designers.

8.3. Future research

This thesis contributes to the growing body of literature that
addresses Participatory Design in urban settings, with the aim of
establishing stronger connected citizen communities (Huybrechts
et al., 2017). While a lot of research has been done, there are still
challenges to be addressed. Based on the insights of this research,
the following directions deserve attention in future studies.

Further validation of the framework elements. This thesis de-
veloped the Participatory Place-making framework, containing
five principles for participatory place-making. While the frame-
work has been build from the literature, and was validated using
six interventions in a meta-analysis, further validation of the
framework is necessary. The participant number of the analysis
study was small and the results were not always clearly pointing
in one direction. For example, the principles empowerment and
playfulness were for none of the interventions recognised by all
five evaluators. Future research should focus on further validating
the principles of the framework, using a larger participant sample
in evaluating the six interventions presented in this thesis, or
adding more interventions for participatory place-making to the
evaluation study.



Application of Participatory Place-making framework in other
domains. The essence of the Participatory Place-making frame-
work is the organisation of participation in place-making pro-
cesses. In this view, the framework could also be applied in other
domains where participation of city actors is required and needs to
be organised. Future research could apply and test the framework
in urban transitions, such as developments towards a sustainable
society, that require the input of residents. The framework can
be further generalised by studying whether the five principles
still apply in other domains, and if the three cornerstones keep
on being relevant.

Dealing with tensions around diversity and inclusion in Par-
ticipatory Design. Diversity and inclusion are profound topics in
Participatory Design and bring tensions to participation processes.
Questions such as: who decides who are key stakeholders? How
do we make sure they can all participate? need to be considered
for all types of participation processes in cities. This thesis showed
that inclusion of diverse groups requires specific support, for
example in the community storytelling initiative (Haags Verhaal),
but this is challenged due to limited resources. The complexity,
challenges, and opportunities that come with diversity and inclu-
sion in urban participation have recently come to the forefront,
and future research needs to continue answering these questions
to deepen our understanding how to best organise for diversity
and inclusion in urban participation processes.

Hybrid participatory approaches in the urban space. Under the
pressure of COVID-19, this thesis explored the opportunities of
distributed and virtual Participatory Design. Also outside of this
dissertation, many scholars started to investigate how we can best
leverage the opportunities of online and face-to-face co-design
and participation. A combination of these two strands may open
up participation processes for a larger group of stakeholders,
and allow to better cater for specific needs and interests. This
thesis made a first attempt in this line of research by studying the
distributed Participatory Design intervention, and future research
should explore other types of distributed interventions, as well
as explicit combinations of distributed and face-to-face co-design
methods in the future.

8.3. Future research
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Summary

Cities need strong and cohesive communities to face and deal with the challenges of today.
However, many cities suffer from fragmented communities, lacking relationships and social
interactions between residents. Therefore, overcoming this fragmentation is high on the agenda,
and many cities have started to experiment with policies to increase social cohesion and establish
strong communities. Place-making initiatives have gained momentum in recent years to establish
stronger urban communities. Through place-making, people attach meaning to spaces: they
become places. Place-making can be achieved through physical space, social connections, and
institutional support.

While place-making initiatives have traditionally been designed and implemented from top-down,
more and more scholars call for a participatory and bottom-up approach to realise its full potential
in creating strong neighbourhood communities. In this context, the thesis explores how the
knowledge from Participatory Design and place-making could confluence to move from spaces to
places in a more inclusive and community-driven way. The main research question is: How can
Participatory Design facilitate place-making in urban settings across physical space, social
connections, and institutional support?

The research question is answered using research-through-design (RtD) as the primary research
strategy. The first RtD iteration is the design of a framework for participatory place-making. Then,
six RtD iterations follow in which place-making interventions are studied that focus on physical
space (intervention 1 and 2), social connection (intervention 3 and 4), or institutional support
(intervention 5 and 6). The last iteration synthesises the insights from all evaluation studies using
the framework and identifies design guidelines for participatory place-making. The following
methods are used throughout these iterations: literature review, qualitative intervention study,
contextual inquiry, semi-structured interviews, (participatory) design workshops, and inductive
analysis.

The literature review on place-making and participatory design indicated three knowledge gaps
concerning the field’s understanding of how and why place-making interventions work. While
interventions for place-making are heavily researched, overarching design principles miss (gap 1),
as well as identification of essential factors of place-making interventions (gap 2), or guidelines
that support effective intervention design (gap 3). Regarding participation in place-making, the
literature lacks knowledge on tailoring participation to specific contexts (gap 4) and ways of
dealing with participation inequalities (gap 5).

The review of 33 case studies of place-making interventions in cities addresses these gaps. In-
terventions designed, implemented, and/or evaluated with city stakeholders are included. The
review analysed involved actors, activities of the place-making process, the level of involvement
of actors, and the effect of the place-making process on the participants. Insights of the review
are condensed into five principles that underlie place-making interventions: Emergent, Empow-
erment, Inclusive, Playful, and Reflective. Four activities on how to organise participation of
city stakeholders during the design and implementation of the intervention are also identified:
1) Connect with the local context, 2) Identify key partners and stakeholders, 3) Gather data
and doing analysis, and 4) Reflect on effects with stakeholders. These five principles and four



activities are combined in the Participatory Place-making framework to guide the design of
participatory place-making interventions.

Six interventions for participatory place-making are studied to validate the framework. Interven-
tions 1and 2 (a location-based game and a co-creation method with children) use the physical space
to establish place-making. The first intervention is the location-based game ‘Secrets of the South’,
which encourages players from The Hague to go out and explore their neighbourhood. The second
intervention is a co-creation workshop in which children from a primary school in Rotterdam are
invited on a neighbourhood walk with researchers and develop ideas to improve the public space.
For both interventions, it was clear that from the familiar context of the neighbourhood, children
and adults became very enthusiastic about exploring their neighbourhood with the promise of
discovering exciting new places. Through this discovery process, the physical spaces become
more meaningful to citizens and hence foster place-making.

Interventions 3 and 4 (a community storytelling initiative and a distributed participatory design
summer school) achieve place-making through social connection. Intervention 3 invites residents
of The Hague to share personal stories to explore differences and similarities between them. In
the fourth intervention, Northrock (Ireland) teenagers develop digital artworks to express their
lived experiences. These two interventions contrast each other because Intervention 3 is executed
in an entirely face-to-face manner, while the summer school was fully distributed and virtual.
Nevertheless, both interventions supported the creation of social connections between participants
through sharing personal experiences and life stories. Storytelling opens up perspectives of
residents and hence stimulates connection. Places get a new meaning through these expanded
social connections, and place-making is achieved.

Interventions 5 and 6 (a playable cities approach and an asset-based community development
programme) rely on institutional support to enhance place-making. Intervention 5 comprises
eight participatory activities in The Hague, grounded in the frame of the Playable City, to engage
citizens in place-making processes. The sixth intervention is a resilience programme based on the
principles of asset-based community development outlined in a neighbourhood in Rotterdam. The
integral programme sees a connection to place as one of the contributors to social resilience. The
review of these two interventions outlines the role of the local government and other institutions
to support place-making. Participatory place-making requires flexible institutions; to change roles
and take up other responsibilities than they are used to. Hence, for local governments and other
formal partners to provide institutional support to place-making, they need to adapt to their role
and responsibilities and prepare for diversity of partners in participatory place-making.

As a final step, seven researchers valued each intervention’s five principles (emergent, empowering,
inclusive, playful, reflective) and judged which principle was most present. The results of this
evaluation study expose deeper insights into how the principles can be applied in interventions for
participatory place-making. This meta-analysis provokes five guidelines to design for participatory
place-making; they give hands-on suggestions on how to apply the theoretical knowledge and
insights that this thesis has produced.
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Samenvatting

Steden hebben sterke en hechte gemeenschappen nodig om het hoofd te bieden aan de uitdagingen
van vandaag. Veel steden lijden echter onder gefragmenteerde gemeenschappen: er is een gebrek
aan relaties en sociale interacties tussen bewoners. Het overwinnen van deze fragmentatie staat
daarom hoog op de agenda, en veel steden zijn begonnen te experimenteren met beleid om de
sociale cohesie te vergroten en sterke gemeenschappen te stimuleren. Placemaking-initiatieven
zijn de afgelopen jaren in een stroomversnelling geraakt om sterkere stedelijke gemeenschappen te
creeéren. Door placemaking geven mensen betekenis aan ruimtes: het worden “places’. Placemaking
kan worden bereikt met behulp van de fysieke ruimte, sociale verbindingen en instituties.

Placemaking-initiatieven worden traditioneel van bovenaf ontworpen en geimplementeerd. Tegen-
woordig pleiten steeds meer wetenschappers voor een participatieve en bottom-up benadering
om het volledige potentieel van placemaking te realiseren bij het creéren van sterke buurtgemeen-
schappen. In deze context onderzoekt dit proefschrift hoe de kennis van Participatory Design
en placemaking zou kunnen samenvloeien om op een inclusievere manier en gestuurd vanuit
de gemeenschap steden te ontwikkelen naar ‘places’. De hoofdvraag van het onderzoek is: Hoe
kan Participatory Design placemaking in stedelijke omgevingen faciliteren door middel van
de fysieke ruimte, sociale verbindingen en institutionele ondersteuning?

De onderzoeksvraag wordt beantwoord met behulp van research-through-design (RtD) als
primaire onderzoeksstrategie. De eerste RtD-iteratie is het ontwerp van een raamwerk voor
participatieve placemaking. Daarna volgen zes RtD-iteraties waarin placemaking-interventies
worden bestudeerd die zich richten op fysieke ruimte (interventie 1 en 2), sociale verbinding
(interventie 3 en 4) of institutionele ondersteuning (interventie 5 en 6). De laatste iteratie syn-
thetiseert de inzichten van alle evaluatiestudies met behulp van het raamwerk en identificeert
ontwerprichtlijnen voor participatieve placemaking. Tijdens de iteraties worden de volgende
methoden gebruikt: literatuuronderzoek, kwalitatief interventieonderzoek, contextueel
onderzoek, semi-gestructureerde interviews, (participatieve) ontwerpworkshops en inductieve
analyse.

Het literatuuronderzoek over placemaking en Participatory Design wees op drie kennishiaten
rondom hoe en waarom placemaking-interventies werken. Hoewel er veel onderzoek is gedaan
naar interventies voor placemaking, missen overkoepelende ontwerpprincipes (kennishiaat 1),
evenals identificatie van essentiéle factoren van placemaking interventies (kennishiaat 2), of
richtlijnen die effectief interventie-ontwerp ondersteunen (kennishiaat 3). Met betrekking tot
participatie in placemaking ontbreekt het de literatuur aan kennis over het afstemmen van
participatie op specifieke contexten (kennishiaat 4) en manieren om met ongelijkheden in
deelname om te gaan (kennishiaat 5).

Deze kennishiaten worden aangepakt met een review van 33 casestudies van placemaking-
interventies in steden: interventies die zijn ontworpen, geimplementeerd en/of geévalueerd met
de betrokkenen. De review analyseerde de betrokken actoren, de activiteiten van het placemaking
proces, de mate van betrokkenheid van actoren en het effect van het placemaking proces op de
deelnemers. De inzichten uit de review zijn samengevat in vijf principes die ten grondslag liggen
aan placemaking-interventies: Emergent, Empowerment, Inclusive, Playful en Reflective. Er
zijn ook vier activiteiten geidentificeerd voor het organiseren van participatie tijdens het ontwerp



en de uitvoering van de interventie: 1) Aansluiten bij de lokale context, 2) De belangrijkste
partners en belanghebbenden identificeren, 3) Gegevens verzamelen en analyses uitvoeren, en
4) Reflecteren met stakeholders over de effecten. Deze vijf principes en vier activiteiten worden
gecombineerd in het Participatory Place-making framework om het ontwerp van participatieve
place-making interventies te begeleiden.

Dit proefschrift bestudeert zes interventies voor participatieve placemaking om het raamwerk te
valideren. Interventies 1 en 2 (een location-based game en een co-creatie methode met kinderen)
gebruiken de fysieke ruimte om placemaking tot stand te brengen. De eerste interventie is het
locatiespel ‘Secrets of the South’, dat spelers uit Den Haag aanzet om eropuit te gaan en hun
buurt te verkennen. De tweede interventie is een co-creatie workshop waarin kinderen van
een basisschool in Rotterdam worden uitgenodigd voor een buurtwandeling met onderzoekers
en ideeén ontwikkelen om de openbare ruimte te verbeteren. Voor beide interventies was het
duidelijk dat kinderen en volwassenen vanuit de vertrouwde context van de buurt erg enthousiast
werden over het verkennen van hun buurt met de belofte om spannende nieuwe plekken te
ontdekken. Door dit ontdekkingsproces krijgt de fysieke omgeving meer betekenis voor burgers
en bevorderen ze placemaking.

Interventies 3 en 4 (een initiatief voor het vertellen van verhalen uit de gemeenschap en een
digitale participatieve zomerschool voor ontwerpen) bereiken placemaking via sociale verbinding.
Interventie 3 nodigt inwoners van Den Haag uit om persoonlijke verhalen te delen om de
verschillen en overeenkomsten tussen hen te onderzoeken. In de vierde interventie ontwikkelen
tieners uit Northrock (Ierland) digitale kunstwerken om hun geleefde ervaringen uit te drukken.
Deze twee interventies contrasteren met elkaar omdat Interventie 3 volledig in persoon wordt
uitgevoerd, terwijl de zomerschool volledig online en virtueel was. Niettemin ondersteunden
beide interventies het creéren van sociale verbindingen tussen deelnemers door het delen van
persoonlijke ervaringen en levensverhalen. Storytelling opent perspectieven van bewoners en
stimuleert daarmee verbinding. Door deze uitgebreide sociale verbindingen krijgen plaatsen een
nieuwe betekenis en wordt placemaking bereikt.

Interventies 5 en 6 (de speelbare stad en een asset-based community development programma) zijn
afhankelijk van institutionele ondersteuning om placemaking te verbeteren. Interventie 5 omvat
acht participatieve activiteiten in Den Haag, geworteld in het kader van de Speelbare Stad, om
burgers te betrekken bij placemaking processen. De zesde interventie is een veerkrachtprogramma,
gebaseerd op de principes van asset-based community development, toegepast in een wijk in
Rotterdam. Dit programma ziet placemaking als een van de bijdragers aan sociale weerbaarheid.
De analyse van deze twee interventies schetst de rol van de lokale overheid en andere instellingen
om placemaking te ondersteunen. Participatieve placemaking vraagt om flexibele instellingen;
om van rol te veranderen en andere verantwoordelijkheden op zich te nemen dan ze gewend
zijn. Daarom moeten lokale overheden en andere formele partners zich aanpassen aan hun rol
en verantwoordelijkheden en zich voorbereiden op de diversiteit van partners in participatieve
place-making.

Als laatste stap hebben zeven onderzoekers de vijf principes van elke interventie (emergent,
empowerment, inclusief, speels, reflectief) gewaardeerd en beoordeeld welk principe het meest
aanwezig was. De resultaten van dit evaluatieonderzoek geven diepere inzichten in hoe de
principes kunnen worden toegepast in interventies voor participatieve placemaking. Deze meta-
analyse leidt tot vijf richtlijnen om te ontwerpen voor participatieve place-making; ze geven
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praktische suggesties voor het toepassen van de theoretische kennis en inzichten die dit proefschrift
levert.

Met het raamwerk, zes interventies en ontwerprichtlijnen draagt dit proefschrift de inzichten bij om
stedelijke actoren te faciliteren om gezamenlijk vorm te geven aan interventies voor placemaking.
De bijdragen van dit proefschrift zijn zowel theoretisch als praktisch. De theoretische bijdrage
betreft het Participatory Place-making framework, dat het begrip participatie in placemaking
conceptualiseert en de state-of-the-art uitbreidt met vijf principes voor het vaststellen van
participatie in placemaking. De ontwerprichtlijnen dragen bij aan het praktische perspectief
doordat ze ontwerpers, bewoners en beleidsmakers faciliteren bij het ontwikkelen van succesvolle
interventies voor participatieve placemaking. De zes interventies in dit proefschrift laten de
praktische implicaties zien van de elementen van het Participatory Place-making framework.
Deze bijdragen zijn relevant voor onderzoekers uit verschillende disciplines en lokale overheden,
beleidsmakers, community builders en interactie ontwerpers.
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