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ABSTRACT

Thepresentcontributionoffersanassessmentofthedevelopmentandimplementationofthedigital
participationsysteminHamburg,Germany.Thesystemutilisesopenandpublicplanningdatawithin
aweb-based interfaceandaphysicaldecision-support tool.These technologiesare integrated in
urbanplanningprocesses,namelythroughcitizenparticipationandcitizenengagement.Theresearch
presentedinthispaperassessestheimpactofthedigitalparticipationsystembyevaluatingthreekey
aspectssharedwithtraditionalcitizen-participationmethods:(1)theselectionofparticipants,(2)
themodesofcommunicationused,and(3)theauthorityandpower.Theassessmentisbasedonthe
analysisofdatacollectedfrominterviewsandausabilityanduser-experiencestudy.Fortheanalysis
andcomparisonofDIPAStootherparticipationformats,thispaperintroducesavisualassessment
tool,theparticipationcube.Thedigitalparticipationsystemisfoundtohavediversifiedtheselection
ofparticipantsand improvedcollaborationwith thegeneralpublic.However, itdidnotfacilitate
higherdecisionalpower,duetothelackoflegaladjustments.Theauthorarguesthatnewformsof
participationshouldnotonlyrelyondigitaltools,butshouldalsoengagewiththeinstitutionaland
proceduralcontextinwhichparticipationoccurs.Severalstrategiesaresuggestedtosupportaninter-
disciplinaryapproachattheintersectionoftechnicaltoolsandtraditionalplanningpractices.These
hybridstrategieswouldallowtheseamlessintegrationofcitizencontributionsintothecreationof
urbandevelopmentplans.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Theintegrationofcitizenswithinurbanplanningprocesseshasbeenahottopicintheplanningtheory
discourse,startingwiththebirthofJacobs’democratic urban planning(Jacobs1961).Eversincethen,
severaltoolsandmethodologiestoachievepropercitizenengagementhavebeentested,allofwhich
servethefundamentalprinciplethatcitiesaremadeforcitizensandthuscitizensshouldhaveasayin
howtheyareplanned.Thatdiscussionbetweentop-downlarge-scalestrategicplanningdevelopments
andempoweredcitizenaction,startedbyJacobsattheendofthe1950s,isstillongoing.Citizen
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participationiscurrentlyanapproachsuccessfullyintegratedwithintheplanningprocessesofmany
cities,andanextensivebodyofliteratureemphasisesitsbenefits(LópezBaeza,J.,Noennig,J.R.,
Weber,V.,etal2020;Hälker,N.,Hovy,K.,&Ziemer,G.2018;Lazzarini2016).Morespecifically,
recentstudiesfocusmainlyontwostrains:eithercommunicativemethodsasawaytoincreasethe
qualityofparticipation,ordigitalparticipationproceduresfacilitatedbytechnologicaldevelopment.
Thispapersetsouttoexpandonthelinkbetweenboth,andtoanalysethekeyaspectsofparticipation
usinganappliedexample:anintegratede-participationsystemdeployedinthecityofHamburg,
Germany.TheDigitalParticipationSystem(DIPAS,www.hamburg.de/dipas/)istheresultingproduct
ofalongseriesofparticipationprojectscarriedoutintheFreeandHanseaticcityofHamburg.DIPAS
wasimplementedasacooperationprojectleadbytheHamburgAuthorityofUrbanDevelopment
andHousing(BSW)incooperationwiththeAgencyforGeospatialDataandSurveying(LGV)and
theCityScienceLabofHafenCityUniversity(HCU).Theresearchanddevelopmentprojecthadthe
objectiveofdeveloping, testingandimplementingadigitalworkshoptool thatwouldbeusedin
physicalparticipationworkshopswhileintersectingwithanexistingonlineparticipationplatform.
1Inthiscooperation,HCUtakestheroleofperformingscientificaccompanyingresearch,among
othertasks–fromwhichthepresentpaperresults.

Theresearchpresentedfirstlocalisesthetopicwithintheparticipationandcollaborativeplanning
discourse,andintroducesthecase studyoftheDigitalParticipationSysteminHamburg.Following
thiscontextualisation,datacollectedininterviewsandusabilitystudiesisevaluatedandanalysed
throughproceduresfollowingFung’s(2006)approach,theDemocracy Cube.Thissectionelevates
theevaluationofparticipationfroma two-dimensionalassessmentas ithasbeen laidoutby the
fundamentalladder of participationconcept(Arnstein1969),towardsathree-dimensionalevaluation
focusingontheselectionofparticipants,themodesofcommunicationanddecisionmakingandthe
extentofauthorityandpower.ByintroducingtheParticipation Cube,atoolforvisualanalysisis
usedtohelpevaluateparticipationprocedures.Afterthat,theimplicationsfortheembeddingofa
DIPASwithinproceduralplanningsystemsarediscussed.

2. LITERATURE REVIEw

2.1 Communicative and Digital Urban Participation Approaches
CitizenParticipationaspartofpoliticaldecisionmakinginurbanplanningisseenasaninstrument
toredistributepowerbyincludingcitizensintheprocessofdeterminingthefutureoftheircities
andreducingpoliticalapathyandpost-democraticfeelings.Healey(2003)summarizedthedriving
forcesforthistransformation:aworldunderglobalizationseesrisinginterdependenciesbetweenthe
globalandlocalandcreatesfragmentedsocialrealities,andtherecognitionofsocialinjusticesbeing
producedbyspatialdevelopmentleadtore-assessmentsofstrategicplanning.Specificemphasisis
putondiscursiveelementswithinpolicyplanning,shiftingawayfromstrictlyempirical,analytic
approaches towards those including argumentation and deliberation, local expertise, and tacit
knowledge(FischerandGottweis2012).Nowadays,participatoryplanningpracticesarebeingtested
inavarietyofpoliticalandsocialframeworks,notonlyinaEuropeanandUS-Americancontext
(Degbeloetal.2016;ConroyandEvans-Cowley2006)butalsoinemergingeconomiessuchasKenya
(Onyimbietal.2017),SouthAfrica(Lues2014),Vietnam(Nguyenetal.2015),Malaysia(Abdullah
etal.2016),andChina(LiandJong2017),tonamejustafew.Thesewaysofcommunicativeplanning
recogniseandgivemoreemphasistoadiversityofmeanings,knowledgeandinterestswithinlocal
communities(Silva2010).

In the last15years,digital technologiesandnewmethodologieshavebeen implemented in
participatoryprocesses.Thewebasanevolvingplatformofcommunicationandexchangehasleadto
aparadigmshift:usersmovefrombeingconsumerstoproducersofcontent(Geiger2012).Addingto
this,digitalservicesareincreasinglyutilizedonmobiledevices(AbdullahO.Al-Zaghameem,Omar
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M.Al-QawabahandWajedahH.Al-Gmool2016).Inplanning,thisisrepresentedbyanincreaseinthe
useofdigitaltoolsincluding,geographicinformationsystems,virtualrealitytechnologies,computer
supportedworkingenvironments,andinteractivesocialmediatools(e.g.Silva2010;Höffkenand
Kloss2011;Giletal.2019;Bertelsmann-Stiftung2010).

Severalresearchersfocusspeciallyonparticipationthatisgroundedingeoinformationsystems
(GIS).To refer to thisparticular typeofpublicparticipation,Pánek (2019) establishes the term
GeoParticipatonorpublic participation GIS(Brown2017).KyttäandKahila(2011),arguingfornew
participationmethodologies,setouttocategorizelocalizedexperientialknowledgethatiscollected
viauser-friendlydigitalapplicationsundertheumbrellatermsoftGISreferringtoresident’sknowledge
repositories. Additionally, knowledge and capacity building need to be taken into consideration
becauselevelsofknowledgeontheusageofmobileplatformsmightcreatenewthresholdsandthus
poseapotentialbiasofsocialsegregationlinkedtoaccessandusageoftechnology(AbdullahO.
Al-Zaghameem,OmarM.Al-QawabahandWajedahH.Al-Gmool2016).Formsofparticipationthat
engagewithdigitaltechnologyandmobileservices–henceforthreferredtoase-participation–provide
valuableopportunitiesforhighertransparency(Coleman2009),democraticco-governance(Ostrom
1990),andhavethepotentialofreducingthegapbetweenpoliticsandcitizenship(Bertelsmann-
Stiftung2010).Theyhave thecapacity toexpandoutreachandenable thedigitalevaluationand
analysisofcontributions(Zentraler ImmobilienAusschuss2013), toprovidebetterplanningand
urbanmanagementservices,bemoreefficient,workatlowercosts,andtobemorecollaborativeand
participative,transparentandaccountable(Silva2010)2.

Theshiftfromconventionalplanningtoolstowardsthedeploymentofdigitalservicesrepresents
anewparadigmnotonlyforparticipatoryprocedures,butalsointheurbanplanningfieldasawhole.
Silva(2010)describesthisnewplanningparadigmasacombinationoftwoaspects:theextensive
useof informationandcommunication technologies,and the interactionbetweenmultipleurban
stakeholders (ibid.). He argues that the evolution from conventional to digital tools should not
onlybeseenasatechnologicalshift,butitshouldalsobeaccompaniedbyfundamentalchangesin
planningprocedures(Silva2010).Researchonparticipationunderthenewplanningparadigmwould
requirebroadeningthesubjectbeyondtheuseoftechnicaltools.Ratherthanlimitingparticipation
researchtotheevaluationoftheutilisationoftechnology,e-participationresearchneedstoconsider
newmethodologiesforparticipation(KyttäandKahila2011)andshouldentailananalysisofthe
respectivecontext (Kubicek2010)by introducing the legalplanningframeworkandfocusingon
theparticipantsofe-participationevents.E-participationresearchshouldexaminethewayscitizens
engageandcommunicatewithpolicymakers,andtheextentofinfluencetheengagementunfoldsin
regardstoprospectiveplanningprocesses.

2.2 The Legal Basis of Formal Participation in Germany
Animportantmarkerinplanningcontextsiswhetheraparticipatoryprocedureisformalorinformal:
formalproceduresrefertoparticipationthatislegallyobligatory,whileinformalproceduressummarize
awiderrangeofparticipationthatisnotmandatoryandwhereresultsarenotautomaticallyprovided
asinputintoplanningprocedures.Whilepoliticalframeworksareverydifferentineachcountry,
commonregulatorytrendsforformalcitizenparticipationhaveemergedandbeenconsolidatedover
thepastyearsinWesternandCentralEuropeancountriessuchastheNetherlands,Germanyand
Austria.Moreover,regulationsstillmaydifferhighlywithinonecountryinregardstoinformalcitizen
participationbecausefederalstatesandmunicipalitiesissuetheirownguidelines.

Political participation in Germany was legally formalized for planning procedures in 1971
whenitwasincludedinthenewlycreatedUrbanRenewalAct(BehördefürStadtentwicklungund
Umwelt2013).Sincethen,formalparticipationprocedureshavebecomewellestablishedandhave
beenincludedinstatelaws.Fortheimplementationandadjustmentofmasterplans,thelawobligesa
two-stepparticipationofthepopulous.Inthefirststep,apublicdiscussionofplanstakesplacesearly
intheprocess.Theseeventsareusuallyadvertisedtothegeneralpublicintheformofpostersand
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anofficialwrittenannouncement.Atthisstage,theplansarenotyetfixedbuttheobjectivesofthe
developmentprojectaredisplayedinconceptsandpreliminarydrafts.Citizenscaninformthemselves,
expresstheirneedsandinterestsaswellasprovidecritique(BehördefürStadtentwicklungundUmwelt
2011).Inthesecondstep,apublicexpositionofthealignedblueprintismadeavailabletothepublic
fora30-dayperiod(§3paragraph2BauGB).Duringthismonth,citizenscanseethedraft,inform
themselvesandinputtheirremarks.Allremarksaretobeexaminedbythepublicauthoritiesand
balancedagainstprivateinterests(BehördefürStadtentwicklungundUmwelt2013).

Inparallel,moredirectandconversationalmodesofparticipationhaveemerged,summarized
undertheterminformalparticipation,astheygobeyondthelegal,formalizedparticipation.These
procedures andmethods arenumerous anddiverse, and include real labs, charettes, deliberative
polling,openspace,citizenbudgetsandmanymore3.However,sinceinformalproceduresarenot
legallybinding,theyrequireadditionaleffortandhencevaryintheirembeddednessinformalplanning
procedures and thus in their impact. Additionally, the outcomes of these informal participatory
proceduresarelimitedandcomeacrossasrecommendationsratherthanasbindingagreementsfor
actualurbanplanningpractice.

2.3 Evaluating the Features of Citizen Participation
Criticismhaspointed to the limitsofparticipationprocesses: theiroftentimesrestrictedpolitical
impacthasbeenaddressedasamodeforproducingapprovalthroughplaceboparticipationprocedures,
instrumentalisingcitizenswithoutsharingdecisionalpower,andde-politicisingthepublicbymuting
marginalizedvoicesthroughconsensus-building(Arnstein1969;Miessen2012;MouffeandWagner
2013;Rancière2008).Elaboratingonconcretevaluesmightbefruitfulinthisregard,suchas:Who is 
included in the participation procedure? What are the modes of communication during the process? 
What shall be the outcome of the participation procedure?(Fung2006,p.66)Reflectingonthese
questionshelpsnotonlyintheanalysisandevaluationofparticipationprocedures,butalsointhe
designofbetter,custom-madeparticipationsolutions.Afterall,participationisnottobeseenasa
mechanismtosubstitutepoliticalrepresentationorexpertise,butinsteadcomplementthem(ibid.).

3. METHODOLOGy

3.1 Research Question
ThispaperevaluatestheimpactofDIPASbasedonthequestion:What is the added value of the 
integration of online and onsite participation in regard to the embeddedness of participation within 
urban planning procedures and institutions?Byanswering thisquestion, the researchpresented
includesaninvestigationoftheusageoftheDIPAStoolduringthefirsttwodevelopmentphasesof
theprojectandananalysisofthefeedbackprovidedby(1)participants(“citizens”)ofaUsability
andUserExperiencestudyandofparticipationworkshopsduringthepilotingphaseofthesystem,
aswellas(2)staffofmunicipalplanningauthorities(“planners”).

3.2 Introducing the Case Study: Communicative Planning in Hamburg
In2012,thesenateofthecityofHamburgestablishedthe“UrbanWorkshop”(Stadtwerkstatt),an
administrative institution that coordinates all informal citizenparticipationprocedures for topics
ofplanningandenvironmentinthecityofHamburg(BehördefürStadtentwicklungundUmwelt
2013).ThisdepartmentispartoftheAuthorityforUrbanDevelopmentandHousing(Behördefür
StadtentwicklungundWohnen,BSW).TheUrbanWorkshopisoneofthreepartnersintheresearch
anddevelopmentprojectDIPAS.TheothertwoaretheAgencyforGeospatialData(LGV)andthe
CityScienceLabofHafenCityUniversity(HCU).WhiletheUrbanWorkshopcoordinatesandmanages
theproject,theLGVisinchargeofprovidingnecessaryGISsystemsanddatamanagement,while
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–withsupportoftheHCU–theLGVcarriesoutsoftwaredevelopmentandimplementation.The
HCU,inturn,isinchargeofscientificmonitoringandevaluationofthesystem.

TheDIPASsystemhasbeendevelopedduringathree-yearresearchprojectbetweenBSW,HCU
andLGV,from2017to2020.Technicaldevelopmenttakesplaceinthreedevelopmentphases,and
eachphaseisaccompaniedbyausabilityanduser-experiencestudytoevaluatetheuserinteraction
with thesysteminorder tore-informfurtherdevelopmentandassess thesystem’seffectiveness.
Thisresearchconcludedattheendoftheseconddevelopmentphasefollowingthecompletionofthe
subsequentsecondscientificevaluation.

The basic requirement for a digital participation system is a comprehensible and reliable
presentationofinformationsuchaspublicdata,documents,andplans;thesystemmustalsoprovide
avisualisationofspatialdata,plans,panningalternatives,designsandsimulations(Lieven2017).
Additionally,itmustprovideadigitalfeedbackchannelleadingtotheinstitutionsresponsiblefor
theplanningandallowcitizenstovoicetheirthoughts,criticism,ideasandcommentsinconnection
withplanningprojects(cf.Lieven2017).Inordertoreachthisobjective,theprojectbringstogether
aworkshop toolestablishedwithin theFindingPlacesProjectatHCU(Noymanetal.2017)and
anonlineparticipationtoolestablishedbytheUrbanWorkshop.Bothtoolsareintegratedovera
digitalinterfacethatcanbeoperatedthroughphysicaltools:citizenscanparticipateeitheronline,
fromaremotedesktoporsmartphone,oronsite,inparticipatoryevents.Thedigitalworkshoptool
isdesignedtopresentcitizencommentsandothermapsandgeoreferenced2Ddataonalargetouch
screenapplication.Thisbrowser-basedapplicationisanextensionoftheexistingonlineparticipation
tool.Thegraphicaluserinterface(GUI)consistsofthefollowingelements:aninteractive2Dmap,
anaddresssearchbar,acommentmenutoshow/hidecitizencontributionsofdifferentcategories,
alayermenutoshow/hidegeodatalayer,andasystemmenuwithsetupfunctionality,suchasfull-
screenorlock-screen.The2Dmapdisplaysthegeolocatedcommentsandthegeoinformationlayer
andisfreelynavigable.Thepositionofthemapusuallyshowsanoverviewofthedistrict/areathat
isbeingdiscussedinthecurrentparticipationprocess.Withthehelpofthisdigitalworkshoptool,
citizenscanaccessgeospatialinformationandotherservices,discusswithothercitizensandplanners
onsiteandinputtheircommentsintothedigitalsystem.DIPAScanthusbeclassifiedasasoftGIS
toolasitvisualizeslocalisedknowledgethroughuser-friendlydigitaltools(KyttäandKahila2011).

ThemethodologicaldesignofDIPASfollowsArnstein’saforementionedladderofparticipation
andaimsatfacilitatingprocessesofinformation,consultation,involvementandcollaboration(Lieven
2017).Citizencontributionsareusuallycharacterisedbyabroadandheterogeneousrangeoftopics.
Athoroughtreatmentofthesewrittencommentsiskeyinorderfortheparticipatoryprocesstounfold
itseffects.Theanalysisofthesecontributionshassofarbeendonebycontractedserviceproviders,
oftentimeson-the-spot.Theincreasingamountofparticipationdataisachallenge.IntheDIPAS
system,thisissueisaddressedwiththeintegrationofanaturallanguageprocessingtool(NLP)to
analysethecitizencommentsandperformanextractionofkeytopics,opinions,andvaluations.DIPAS
issetouttosupportcomplexparticipationprocessesonlineandonsiteonthebasisofavailabledata
andknowledge.Theseamlessintegrationintopublicdatainfrastructuresandadministrationprocesses
isakeyelement(Lieven2017).

3.3 The Dimensions of Participation
3.3.1 The Participation Cube
This paper is methodologically rooted in Fung’s (2006) concept of the three dimensions of
participation: the selection of participants, the modes of communication, and decision making
andtheextentofauthorityandpower.Fungsettheframeworktoanalyseparticipationprocedures
inavisualfigure,theDemocracy Cube.Healignsthethreefeaturesalongthreeaxeswithscales.
Mappingaparticipatoryeventwithintheseaxescreatesathree-dimensionalspacevisualisingthe
characteristicsofeachapproach.Thesecharacteristicsare:(1),selectionofparticipants,(2)modes
ofcommunication,and(3)theextentofauthorityandpower.
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3.3.1.1 Selection of Participants
Putshortly,thefirstaspectaddressesthethresholdforparticipation.Researchhaspointedoutthathigh
thresholdsexcludealreadymarginalizedgroupssuchasmigrantsandpeoplewithlowersociocultural
resources(Kast17/2008;DIFU2003),pushingthemevenfurthertotheedgeofhavingapolitical
voice (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt 2013). Brown (2017) points to the increased
significanceof localpopulations that are affectedbyplanningdecisions.This emerges as akey
questionfore-participationoverthepastyears:cane-participationhelpbroadenoutreachnotonly
inabsolutenumber,butalsointermsofinclusivenessofotherwisedifficult-to-reachcommunities?

AsFung(2006)outlines,participationofcitizenscanremedyalackofknowledge,competence,
publicpurposetocommandcomplianceandcooperation.Butthesuccessofparticipationprocesses
heavilydependsonwhoparticipates;whetherthesubsetisrepresentativeoftherelevantpopulation,
whetherimportantinterestsareincluded,whetherparticipantspossessinformationtomakegood
judgements, and whether they are accountable to those who do not participate. The important
questionsthusare,accordingtoFung(2006):Whoiseligibletoparticipate,andhowdoindividuals
becomeparticipants?

Thisstudyincludesadditionalquestionsregardingthepossessionofinformation:Whatknowledge
doparticipantsbringtotheworkshop,andwhatinformationdotheyobtainduringtheprocedure?

Toscrutinizetheinclusivenessintheselectionofparticipants,Fung’sDemocracy Cubeshowsa
diversifieddefinitionofthepublic.Runningthescalefrommore exclusivetomore inclusive,thecube
listsExpertAdministrators–ElectedRepresentatives–ProfessionalStakeholders–LayStakeholders
–RandomSelection–Open,TargetedRecruiting–Open,Self-Selection–DiffusePublicSphere.
3.3.1.2 Modes of Communication
The second aspect responds to the mode of communication. Depending on the design of the
participationprocedure,therangeofmodesofcommunicationanddecisionmakingcanvaryfrom
purelyconversationalmodeswherecitizenscanexpressandexchangeconcernsandpreferences,
towardsmoredeliberativemodes,whereindividualchoicesareexchangedandmutualagreements
areestablished(GranbergandÅström2010,BehördefürStadtentwicklungundUmwelt2013;Healey
2003).

Mainquestionsregardingthemodeofcommunicationare:Arepreferencesofcitizensexplored,
developed and possibly transformed during a collective deliberation procedure? Are citizens’
opinionstranslatedandaggregatedsotheyvoiceonecollectivechoiceinsteadoflistingindividual
preferences,mediatingtheinfluenceandpowertheybringtowardsofficials?(Fung2006,S.68-69).
Thesequestionsfocusoncharacteristicssuchasthecommunicationduringevents,theconnection
ofrelevantstakeholdersandtheaggregationofvoices.Asthemodesofcommunicationunfoldthe
possibilitytoactcreatively,sodoestheintensityoftheirinfluence.Therefore,theDemocracy Cube
arrangesthemodesofCommunicationrangefromleast intensivetomost intense:ListenasSpectator
–ExpressPreferences–DevelopPreferences–AggregateandBargain–DeliberateandNegotiate
–DeployTechniqueandExpertise.
3.3.1.3 The Extent of Authority and Power
Thethirdaspectregardsthescopeoftheprocedureandtheauthorityindecisionmaking.Research
has shown that although participatory processes are increasingly employed, they usually lack
anchoringwithindemocraticstructures(AllianzVielfältigeDemokratie2017).Especiallywhenthe
procedureappearsclosedratherthanopenandunbiased,theunfoldingpowermightbeperceivedas
limited,whichcanleadtofrustrationandcanharmtrustindemocraticandparticipatoryprocedures
(Bertelsmann-Stiftung2010).Aspectsofthisfeatureincludecommunicativeinfluence,alteringor
mobilisingpublicopinion,anddecisionmaking,thelevelofinfluenceonauthoritiesaswellasthe
transmissionofcitizencommentstoplannersandtheintegrationof theparticipationintoformal
planningprocedures.
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Inordertoassessthelevelofauthorityandpower,theDemocracy Cubealignstheextentofthis
aspectfromleast authoritytomost authority:PersonalBenefits–CommunicativeInfluence–Advise
andConsult–Co-Governance–DirectAuthority.

ThepresentcontributionsuggestsanupdateofFung’sDemocracy Cube.Fromtherootofthe
matrixtotheoutlines,andsummarizingthesectionsdevelopedabove,Fungalignsthefeaturesin
thisway:participantsfrommost exclusivetomost inclusive,communicationfrommost intenseto
least intense,scopefrommost authoritariantoleast authoritarian.Hetheninsertsdifferentformats
ofparticipationintothematrixaccordingtotheircharacteristicswithinthethreekeyfeatures.The
higheraprocedureischaracterizedintermsofcommunicationandscope,thecloseritissituated
attherootofthematrix.Fortheparticipantselection,thisorderswitches:themoreinclusivethe
participantselection,thefurtherawaythisprocedurewillappearfromtherootofthematrix.While
thistoolallowsforaspatialarrayofformatsandthereforeoffersanalyticalclarity,itstaysbelow
itspossibilitiesasatoolforvisualanalysis,asitlacksexpressivenessintermsoftheexpansionin
scale.ThisresearchintroducesavariationoftheDemocracy Cube,forbetterdistinctioncalledthe
Participation Cube (Figure 1),whichalignsthethreedimensionsdifferently,namely:fromlowest
intensityofafeaturetomost.Thisallowsforthesameclarityinanalysisbuthasthebenefitofcreating
avisualrepresentationofthelevelofopenness,influenceandcomplexity.Asthethree-dimensional
spacethatiscreatedgrows,themorecharacteristicsarefulfilled.

3.3.2 Data Collection and Analysis
InordertomeasuretheimpactofDIPAS,thispaperaimsatcomparingthethreeformatsofonline,
onsiteandintegratedparticipationbyanalysiswiththeParticipation Cube.Duetotheabundance
ofmethodologicalsetupsforparticipationprocedures(NanzandFritsche2012),thecomparisonof

Figure 1. The Participation Cube (Source: author, adapted from Fung 2006)
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thethreemodesofparticipationisachallengingtask.Inthefollowing,theempiricaldataanalysis
isconstrainedtotheevaluationoftheintegratedDIPASsystem,whiletheevaluationofonsiteand
onlineproceduresistakenfromtheoreticalpublications.Thislimitstheexplanatorypowerofthe
analysisasitonlyallowsforexperimentaldatafortheintegratedsystem.However,thisresearchcan
thusoperateasastartingdiscussionforfutureworkonthistopic.

Thedatafortheevaluationoftheintegratedsystemstemsfromtheempiricalstudythatiscarried
outtosupportthetechnicaldevelopmentofDIPASduringtheprojectruntimebetweenSeptember2017
andAugust2020.DIPASissetouttobedevelopedinthreephases:afirstMinimumViableProduct
wasrolledoutinearly2018,andasecond,upgradedproductwithmorefunctionsinearly2019.The
developmentisaccompaniedbyextensiveresearchduringeachphase.Thispaperconcentrateson
theoutcomesofthefirsttwodevelopmentphases.

Theplanners’perspectivewasassessedduringalonger,standardisedyetopeninterviewthat
washeldinNovember2018attheplanningauthorityafterthefirstphaseofthedevelopmentplan
hadbeencompleted,andattheendofthefirstdevelopmentphaseofDIPAS.Thetwoplannershad
been responsible fordevelopinganewconcept fordevelopmentof thedistrictofBergedorfand
had run a comprehensiveparticipationprocedure inonsiteworkshops.During theseworkshops,
thebaselineDIPASsystemwaspilotedandapproximately120visitingcitizenswereabletotest
theDIPASworkshoptool.Additionally,theauthoritiesrananonlinesurveywherecitizenswere
abletocontribute.471commentswerecollectedviaDIPAS.Theremarks,ideasandquestionswere
analysedbyacontractedofficewhoorganisedtheparallelrunninganalogueworkshopandsentthe
resultsbacktothepublicplanners.

Theuserperspectiveofcitizenswasassessedwith(A)aUsabilityandUserExperiencestudy
inalaboratorysetting,(B)pilotingworkshopsduringrealparticipationproceduresaccompaniedby
shortsemi-structuredinterviews.Duringtheseevents,questionnaireswerehandedouttoparticipants
assessingsociodemographicdatasuchasage,professionalbackgroundandresidentialareatoallow
fortheevaluationofthediversityofincludedstakeholders.

(A)Asthecontrolledsettingofthestudyallowsformoreinsightsintothepotentialofthesystem,
theanalysisfocusesonthosedata.However,itwillbecontrastedagainstfindingsfromthepiloting
event,asthisallowsforinsightsintoeventsthataremoresubjecttospontaneityandimprovisation.
TheUsabilityandUserExperiencestudywasheldinthreeconsecutiveworkshopsinApril2019with
each6-9participantsofallagegroups,24participantsintotal.Theywereinvitedthroughnewsletters
oftheAgencyforPlanningandHousing(BSW),theHafencityUniversity,andpersonalnetworks.
ThestudytookplaceinthebuildingoftheBSWduringtheearlyafternoonandevening,toallow
peoplewithfamilyorworkresponsibilitiestoparticipate.Eachworkshoplasted1.l5-2hourseachand
wasdesignedaccordingtostandardsinsociologicalresearchone-participation(fordetailsonthese
standardsseeBaurandBlasius2014;Bargas-AvilaandHornbæk2011;Große2018;Seaman1999;
Schrepp2019).Inthreephases,thecitizen’sinteractionwiththetoolwasstudiedbyparticipatory
observationandagroupdiscussion.

(B)Thepilotingatthekick-offeventforadevelopmentplan(KleinerGrasbrook)happenedin
December2018ataninformationaleventandasubsequentworkshopwherethesystemwaspiloted
inalocalcommunitycafé.Approximately100peoplewerepresent,themajorityofwhomhada
professionalinterestandapproximatelyonefourthwereresidentsofneighbouringareas(thiswas
askedduringthewelcomingphase).Interactionwasobservedandshortstandardisedinterviewswere
heldwithrandomlyselectedparticipants.

AllobservationswereprotocolledbystaffofHafenCityUniversityandthegroupdiscussion
andshortinterviewsrecordedandtranscribedusinganonlinetool.Thedocumentswereimportedto
MaxQDA,codedandanalysed.Thecodingandanalysisofdatafollowedtheprinciplesofastructured
contentanalysis(MayringandFenzl2014).Themethodwasestablishedinthe1980stofacilitate
qualitativeanalysisofbigdatasets.Becausethismethodologygeneratescategories,itdemarcates
fromothertextanalysistools.Thecategorysystemstructuresthedataandthusallowsformorethan
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afreeinterpretation,butathoroughandrule-governedanalysisthatallowsforintersubjectivereview
(MayringandFenzl2014).Withtheaidofthismethodology,latentcontentcanalsobediscovered
fromthedata,andthequalitativeinsightscanbeanalysedstatistically.Thefirstevaluationphase
oftheDIPASsystembroughtabout178codeswith1105codedpartsinthedata.Thesecondphase
brought184codeswith527codedparts.ThesehavebeenusedintheanalysisofUsabilityandUser
Experienceandfedbacktothedevelopersoftheprojectincomprehensivereports.

Nexttoananalyticaldiscussionofthesevalues,thischapterwillvisualisetheargumentsby
drawingthree-dimensionalspaceswithinthematrixoftheParticipationCube,eachfortheonline
andonsiteprocesses,thusvisuallyrepresentingtheextentofoneparticipatoryprocesscompared
toanother.Thisresearchaimsatunderstandingtheimpactofanintegratedparticipationprocedure
asitcombinesthebenefitsfromonlineandonsiteprocedures.Thiswillbemeasuredbylayingthe
three-dimensionalspacesontopofeachotherandanalysingtheresultedaddedorreducedspacesas
avisualrepresentationforaddedvalue.

4. RESULTS

4.1 Participant Selection
4.1.1 Acquisition of Participants
Onsiteproceduresrelyheavilyonthetimeresourcesofcitizensandtheirverbalstrengthtopersistin
groupdiscussions.Thustheyoftentimesresultinahomogenousgroupwhichisofabove-averageage
anddisproportionatelymale;oftenexcludedareimmigrants,peoplewithyoungchildrenorpeople
withworkobligations(Lieven2017).Onlineproceduresarelikelytohaveahigherinclusivityasthey
arelessboundtotimeandspaceandcanbeaccessedanytimefromanywhere.However,relyingonly
ononlineparticipationcouldalsohavesegregativeeffects,asLievenpointsout:“A digital divide 
persists along the lines of age, income and education. (…) When developing tools and methods for 
digitised participation, such segregation effects need to be taken into account, and counter-strategies 
need to be developed”(Lieven2017,p.2478).Theleastrestrictivemethodtoselectparticipantsis
openparticipation,whereparticipantsareself-selected. In thecaseof theDIPASpilotingevent,
participationwasopentoall.Butwhentheaudienceataneventwasaskedabouttheirbackground,
onlyasmallsubsetofpeopleidentifiedasneighboursofthedevelopmentlot,whilethemajoritywas
associatedwiththeplanningauthoritiesordevelopmentcompanies,orrepresentedotherstakeholder
groupssuchasmembersof initiativesor localcommerce.Thisproves that thosewhochoose to
participatearefrequentlynotrepresentativeofthelargerpublic,andemphasisisonthosewhoare
wealthierandbettereducated.Thiscouldnotbechangedbytheintegratedsystem:Peopleshowed
alotof interest inDIPAS,buttheywerenotwell-informedaboutit.Oneparticipantemphasises
thatthesystemprovidesagreatopportunityforcitizenstoparticipate,howeveritlacksadvertising:

I think it’s great that there’s an online platform because there are always people who do not have time 
to attend the evening events for a variety of reasons. Because they cannot leave their workplace, or they 
have to be with their family at that time and so on. So now they have the opportunity to participate. 
However, what I’ve already thought about it on the way here, that it has not been widely promoted, 
so that all the people here in the district could know about it. So you have to lower the threshold in 
some way, one should sit down in the men’s cafés and women meeting places. (Executive, 49 years old)

Thequestionofadequatepromotionofparticipationeventsisatopicthatwasnotaddressed
withintheresearchprojectbutremainsimportant.Participationprocesses,inpracticallyanycase,
dependonskilfulpublicityandpromotionstrategies(ZentralerImmobilienAusschuss2013).

Havingjumpedthefirstthresholdofknowing about the event,notallparticipantswhowere
presentinteractedwiththesystem.Ithasbeenestablishedearlierthatworkshopsettingsprivilege
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thosewhoareverballystronganddonotmindspeakingupinagroupofpeople,therebyexcluding
others.Thisdynamichasalsobeenobservedwiththedigitalsystem.However,theissueofverbal
strengthseemstobelesspronouncedbecausethedigital touchsurfaceallowsforparticipants to
interactdirectlywiththetoolandaddcommentswithouthavingtospeakup.Ontheotherhand,the
digitaltoolcreatesadividealonganotherline–betweenthoseparticipantswhofeelcomfortable
interactingwithtechnologyandthosewhodonot.Asonefemaleparticipantputsit:“I don’t dislike 
it [the table tool]. It is just strange. One does not know what it is and might be a bit hesitant before 
approaching or interacting with it”(Employee,44yearsold).

Here, the comparison between the piloting workshop and the study setting is significant:
Comparedtothepilotingworkshop,whereoftentimesparticipantswereobservedwalkingpastthe
tool, watching but not interacting, people showed immense interest to interact during the study.
Becausethestudywascharacterisedbytheinvitationtousethetoolandafacilitatorwaspresentto
supportandencourageinteraction,participantsapparentlyfeltmorecomfortableusingandplaying
aroundwiththetechnology.Aconclusionforfutureusesofthistoolemphasisestheimportanceof
anencouragingsettingandthestrongeffectofthetablefacilitator.

4.1.2 Level of Information
Wheninteractingwiththedifferentlayersofspatialdataintheworkshoptool,participantsreacted
inapositivemanner:“Ifoundtheinteractiontobefunandratherinnovative”saidoneparticipant.
Thevisualisationofgeospatialdatafacilitatedhigh-qualitydiscussions,andpeopleappreciatedthe
availabilityofdata.Theintegrationofquantitativedataprovidedbytheauthoritieswiththelocal,
qualitativeknowledgeofcitizens’input–thesoftGIS–actedassupportinextensivediscussions.

Comparingonsite,onlineparticipationandtheintegratedDIPAStool,characteristicsonthescale
ofparticipantselectiondiffer.Duetoresourcerestrictionsofonsiteprocedures,thesewouldpointto
thecharacteristicopen,self-selectedparticipants,whileonlineproceduresallowforadiffusepublic
sphereandallow(almost)everyone toparticipate.DIPASintegratesanonline tool in thepublic
participationprocedureandthusincludesthediffusepublicsphere.Thereby,DIPASachievesthe
mostinclusiveparticipantselectionmode(seevisualanalysisatthebottominFigures3-6).

4.2 Modes of Communication and Decision Making
Theclassicalperceptionofonsiteparticipationproceduresismarkedbylinesofcitizenswaitingat
amicrophoneinordertoexpresstheirpreferencestowardsofficials.Communicativeparticipation
procedureshavealteredthisbydesigningsettingsinwhichcitizenscaninformthemselvesonplanning
procedures,discussingroupstheadvantagesanddisadvantagesandvoicetheiropinions.Depending
onthemodeoftheprocedure,itcanresultinahigherdegreeofaggregationofvoicesastheevents
oftentimesallowandevenaskforgroupdiscussionsontopics.Onlinecommentariesare,duetothe
singularityofanonlineuser,deemedtoariseoutofasinglemind.However,asoftentimestools
showcasethecontributionsinonlinemapsorlists,contributionsexperienceahighervisibilityand
thustransparency.Onlineproceduresadditionallyhavetheadvantageofbeingconnectedtopublic
data,allowingcitizens to request information inreal time,showingspatialdataaccording to the
questionsthatariseduringtheprocedure,beforewritingaremarkorcommentaryinordertomake
amoreinformedchoice.Incomparison,theknowledgebaseatofflineonsiteeventsismorelimited
anddependentonpreparatoryworkbythoseimplementingtheprocedure.

IntheUsabilityandUserExperiencestudyaswellasthepilotingeventofDIPAS,ahighlevel
ofcollaborationhasbeenobservedandvoiced,whileusersadditionallyretrievedtheavailabledata
tounderpinandqualifydiscussions.Inonediscussiononthefutureuseofanoldbuildinginthe
planningarea,twouserslaunchedintoadiscussiononhowtoincludealocalrowingassociationinto
thedevelopmentofthearea.Byretrievinginformationonhistoricalandpreservedbuildings,thetwo
usersdevelopedtheideaofusingthehistoricalbuildingthatissituateddirectlyatthewaterfrontas
astoragefacilityfortherowingboatsandinputthisideaintothesystem.Anotheruserpointedout:
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I really liked this about the table, that we sat there together and talked about the topic, and I notice: 
Oh, I am really interested in what the others have to say. I like that, and I wouldn’t have thought that 
a table can do that. (Student, 32 years old)

Thisexemplifiesthequalityofinteractionofonsiteproceduresthatissupportedbygeospatial
datathatcanbesolicitedindividuallywhenneeded–afeaturethatisusuallyonlyavailableinonline
interfaces.DIPASthusenablescollaborationfacilitatedbytechnology–opinionsareexchanged,
preferences explored and possibly transformed through the solicitation of data, and new group
preferencesarecommunicatedtoofficialsviathecontributionform.Decisionsonwhattowriteina
commentaremadeindividuallyorinsmallgroups.Contributionscanalsobevotedandcommented
on,allowingnotonlyforverbalonsitecommunication,butalsofordiscussionsonline.

ComparingtheonlinevsonsiteDIPASproceduresinthisdomain,resultshighlyvary.Whereas
onlineproceduresoftentimesarereducedtoallowingcitizenstoexpresstheirpreferencesviaonline
formsbutnottoengageovercontent,onsiteproceduresallowengagementaboutcontentbuttransmit
preferencesintheirsingularityastheyarecollectedasnotes,analysedon-spotbyfacilitatorsand
presentedinanaggregatedwayduringtheeventandpossiblyinfurtherreports.Onlineprocedures
canthenbesortedintothecharacteristicexpressing preferences,whileofflineprocedureswoulddwell
atdeveloping preferences.DIPAScanbesortedintothecharacteristicofdeveloping preferencesas
well,butthesystemdoesallowmodesofdeliberationandnegotiationaswell.DIPASenablessocial
choicestobecommunicatedtoofficials,andhasthesignificantbenefitofallowingcommentsand
remarkstobemadeanytimeofdayfromanylocationthusincreasingscopeandloweringthresholds
forparticipation.ButsinceDIPASdoesnotincreasepowerindecisionmaking,thesystemisstill
situatedwithinthelower,communicativeranksofthescale.

4.3 Extent of Authority and Power
4.3.1 Transmission of Citizen Contributions to Planners
Inonsiteprocedures,questionsoftransparencyemergeregardingtheimpromptuanalysisofcomments
byhiredfacilitatorsthatcannotbeheldaccountablebypublicvote.Onlinetoolsyieldthepower
toincreasetransparencyastheycanshowcaseallcontributionsandmakethedataavailabletothe
public.However,asonsiteproceduresarewellestablished,thereareproceduresforincludingcitizen
remarksfromparticipationeventsintotheformalplanningprocedures.Itremainstobeseenhowthis
holdstrueforonlineprocedures:theincreasedamountofdatacallsforahigheranalysiseffortand
pullsmoreresourcesasthescopeofparticipationincreases.Here,onlineparticipationholdsakey
question:Howshouldtheupcomingbigdatainparticipationproceduresbeanalysed?Andhowcan
transparencybeachievedintheanalyticproceduresthateventuallyleadtodecisionsandpreferences?
Lievenseesthecomplexityofcontributionsasakeychallengeandthemeaningfulrestructuringof
themasamainfeature(Lieven2017).

Anothercharacteristic is theevaluationofcontributions.Whathappenswith thecomments,
whoisevaluatingandanalysingthem?Howaretheyimplementedintheplanningprocess?Inthe
firstdevelopmentphaseofDIPAS,entrieswereoutputinanexcelfileandhandedtotheplanning
authorities.Thesewerethenbeenforwardedtotheexternalserviceproviders,“andtheycameupwith
awaytointerprettheresults”(planner).Duetorestrictionsintheresourcesofpublicauthorities,the
mostsensitivetask,thequalitativeanalysis,hadbeenhandedtoexternalparties.Inadditiontothe
above-mentionedissuesoflackoftransparencyandaccountability,plannersvoicedtheirexpectation
thatDIPASwouldanalyseandevaluatecitizencomments.Areportingfunctionhasbeenelaborated
onadditionally:

If you could export data from the table to other programs, or automatically create a PowerPoint that 
you can present at the end of the day, or make screenshots and document intermediate results. An 
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interface to other digital possibilities, so you can save time for extra documentation. If I could wish 
for something, it would be that. (Planner)

4.3.2 Integrating the Results of Participation Procedures Into Formal Planning
Mostcommunicativeproceduresaddressinformalparticipation.Asthereisnolegalobligation,citizen
contributionsremainonlyrecommendationsanddonotdevelopauthoritativepower.Thistopicwill
beexpandedonintheclosinganalysis.

Onsiteprocedures,asoutlinedabove,candevelopadvisory/consultingcharacteristics,however
theextentofthisdependshighlyonthequalityoftheworkshopandopennessoftheplanningprocess.
Onlineprocedureshardlymovebeyondthemodeofcommunicative influence.AsDIPASprovides
valuablemechanismsofcollaborationandaggregationofvoices,itcanbesortedintothemedium
characteristicsofthisscale,advice and consultation:

In this mode, officials preserve their authority and power but commit themselves to receiving input 
from participants. The stated purpose of most public hearings and many other public meetings is to 
provide such advice. (Fung 2006, p. 69)

4.4 Comparing the Three Procedures
Thevisualisationshowsthatonsiteprocedureshaveahighercapacityindevelopingauthorityand
powerwhileemployingmorecomplexmodesofcommunicationanddecisionmakingcomparedto
onlineprocedures.Thelatter,however,invitealargeraudienceofparticipantscomparedtoonsite
procedures(Figures2and3).

ThecomparisonhasshownthatDIPASasanintegratedprocedurecombinesthebenefitofboth
approaches.Itallowswideraudiencestoparticipateintheprocedurebyofferingremotetoolsfor
participationtypicalofonlineprocedures,butitalsoinvitesparticipantstoengageindiscussionsboth
onsiteandonline,thusenablingcitizenstoexertadvisoryandconsultingauthorityintheprocedures
(Figure4).

DIPAScombinesthebetterofbothapproaches,addingtoeachdisciplineabenefitfromthe
other.ThisargumentcanbevisualisedwiththeParticipationCubebylayingthethree-dimensional
spacesontopofeachotherandanalysingtheresultedincreasedaddedspaces(Figure5).What
thisshowsisthatDIPAShasindeedanaddedvalue.Thisvaluestemsfromtwomainaspects:the
aggregationofhighernumbersofcitizensandthecommunicativeeffortundertakenduringonsite
events.Byinvitingmorecitizenstovoicetheirpreferencesviatheonlinecontributiontool,and
atthesametimeenablingqualitativediscussionsandcollaborativetinkeringwiththeuseofthe
digitalworkshoptool,DIPASallowsforamorediverse,higher-qualitysetofcomments,ideas
andremarks.Thisaloneisnotanaddedvalue,buttheoutcomeofcombiningtheadvantages
ofbothtoolsis.Whatarisesoutofthiscombinationthough,hasimplicationsforthepolitical
legitimacyoftheparticipationprocedure.AllcommentsarepubliclyavailableontheDIPAS
website,whichhoffersabasicevaluationofcommentsaccordingtotopic,numberofcomments,
andnumberofpositivereactionsfromthecommunity.Thisprovidesgreatertransparencysincethe
publiccanaccesstheresultsoftheparticipationprocess.Unlikeonsiteprocedures,notranslation
andmediationiscarriedoutbyexternalserviceproviders,whileatthesametimethecomplete
datasetsofentriesarepubliclyavailableforeachcitizentoaccess.Thishandsovercontrolof
thedecision-makingprocess.Becausetheextentandcontentofpublicopinioncanbeviewed
byall,citizensareabletotrackwhichideashavebeenincorporatedintheplanningdecisions,
andcanholdtheirauthoritiesaccountablefortheirdecisionmaking.
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5. DISCUSSION

Questionsremainregarding(1)thetransparencyofcommunication,(2)thediversityofparticipants,
and(3)theintegrationofcommunicativeparticipationinadministrativeprocessesandinstitutions.

5.1 Transparency in Communication
Uptonow,noprocesshasbeenestablishedforhowplanners in therespectiveauthoritiesare to
integratethefindingsfromDIPAStoolsintoformalplanningroutines.Technicalandadministrative
pathdependenciescertainlydistortthepotentialuptakeandutilisationofresults.IntheDIPASproject/
study,allentrieswerecollected,analysedandinterpretedbyaserviceproviderspecialisinginpublic
participationprocedures.Theiranalysiswascollectedinapdfdocumentandsenttotheplanning
authority,whereremarkswereclusteredaccordingtotopics,withshortsummariesforeachthematic

Figure 2. Analysis of onsite procedures (Source: author, adapted from Fung 2006)
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clusterandmainremarksindicated.Theauthoritythendevelopedapublicationonthebasisofthis
analysis.Thisprocessinvitescriticism:notonlyisthemethodologyofthisprocessnottransparent,it
isalsoconductedbyaprivatecompany,andthuslacksthelevelofaccountabilityrequiredofelected
representatives.Thepossibleinfluencesofsubjectivityintheaggregationofcitizencommentsisa
topicfordiscussion.Additionally,byaggregatingvoices,theindividualcommentsdisappearfrom
thediscourse.Thisexacerbateslaterreviewsofplanningproceduresbecausethehistoricaldataof
pastparticipationproceduresisnotaccessiblebythepublicanymore.

Greatertransparencycouldbeprovidedbyvariationsonthemoderationoftheseevents,orby
providingadirectchannelforcitizenstocommunicatetheirpreferences.However,thereviewofthese
communicationsmightoverwhelmavailableresourcesatthepublicauthorities.WithintheDIPAS
project,thischallengehasbeentakenasamotivationtoworkonanevaluationtoolthatpre-clusters

Figure 3. Analysis of online procedures (Source: author, adapted from Fung 2006)
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entriesandextractskeytopicsbasedonmathematicalfunctions.Theadvantageofautomatically
evaluatingcontributionsisincreasedtransparencyandtheaggregationofvoices:iftheknowledge
abouttheamountcitizens’real-timeandhistoricalinterestinaspecifictopicispubliclyavailable,
itmightcreateaddedpressureonofficialstoregardthosevoicesinfurtherplanning.Thiswould
becontentforfurtherresearch.However,thedevelopmentofanalgorithm-basedsemanticanalysis
ofcitizencommentariesraisesquestionsregardingthemodesofdecisionmakingcharacteristicsof
thesealgorithmsandhastobeobservedcritically.

5.2 Diversity of Participants
Anotheraspectthatcouldnotbeaddressedwithinthisstudyistheextentofdiversitythattheonline
participationtool,theonethatDIPASisintegratingwiththeworkshoptool,enablesindividually.

Figure 4. Analysis of DIPAS procedures (Source: author, adapted from Fung 2006)
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Thisisduetothedecisiontoletuserscommentwithouthavingtosignup,createanaccountandinput
personaldata.Aquantitativecomparisonofsociodemographicparticipantdatainonsiteandonline
participationproceduresisrequiredinordertodeterminewhethertheuseofonlinetoolsincreases
diversityofparticipants,orifadigitaldivideappears/isevident,thushinderingcertaingroupsfrom
engaging.ThiswouldallowforinsightsintotheperformanceofintegratedsystemssuchasDIPASin
thismatter,andwhetherthecombinationofonlineandonsiteproceduresresultsingreaterdiversity
inparticipationaudiences.

5.3 Integration of Informal Participation Into Formal Planning
Thenewparticipationparadigmcallsforachangenotonlyinthetoolsused,butalsointheculture
ofparticipation(Silva2010).Ashasbeenelaborated,informalparticipationlackspoliticalobligation
andthusislimitedintheextentofauthorityitenables.WithinDIPAS,technicalintegrationofthe
newsoftwareintoexistingandalreadyoperatingtechnologyisanobjective–thusallowingfora
lowerthresholdinthetranslationofknowledgefrominformalproceduresintoformalplanning.This
isbeingreachedbytwocascadesindevelopment.Asabasis,thenewsoftwareisdevelopedwithin
technologicalframeworksthatarealreadyinoperationwithinthemunicipalitytoallowforeasier
maintenanceandintegrationintoexistingsystems.Inasecondstep,theprojectaimsatintegrating
thesystemintothedigitisedprocesschainthatspansfromthecreationoffirstconceptsuntilthe
approvalofzoningplans,thusallowingplannerstoseamlesslyaccessinformationfrominformal

Figure 5. Added value (Source: author, adapted from Fung 2006)
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procedureswhileworkingontheirsystemandre-incorporatetheresultsintotheongoingplanning
process.ThesequestionscouldbeaddressedinfurtherresearchontheDIPASsystem.

6. CONCLUSION

Thispaper’sobjectivewastoassesstheimpactofanintegratedparticipationsystembyutilisingthe
Participation Cubefortheevaluationandvisualisationofempiricaldata.Theresearchpresentedthus
enrichedthescientificdiscourseonparticipationbyarguingforacomplexviewthatintegratesaspects
beyondthelevel of participation.Bygivinganempiricalexample,anargumentwasmadeforaless
normativeviewontheevaluationofparticipationsincethehighestformofcitizenpowermightnot
alwaysbetheidealdecisionmode.Thedesignofparticipationproceduresshouldbehandledwith
caretowardstheabovementionedaspectsandtothecontextandinstitutionalframeworkinwhichthe
processistakingplace.ThispaperintroducedsaidParticipationCube,butfurtherresearchshould
specifyanddetailitsindicators.

Byansweringtheresearchquestion,theaddedvalueofanintegrationofonlinetoolswithonsite
participationprocedureswashighlighted.Itwasfoundthatparticipants,beinginvitedtodiscusswith
othersfacetoface,wereengagingindiscourseandcollaborativelydevelopingplanningideas,which
theywouldthensuggest.Comparedtosimpleandsingularonlinecommentary,theheightenedquality
anddepthofthesecontributionspointstotheimportanceofworkingwithdigitaltoolsinmoderated
onsitesettings.Futureresearchshouldlookintothecontentofthesestatementsandanalysewhether
thequalityofargumentationandlevelofinnovationincreaseswiththeuseofintegratedsystems.

Asecondfindinghighlightstheimportanceoffacilitationduringtheseevents:asthisresearchhas
shown,participantsweremorelikelytoengagewiththedigitaltoolswhenafacilitatorwaspresent
toencourageinteractionwiththetools–especiallyinthepresenceofpeoplewhoself-claimedto
havelessexperiencewithtechnology.Thisfindingsupportsacounter-argumenttoadeployment
of technological tools for public participation without further physical human interaction as the
technologicalthresholdmightexcludemembersofthepublicfrominteracting.

Athirdargumentsupportsthecritiquevoicedbyothers(Arnstein1969;Miessen2012;Mouffe
andWagner2013;Rancière2008) that thepowerofparticipationreliesheavilyon theextentof
authorityitdevelops.InthecaseofDIPAS,thepresentedresearchhasshownthathoweverthorough
theresultsofcommunicativeparticipationproceduresmightbe,alackoflegalobligationlowersthe
impact.Itisyettobeseenwhetherthetechnologicalintegrationofresultsfrominformalparticipation
proceduresintoadministrativetechnicalsystemscouldeaseaccesstothatinformation.Thismatter
couldbeobservedinfurtherresearchaftertheimplementationofsuchatechnicalintersection.
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ENDNOTES

1 Aremarkonwording:Inthispaper,participatoryplanningeventsthatemploycommunicativemethodsare
summarizedunderthetermonsite procedures.Oftentimes,butnotexclusively,theseeventsdonotutilize
digitaltoolsandwillthusserveascounterexamplestothecasestudyeventsthatintegratecommunicative
methodsanddigitaltools.

2 Foradetailedanalysisofe-participationframeworksseeWirtzetal.(2018).
3 ForanextensiveoverviewseeNanzandFritsche(2012).
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