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This master thesis report with the topic “participation and co-creation in the public 
domain”, represents the final project of the master Design for Interaction at the faculty 
Industrial Design Engineering, University of Technology Delft (TUDelft) and was executed 
for the STT Netherlands Study Centre for Technology Trends in The Hague (STT). 

The project is introduced in chapter one where the design brief, involved parties and 
project process is elaborated on. The goal of the initial design brief was “design a means 
that facilitates people with the possibility to participate and co-create, with other citizens 
and authority, in the Dutch public domain of 2030”. To reach this goal a process similar to 
the VIP method was followed. First the current situation was deconstructed, whereupon 
the future situation was constructed and a concept was designed. 

Chapter two investigates on the term crowdsourcing, the topic of the initiating exploratory 
study of STT and the starting point of this thesis. There was investigated how the method of 
crowdsourcing currently is applied in the following sectors: private Internet organisations, 
commercial businesses, design teams and in the public domain. In these various fields 
similar processes and guidelines were differentiated. Several crowdsourcing techniques 
were found that have the potential to be applied in the public domain. Reminding that 
these techniques have to be chosen, adapted and applied according to the context and 
goals of the public domain.

The current situation of the public domain is mapped in chapter three. Roughly five 

Abstract
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Chapter eight starts with a foundation for idea sketching, where more information was 
searched on the parameters sympathy and support. In an individual creative session, 
ideas were sketched and later on clustered in three phases. Four concepts were derived 
from the final morphological clusters and were elaborated on, after which a confrontation 
matrix was used to map the strongest points of each of the concepts. 

The first iteration, in which the four concepts were merged together, is described in chapter 
nine. Resulting in a concept based on a personal document and a cloud-computing 
structure, operated by gestures and supported by a 3D holographic display. Enabling 
citizens to participate directly there and then, in a variety of every day situations. There 
was focussed on four participation paths: messaging, co-creation, co-creation feedback 
and a finalised path. These paths were developed in the form of scenarios, flow-charts 
and interface frames. 

Chapter ten evaluates the first iteration of the concept with an evaluation study, which was 
executed in the city centre of The Hague. The interface frames were presented on an iPad 
and this prototype was accompanied with the scenarios. Eight participants were observed 
and interviewed, from which valuable conclusions were drawn and recommendations were 
made. There was concluded that the concept currently could facilitate people with the 
possibility to participate and co-create. Although there were several aspects that needed 
improvement. Especially regarding the interface design, falling under the scope of the 
parameter communication, many recommendations were done.

The recommendations were adopted in chapter eleven, where a second iteration is 
described. The co-creation paths were merged and a organisational path was added. 
Resulting in the three final participation paths: messaging, co-creation and organisation. 
The interface position was changed, icons were made more elaborate and a new menu 
structure was designed. While the context and interaction, as described in chapter nine, 
remained the same. 

Chapter eleven reflects on the last iteration done for this graduation project and results 
in the final concept of this master thesis. In the final chapter, chapter twelve, there is 
reflected on the thesis results from a project perspective and a personal perspective.

parties were differentiated: authority, citizens, media, commercial companies and public 
private partnerships. Current policy-making procedures and the influence of citizens in 
every step were investigated. Due to lack of accurate information and feedback, which 
is in large extend caused by the media, communication in these procedures often falls 
short. The majority of citizens is willing to participate, yet does not see how they are able 
to make a difference. The several motivators and barriers to stimulate or stop people 
from participating were mapped. Finally there was concluded that authority can learn 
from commercial companies and public private partnerships. Organisations in which 
crowdsourcing and end user participation already are applied on larger scale. 

In chapter four there has been decided to solely focus on citizens and their personal needs 
and wishes. In order to do so, six personas were made for this thesis. The personas were 
based on literature and represent Dutch society. 

These personas were the starting point for chapter five, where was investigated which 
factors people need to participate. This investigation was split in two parts: a generative 
research and a research on existing initiatives. Both researches focussed on four factors: 
participation, ability, motivation and satisfaction. The generative research was done with a 
focus group of six participants. Who first were sensitised and in a session were asked to 
collectively brainstorm about their neighbourhood and collectively choose a situation to 
work out in a 3D Lego play collage. The  steps of the generative process, resembled the 
steps of a policy-making process. After the generative session twenty eight, mostly online, 
existing participatory initiatives were examined. Some of these initiatives had potential 
and their aspects were instructive, while the majority of the initiatives was more suitable to 
find out what should be avoided in the future. 

In chapter six the result of the both researches were compared and concluded on. The 
results of the generative session gave insight in the needs and wishes of people, while 
the results from the research on existing initiatives gave insight in the process and the 
perspective of authority. From these results it was concluded that people consider 
participation as the continuous interaction with others in their daily life. They are especially 
motivated to participate when they personally take interest in a situation. However in order 
to do so, they need to be enabled to participate. Six enabling participation parameters 
were found: certainty, communication, freedom, responsibility, sympathy and support. 
During and after a participation process the level of success gives people a feeling of 
(dis-)satisfaction. Together these findings formed the main framework and guidelines for 
the construction phases of the thesis process.

Based on these insights an interaction vision was build, which is described in chapter 
seven. In this vision the desired interaction and future context of the to be designed means 
was determined. The vision was used to frame the design space and draw inspiration 
from.



1110

Preface         3

Abstract         5

1. Introduction         11

2. Crowdsourcing and how it is used     17

3. Current decision makers in the public domain    23

4. Who is this citizen?       37

5. Insights in participation       43

6. Conclusions and guidelines for the future     65

7. A desired future interaction      75

8. From ideas to concepts       79

9. Four concepts combined into one     97

10. Final evaluation and recommendations     117

11. A final concept facilitating co-creation and participation in 2030  133

12. Reflecting on the thesis results and the process    147

13. References        151

14. Appendices        155

Contents



13

1. Introduction 

Currently, the political system of the Netherlands is situated far away from the citizens. 
There are elections once every four years and there are participating procedures in which 
citizens can give their opinion. However, new technologies can facilitate new forms of 
interaction, therefore is expected that this will change in the future. Tools such as smart 
phones (new media), could make it possible to organise co-creation between citizens 
and authority, in such ways that citizens can participate from their direct environment. 
However, this opportunity will not develop automatically into a good solution, since it is 
important that social standards like trust, openness and consideration of mutual interests, 
are guaranteed. In which mutual initiative and mutual results should be the foundation for 
a new interaction.

1.1 Project initiation
The STT Netherlands Study Centre for Technology Trends in The Hague (STT) explores the 
future of collective intelligence. In the project, ‘Wisdom of the Crowd’, under the direction 
of Ir. Maurits Kreijveld there is investigated on three fields in which collective intelligence 
could be of future value: health care, industry innovation and the public domain. This study 
involves experts, scientists, artists, designers and citizens, in order to  create an accurate 
future vision of collective intelligence within twenty years from now. 
This master thesis is focussed on the future development of collective intelligence in 
the public domain. A graduation project that was initiated by Maurits Kreijveld together 
with, associate professor Design Techniques at the TUDelft, Ingrid Mulder. This thesis 
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Terminology
People, all Dutch citizens above 18 years old, who do or do not participate.
Participation, the act of taking part or sharing something in your personal environment.
Authority, the Dutch government on a national, regional and local level.
Participants, people who participated in this research or who will take part in the to be 
designed procedure.
Thesis: master thesis, participation and co-creation in the public domain.

1.3 Involved Parties
Several parties were involved in this project: a graduation committee, STT and a master 
candidate. The graduation committee consists of chair Dr. Ingrid Mulder, mentor Prof. Dr. 
Pieter Jan Stappers and company mentor Ir. Maurits Kreijveld. The graduation assignment 
was executed by Nathalie Stembert, TUDelft master candidate Design for Interaction. The 
parties will be introduced in the following sections.

1.3.1 Graduation Committee
Chair - Dr. Ingrid Mulder, 
ID- Design Communication and Conceptualisation (DCC).
Ingrid is associate professor of design techniques in the department Industrial Design, 
section DCC. She is working part-time at the School for Communication, Media & 
Information Technology (Rotterdam University of applied sciences), where she is 
establishing a research group on Human Centred ICT and new media. She got her Master 
degree at the Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Tilburg. In June 2004 she received 
her Ph.D. degree from the University of Twente - Faculty of Behaviour Sciences on human-
to-human interaction design.

Mentor - Prof. Dr. Pieter Jan Stappers, 
ID- Design Communication and Conceptualisation (DCC).
Currently Pieter Jan plays an organisational role at a mixture of levels in the faculty. 
Formally, he is head of the section Design Communication and Conceptualisation (DCC) 
and coordinator of the Master programme Design for Interaction (DfI). Pieter Jan studied 
Applied Physics and did a Ph.d. on Virtual Reality in Perception Research. Since 2002 
Pieter Jan is full professor, chair of Design Techniques.

Company mentor - Ir. Maurits Kreijveld,
Project leader at STT.
Maurits currently is project leader of the ‘Wisdom of the Crowd’ project at STT. He got his 
Master degree in 1998 from the Faculty of Applied Sciences, University of Eindhoven. After 
his graduation he worked as a researcher on a joint research project of Phillips Research 
Labs and FEI Nano tools in Eindhoven and Delft University of Technology. Before his 
position as project leader at STT Maurits worked at the Ministry of Economic Affairs as 
senior policy advisor and project manager involved in ICT and Innovation Policy.

investigates how citizens’ intelligence can contribute to the public domain. Resulting in 
a conceptual design that facilitates citizens, with the ability to participate and co-create 
in the public domain of 2030. The outcome of this master thesis contributed to the 
development of the ‘Wisdom of the Crowd’ project.

1.2 Project briefing
Preliminary to the graduation project a design brief was drawn up, containing the initial 
problem definition and the goal of this master thesis. In order to prevent miscommunication 
the brief is enclosed with a short list of terminology.  

1.2.1 Design brief
Problem definition
Citizens come across political issues almost every day. These issues can concern 
citizens in a more or less personal way and can involve a local-, regional- or national 
level of society. At all these levels it is difficult for citizens to have influence or to express 
themselves. They experience a feeling of powerlessness, since authority does not facilitate 
an understandable and effective possibility to give their citizens a voice.
Recently authority realised how important the involvement of citizens is. Especially on a local 
level authority is trying to catch up with new technological possibilities, like crowdsourcing. 
These new virtual means should help to organise and stimulate communication between 
citizens and government. However due to the lack of tangibility of these means, the effect 
could be reverse and could only increase the distance between government and citizens.
In the exploratory project, ‘Wisdom of the Crowd’, future visions on citizens’ participation 
in the public domain are explored and created. Within this graduation project it is desired, 
to form a future representation of the interaction between citizens and authority in 2030. 
By this time it is desired that the intelligent city, in combination with a to be designed 
means, can provide the possibility to move political involvement of citizens to every day 
situations and locations. Social cohesion of society could be stimulated by giving citizens 
the opportunity to discuss, express, elect, directly from their own neighbourhoods. In this 
form of co-creation, citizens should be able to intuitively form and communicate their 
ideas, on local-, regional- and national issues.

Project goal
Design a future representation for 2030 and investigate how the intelligent city can be 
used as a participating city. Where co-creation between citizens and authority can be 
facilitated by a to be designed means, that makes use of the sensing networks and 
interactive technologies of the intelligent city. The designed means which will be used by 
citizens above 18 years old, should provide them with the possibility to participate and 
co-create in the public domain. The means therefore should be accessible for all citizens 
and should be intuitive in its usability.
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Figure 1.1 Project process, based on the VIP method of Lloyd, Hekkert and Van Dijk (2006).

1.3.2 The STT Netherlands Study Centre for Technology Trends (STT)
STT is a think-tank, that explores new trends and develops inspiring foresights on 
technology and society. For that purpose, STT facilitates a free space in which enthusiastic 
stakeholders meet and construct creative views on the future. The results serve as starting 
points for new initiatives, such as national (applied) research programs or public-private 
cooperation. 
STT, was established in 1968 by The Netherlands Royal Institute of Engineers (KIVI/Niria) 
and is a nonprofit organisation financed by contributions from companies and the Dutch 
government. The advisory board consists of almost 30 members, who are selected among 
contributors and scientific institutions, all appointed on personal title. The administrative 
board consists of five members. In addition, STT is the administrative host of four 
professorial chairs on futures studies and research. STT foresights are executed by the 
STT office consisting of a director, three administrative supporters and generally four 
project managers. The project managers are academics with a work experience of five to 
ten years.

1.4 Project Process
The followed process in this thesis, can be compared to the Vision in Product design 
(VIP) method of Lloyd, Hekkert and Van Dijk (2006). First, the current situation was 
deconstructed, after which the envisioned situation was constructed. The followed 
process is shown in figure 1.1.
The second chapter investigates on the starting point provided by STT, crowdsourcing, 
to gain insight in the current situation. Next, in the third and fourth chapter, the current 
situation of the public domain and its decision makers was mapped. Chapter five 
deconstructs the current interaction between authority and citizens, by making use of 
generative techniques and by investigating on existing participation initiatives (Stappers 
et al., 2006). 
With the insights derived from these deconstruction phases (chapter six), a future vision 
was formed in chapter seven. This vision formed an interaction framework to start 
sketching from, resulting in four different concepts (chapter eight). In chapter nine the 
four concepts are merged together, leading to a first iteration of the final concept and a 
representation of a possible future interaction. This first iteration was evaluated in chapter 
ten and was further conceptualised in a second and final iteration, described in chapter 
eleven. Last, the process was reflected on, concerning the final results and the personal 
project experience.
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ICT technologies, social networks and Web 2.0 applications have drastically increased the 
interaction between individuals, allowing them to share information and knowledge, which 
under the right circumstances can result in collective action taking. This phenomenon 
is known as crowdsourcing and is the focal point of the introductory study ‘Wisdom 
of the Crowd’. This visionary study indicates that sourcing the crowd can become 
beneficial in the public domain of the future. Therefore, first there will be investigated 
what the phenomenon crowdsourcing comprehends in several (non-)commercial fields of 
application, such as Internet organisations, business innovation, design processes and 
existing public policy processes. After which, there is discussed what this means for the 
public policy processes of the future. Thus, the different findings derived from a diversity 
of literature will be discussed in this chapter.

2.1 What is crowdsourcing?
Wikipedia, a crowdsourcing initiative, defines the term crowdsourcing as: “the act of 
outsourcing tasks, traditionally performed by an employee or contractor to an undefined, 
large group of people or community (a ‘crowd’), through an open call” (Wikipedia - 
crowdsourcing, 2011). Key players in crowdsourcing are the crowd, a large group of 
individuals and a hierarchy, an organisation which assigns a particular person or group of 
people to perform the task. With a quote from Meiresonne (2009): “If you and I both have 
one dollar, and we exchange, we both still have one dollar. If you and I both have an idea 
and we exchange, we both have two ideas”, the envisioned purpose of crowdsourcing 

2. Crowdsourcing and how it is used
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that, although informed by crowd input, do not need to be identical for all. There are 
two important variations of individual decision making, markets and social networks. In 
markets there is some kind of formal exchange involved in the decisions, like money. While 
decisions in social networks rely on trust or similarity of taste and viewpoints between 
individuals.

Task Independent Dependent

Creation: the crowd is asked to 

generate ideas, solutions, creative 

content, etc in the form of text, 

images or video.

Collection: individuals 

independently generate a variety of 

creations.

Collaboration: the collective 

generates one or a variety of 

creations, by working together or 

building on each others’ ideas.

Decision: the crowd is asked to 

decide on the best idea, solution, 

etc to achieve the pursued goal.

Individual decisions: decisions 

that do not have to be identical for 

the whole crowd.

Group decision: the crowd makes 

one decision that holds up for the 

group as a whole.

Table 2.1. According to Malone et al. (2009), individual or collective crowdsourcing can make a difference in the 

outcome of a project, therefore it is important to investigate on forehand which method is most beneficial.

2.3 Crowdsourcing guidelines in various sectors
Leadbeater (2006) states, that people are not just passive they want a voice, yet they need 
specified guidance and the correct tools to participate. The aim should be to become a 
society of mass creativity. A society of adapters, contributors, participants, designers, 
where people have a say and are enabled to contribute. The tools given to people in order 
to participate can be divided in tools that provide people with the possibility to share, to 
create or to decide. In these categories there can be seen that sharing and creating often 
consist out of creative content, images, movies, music and different forms of text. While 
deciding online is done most in the form of numbers, short statements or textual content, 
since face to face elaboration is more difficult to arrange.

Rights

Autonomy

Figure 2.1 According to Malone et al. (2009), it is 

important to map the elements necessary to set-up 

a crowdsourcing process. Per situation there has to 

be questioned who, why, what and how, in order to 

understand which guidelines and tools are needed.

Figure 2.2. The image above displays the value graph 

of White & Bourne (2007). The graph illustrates four 

elements of the public domain that need to be in 

balance. Within the circle the ingredients to accomplish 

this balance are displayed.

To understand which guidelines to create and which tools to make available it is important 
to ask, Who is performing the task and Why are they doing it? Also question: What is 

becomes clear, together we know more than individually. Crowdsourcing is already applied 
on large scale by Internet organisations, like ‘Wikipedia’, ‘Youtube’, ‘Linux’, ‘Threadless’ 
and many others. Sourcing the crowd is most useful in situations where the resources 
and skills needed to perform an activity are distributed widely or reside in places that are 
not known in advance. A crowdsourcing project can be set up in an open or in a closed 
form. An advantage of a closed crowdsourcing process is that it provides the initiator with 
control, while open sourcing is more unpredictable and therefore more difficult to manage. 
The advantage of open crowdsourcing is, that it can lead to unexpected creative ideas 
(Ninety10Group, 2011). Many collective intelligence systems use the crowd for creation 
and some intermediate decisions, but leave the final decision to a small group assigned to 
the task (Malone et al., 2009).

2.2 Motives for sourcing the crowd
In most crowdsourcing projects the motives to organise a crowdsourcing activity are 
clear. Desired results are relatively easy and inexpensive ideas, knowledge or innovation, 
but what are the motives of the crowd to participate? Malone et al. (2009) state that 
people can find three reasons to participate, which are money, love or glory. In current 
crowdsourcing initiatives the promise of financial gain is an important motivator for most 
actors in markets and traditional organisations. In many situations Love or passion is also 
an important motivator, even when there is no prospect of monetary gain. It can take 
several forms, people can be motivated by their intrinsic enjoyment of an activity, by the 
opportunities it provides to socialise with others, or because it makes them feel they are 
contributing to a cause larger than themselves. Glory is a motivator which is stimulated by 
the recognition of other contributions.

In the structure of crowdsourcing, according to Malone et al. (2009), there can be observed 
a subprocess of creation and decision (explained in table 2.1). In both categories it makes 
a great difference if these tasks are assigned to an individual or a group. This, since 
people are tempted to follow the crowd, just as the influence of family and friends on the 
political preference of an individual (Labyrint, 2011). Unless the fact, that many collective 
intelligence systems still use hierarchies for some of their tasks, it is important that they 
choose the right form of crowdsourcing, in order to reach the desired result. Crowdsourcing 
organisations are consciously providing people with the possibility to create or decide. In 
the task of creation this is made possible by collection and collaboration. In the case of 
collection, items contributed by members of the crowd are created independently from 
each other. This often is modelled in the form of a contest. In the case of a collaboration 
task, members of a crowd are asked to work together to create something. In which 
contributors are highly inter-depended. The decide task exists out of two possibilities, 
group decisions or individual decisions. In the case of a group decision the crowd is put 
together to generate a decision that holds up for the group as a whole. In which case, 
this decision can be made by a system of voting, consensus, averaging or prediction 
markets. Individual decision making occurs when members of a crowd make decisions 
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equal tools to be able to reach a reliable (ground for a) decision. The methods, educated 
at the TUDelft faculty of Industrial Design Engineering, consist out of several techniques, 
with various tools to make it easier for people to participate. These generative techniques 
mostly involve simple creative tools which most people can find in their own home (figure 
2.3). The simplicity of the tools makes it easier for people to participate and be creative 
(Stappers et al., 2007). 

2.4 Crowdsourcing and the public domain a discussion
There can be observed a great overlap in the processes in the public domain and 
crowdsourcing processes in private sectors and the design world. Nevertheless the public 
domain remains a highly complex system. Greater involvement of stakeholders in public 
policy-making adds further complexity to the process. In larger groups, the number of 
public issues raised can be huge. White & Bourne (2007) state, that in this case facilitators 
and interest groups are needed, who can manage the initial lists of issues. 
In various similar complex issues, experiments indicate that user participation in the public 
domain can lead to innovative solutions and greater citizens satisfaction. However there 
can not be expected that the society as a whole is interested in participating in all political 
crowdsourcing issues. Therefore it will be even more important to address the correct 
target group, representative citizens who match the issue raised. Another important aspect 
to take into account, stated by Smith (1984), is that the earlier citizens are involved in the 
process the more likely they actively want to participate. In public issues it will be difficult 
to rely on the motivator of money. This, since most public finances are generated from 
taxes, paid by citizens and companies. Rewarding participants with money generated by 
taxes, basically means that they are paying themselves. A better option could be to trigger 
people with the motivator of love or glory in the form of creativity (Leadbeater et al., 2006). 
As Gillian & Bill Hollins state, in the article co-creation and service design from Fullerton 
(2009), “Everybody can be creative. It is simply a case of teaching people how to be open 
to experiences beyond their own…. Allow them the opportunity to use their creative skills 
and give them the environment in which they can be creative”.
Currently the key objective of the authority is to ensure that all voices are heard and the 
full range of values are explored. Citizens have different power bases and the concern 
can be raised that the view of passive citizens may not be considered. Alternative and 
minority interests could be ignored by the mass, rather than addressing the question why 
a minority disagrees. According to White & Bourne (2007), there should be a balance 
between collective and individual needs, where simultaneously the balance between 
democracy and efficiency should be taken into account. This is illustrated by the value 
graph (figure 2.2), in which is emphasised on differences, rather than similarities.

Examining the different parties and their influence on public policy processes is a necessity 
to get insight in the possible value of crowdsourcing in the public domain. Therefore, the 
organisation of the public domain and its’ stakeholders is discussed in the next chapter.

being accomplished and How is it done? According to Malone et al. these elements can 
be seen as building blocks and are used in management and collective intelligent issues. 
These elements are mapped in figure 2.1, where can be seen that asking these questions, 
provides guidelines for staffing, incentives, goal setting and structure/process design.

In various fields the value of user, customer and citizen participation is becoming 
recognised. This stimulated the various fields to create guidelines to help set-up 
participation networks. There was investigated on the participation guidelines applied in 
several fields. Including the Internet sector (Fullerton, 2009), business sector (Leadbeater, 
2006), design sector (Stappers et al., 2007) and the public domain (Smith, 1984). There 
can be seen a clear overlap in the guidelines in the fields of Internet, business, design and 
public policy participation. The guidelines start with identifying the participants that are 
needed for a specific issue. After this stage it is important to communicate and understand 
the participant. Create an open environment, remove barriers and create value to make 
people want to participate. Make sure you supply your participant with the right tools and 
techniques to express themselves, address them in their language. Let them co-decide 
about the outcome or give them feedback of the result and evaluate the result with the 
participants. The complete result of this investigation is summarised in appendix A. 

Figure 2.3. The image above is derived from the website: Service Design Tools© and displays various methods 

that are used to co-design with end users. Many of these methods are also educated at the TUDelft faculty of 

Industrial Design Engineering and are applied in this thesis. 

Mass-collaboration sites are making it easy for people to share their content. Only to 
create this content people are still relying on their own creativity and the availability of 
tools. Creators on creative sites are mostly experts or passionated participants, since they 
have access to the tools needed. Participating in such participatory processes is very time 
consuming and requires passion. To make such a process easier to enter, a facilitator and 
experts are needed to organise the process and to create content for the participants. 
Besides the process of creation, also an online elaborate decision-making process is 
difficult to organise, since people have to be provided with the correct information and 
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In the Netherlands the ground principles are, democracy, equality of rights, integrity and 
transparency. In the eyes of authority this means that authority should be accessible for 
everybody and may not exclude anybody. People who participate should not get more 
rights than people who cannot or do not want to participate, meaning that authority 
should strive for openness and integrity towards its citizens. The success of this objective 
was confirmed in November 2010, when The Economist (November, 2010), ranked 
the Netherlands as the tenth most democratic country in the world. Dutch authority 
and society are seen as tolerant. This tradition of tolerance is linked to criminal justice 
policies on recreational drugs, prostitution, LGBT rights (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexuality and 
Transsexualism), euthanasia and abortion, which are among the most liberal in the world. 
Nevertheless this high level of democracy and tolerance did not stop authority in the past 
years to gain control over more and smaller aspects of society. This ongoing movement 
that attended with the change from a minimal state into a welfare state, evokes the urge of 
citizens to gain back control over their own society (Herewijer, 2008).

There can be determined that the different parties involved in the Dutch public domain 
are in continuous correlation with one another. This chapter, discusses the administration, 
communication and consternation in the Dutch public domain. There is investigated on the 
role of the different parties involved, how they relate to each other and how they face with 
future collaboration. Roughly five different parties were determined: authority, citizens, 
media, companies and public private partnerships (figure 3.1). Most directly involved in 
public issues and therefore the main stakeholders, are authority and citizens. Authority 

3. Current decision makers in the 
public domain
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Figure 3.2. Dutch authority roughly consist out of three different interrelated levels of governance. A national, 

local and regional level. In this thesis there is focussed on the local level displayed at the bottom of the pyramid. 

As can be seen in the graphical representation in figure 3.2, the monarch is the head of 
state, but is equipped with limited powers. She officially works together with the executive 
power, the Cabinet Council, which is the deliberative council of the Dutch cabinet. The 
cabinet consists usually of thirteen to sixteen ministers and a varying number of state 
secretaries. 
The head of the cabinet is the Prime Minister, who almost always is the leader of the 
largest party of the coalition. The States-General, the legislature, has two houses, the 
House of Representatives and the Senate. The House of Representatives, the lower house 
with 150 members, is directly chosen by the citizens and has the most power of the two 
houses. Elections take place every four years or after a fall of the Cabinet. The members 
of the Cabinet, the ministers, are responsible to the lower house. The Senate, the upper 
house, consists out of 75 members, which are elected indirectly. 
The States-Provincial are directly elected by citizens every four years as well. The members 
of the States-Provincial then elect the 75 members of the Senate, which also has legislative 
powers, but less than the lower house, as it can reject laws, but not propose them.
On a local level the power is divided by the Mayors, Alderman and the Municipal Council. 
The Mayors are established by the Crown and the Alderman are indirectly elected, while 
the Municipal Council is directly elected by the citizens. Public policy-making can differ 
per municipally, since Mayors and Alderman are responsible for or an urban- or a more 
rural region. 
Both trade unions and employers organisations are consulted beforehand in policy-making 
in the financial, economic and social areas. They meet regularly with authority in the Social 
Economic Council. This body advises authority and its advice cannot be put aside easily 
(Wikipedia - Dutch political system, 2011).

In this thesis, the Dutch governance structure is roughly divided into three different levels of 
governance: a local (430 municipalities, with 22 urban regions (‘stadsgewesten’), regional 
(12 provinces) and national level (the State). Above that there is the European Union, which 

established rigid public policy procedures and decision making processes, where the role 
of citizens and the moments of possible participation are conducted. Citizens however, 
hardly utilise the various participation moments, they feel mislead and believe that citizens 
interests collected in these procedures are discarded by authority anyway. This feeling 
is enhanced by the media, who are of a significant interference in the communication 
between authority and citizens. Public private partnerships and companies play a more 
individual role in the public domain and facilitate authority and citizens in a more private or 
commercial manner. The focus in this chapter lies on authority, citizens and the intervening 
role of the media. There is less elaborated on the role of public private partnerships and 
companies. In the following sections, the five involved parties are discussed individually, 
on the base of literature.

Figure 3.1. In the public domain several parties can be differentiated. In this thesis, authority, citizens, media, 

public private partnerships and companies were investigated on. This image, represents the composition of each 

of these parties and their relation to each other. 

3.1 Dutch authority on four levels
If we look at the Netherlands, it can be seen that it has been a constitutional monarchy since 
1815 and became a parliamentary democracy in 1848. Dutch politics and governance are 
characterised by an effort to achieve broad consensus on important issues, within both 
the political community and society as a whole.

Partnerships
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of the national government are foreign affairs, defence and justice. In total this means 
that the national government is responsible for public order and safety, which means law- 
formation and enforcement. Other responsibilities are regulation of the economic market 
and division of income over the country. On a regional level the Provinces are especially 
responsible for infrastructure, milieu and economic affairs. They have an organisational, 
coordinating and controlling role and work together with the different Municipals within the 
province. On a Municipal level, ‘problems’ take a more personal and social role. Topics as 
education, culture, health, sport, social affairs and employment are important. Although 
also finances, safety and local Infrastructure are managed by Municipals. Furthermore 
they manage their own finances, give out grants and are allowed to taxate  (Governmental 
agreement VVD-CDA, 2010).

Citizens can have influence within each of these levels, however the level of difficulty 
for the citizen to participate, will increase with the level of governance. It is easier for an 
individual citizen to have influence on local and regional issues and decisions, than on 
issues within a national or even an European level, in which they are more dependent on 
support of intermediate organisations (Toonen & Derksen, 2001).

3.1.1 A common policy process
Throughout the local, regional and national level of governance, a major activity is creating 
public policies. Herewijer (2008) states, that the general policy process can be divided in 
five policy sub-processes: forming the agenda, policy preparation, policy determination, 
policy execution and an evaluation. This policy process can be labelled as a decision-
making process and according to Teisman (2000) can be visualised as a ‘phase stream’ 
model, as can be seen in figure 3.3 on the next page.

According to Herewijer (2008), problem definition is the first stage of this traditional policy 
process and involves the emergence and recognition of a problem. Secondly, specific 
problems are addressed and formulated by various governmental and non-governmental 
actors such as legislators, executive branch officials, the courts and special interest 
groups. Policy proposals are adopted in the third stage. In the fourth stage policies are 
implemented and are executed by administrative units. Finally, in the stage of policy 
evaluation, policy makers determine whether the policy has achieved its goals. Teisman 
(2000) remarks in a clarification of his phase stream model, that experts who use the model 
should be aware of the fact that reality does not reflect the assumption of the model. 
Since, planning in shared-power situations hardly follows a rigidly structured process.

consists out of 27 countries. Most relevant for this thesis is the local level, since the next 
chapters are build around the situations occurring on this level of governance.

The Dutch governance structure can be roughly divided into three different levels of 
governance: a local (430 municipalities, with 22 urban regions (‘stadsgewesten’), regional 
(12 provinces) and national level (the State). Above that there is the European Union, which 
consists out of 27 countries. Most relevant for this thesis is the local level, since the next 
chapters are build around the situations occurring on this level of governance.

Topic On a National (N), 

Regional (R) or 

Local (L) level

Example situations

General affairs N R L Policy procedures on all three levels

Foreign affairs and Royal 

relations

N European taxes

Defence N Terrorist threats

Safety and Justice N R L Formation of laws, Flood threats, ‘Hangjongeren’  

Finances N R L AOW, Development green zone, Grants

Economic affairs - 

Agriculture and Innovation

N R Market regulation, Development of an industrial area 

Infrastructure and 

Environment

N R L Airport expansion, New water way, New bicycle tunnel

Education - Culture and 

Science

N L Salary reduction teachers, Local grand cultural centre

Public Health - Well Being 

and Sport

N L Health insurance, Local grant for a sports centre

Social affairs and 

Employment

N L Creation of jobs by economic investments, Local job 

finding coaches

Table 3.1. The three levels of Dutch governance, described earlier, differentiate in agenda. Each level, is responsible 

for different topics and therefore have to deal with different situations, concerning the public domain.

Throughout the three levels of Dutch governance roughly the same topics can be found, 
yet the responsibilities lie differently within each level. It has to be kept in mind, that the 
governance system is an inert organ in which responsibility in reality often is interwoven 
throughout the three levels. An schematic representation of the topics that can be 
distinguished per level, can be found in table 3.1. 
On a national level authority officially is responsible for all of the topics, but its main tasks 
are national policy-making and decision-making. Topics that are solely the responsibility 
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Authority gives its citizens next to elections several possibilities to participate. From the 
numbers of the Central Bureau of Statistics there can be concluded, that 1/4th of the 80 
percent of the people who vote are also politically active in other forms. This means that 
20 percent of Dutch society is highly politically active, 60 percent is willing to be more 
politically active and 20 percent are politically passive. These three groups of citizens 
differ especially in age, level of education and the level of urbanism of their living area 
(figure 3.4). 

According to Loyens & Van der Walle (2006), people can be stimulated or hindered in their 
motivation and possibilities to participate. The motives or the barriers people experience 
can be of great influence on the decision to participate or not. Understanding the motives 
and barriers, described in table 3.2, is of significance to increase the level of citizen 
participation in the public domain.

Motives to participate Barriers to participate

Material motives: promotion, help with a personal 

problem or relaxing activities.

Money: higher educated citizens spend 12 times more 

money on political issues. 

Social motives: working with others, recognition, 

interest, pleasant occupation, scared to say no to the 

person who invited.

Civic skills: poor education level and language skills 

can hold people back to participate.

Feeling of duty: the desire to contribute to society. Free time: time has a significant effect on the amount 

of time people participate, not on wether or not people 

participate.

Motive to influence government policies: the need 

to influence government policies individually.  

Underprivileged: social, educational, psychological 

or financial factors make it impossible for people to 

participate.

Table 3.2. According to Loyens & Van der Walle (2006), people can experience motives or barriers that influence 

their decision to participate or not. This table explains these motives and barriers, which are used later on, in 

chapter four.

3.2.1 Possibilities to participate
Hereweijer (2008) states, that citizens are offered the possibility to participate in all five 
stages of a standard policy process. In all of these stages, corresponding to the model of 
Teisman (2000), a different form of participation is required. Table 3.3 shows which form 
of participation can be applied in each level and the potential level of success of each 
participation form. The twenty percent of people who are currently politically active are 
making use of these possibilities to participate. The potential level of effect citizens have 
with their attempt to succeed in participating is very dependent on the support of other 
citizens. Without the support of other citizens, people are dependent on the media to 
adopt their political issue. According to Castells (2007), there exists a separation in every 
society, between the dominant class and the dominated class. In which the dominant 

Figure 3.3. Teismans’ phase stream model (2000). A phase of agenda forming, policy formation, policy adoption, 

implementation and evaluation can be differentiated. In each of these phases, a different process is followed 

(black dots) and different external factors are of influence. Indicating that each phase needs a different form of 

facilitation.

3.2 Dutch citizens of voting age
According to the Nederlandse Omroep Stichting (2006), there were twelve million Dutch 
citizens with the right to vote in 2006. Over the years, the percentage of people who vote 
every four years for the lower house, lies stable around eighty percent (Central Bureau of 
Statistics, 2011). Hereweijer (2008) states, that eighty percent of Dutch society is willing to 
participate more actively in policy and decision making. This corresponds with the current 
number of voters for the lower house.

Figure 3.4. From statistics, derived from the CBS (2011), different levels of citizen participation were noticed. 

Resulting in three groups of citizens: active, willing and passive citizens. Groups that especially differ in age, 

education and the level of urbanisation of their living area. 
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Forming the 

agenda

Policy preparation Policy 

determination

Policy execution Evaluation

Create Decide Execute Evaluate

Protest actions: 

An individual can 

organize a protest 

action and win over 

the collective.

‘Say’ and ‘on 

inspection’ in 

proposals: Citizens 

can be informed 

or/and reply on 

province websites, 

local newspapers, 

information 

meetings about 

formed plans.

Political parties: 

Citizen can become 

a member of a 

political party 

and influence 

the program and 

political point of this 

party.

Voluntary 

execution: Citizens 

can voluntarily 

execute the 

governance policy.

Supervisory 

organizations,

Petition 

committees, 

judges, complaint 

coordinators: 

Citizens can find 

support for their 

complaints in these 

organizations.

Public polls: 

Are executed by 

authority or the 

media. It gives 

an idea about 

collective public 

opinion.

Interactive policy 

preparation: 

A new trend in 

policy preparation 

is to involve the 

citizens. A topic 

of the agenda 

is discussed, 

solutions are 

created and options 

are evaluated. 

Both parties feel in 

control and there is 

less work.

Elections: Citizens 

older than 18 can 

vote for the lower 

house and the 

States-Provincial.

Obliged execution: 

Citizens can 

obligatory execute 

the governance 

policy.

Demonstration 

and strikes: When 

citizens individually 

or collectively do 

not agree with a 

decision they can 

protest.

Petitions: An 

individual can 

write a petition 

letter to authority 

and can find 

collective support 

by gathering 

signatures.

Referenda: A direct 

vote in which an 

entire electorate 

is asked to either 

accept or reject a 

particular proposal.

Refuse execution: 

Citizens can, with 

consequences, 

sabotage and 

refuse to execute a 

policy.

Investigations 

into customer 

satisfaction: 

Authority is 

increasing the 

evaluation of their 

policies, by doing 

among others, 

surveys.

Potential effect of participation

All three forms of 

participation do not 

have a large chance 

of success without 

contribution of the 

media or when the 

public opinion is 

divided.

The first option 

often leads to no 

result. Citizens 

complain that 

authority has 

decided on 

forehand and 

gives unclear 

reasons for their 

decisions. Authority 

complains, that it is 

double work. In the 

second option this 

could be different.

When participating 

in political parties 

and elections, 

citizens have an 

indirect influence. 

When citizens 

participate in 

a referendum 

they have direct 

influence, although 

in most cases 

the majority of 

the councillors 

determines the final 

decision.

Communication 

between citizens 

and authority is 

the most important 

factor in policy 

execution. When 

citizens understand 

why a decision is 

made, they are 

more willing to 

cooperate, since 

this makes it 

possible to grasp 

and react.

Citizens make 

more and more 

use of complaints 

organisations and 

the government 

is obliged to give 

notice to the 

complaints. These 

complaints consist 

out of personal 

matters, but citizens 

also think about 

others in their 

society.

Table 3.3. According to Herewijer (2008), citizens currently can use different forms of participation. Each form 

requires a different approach and has a different potential level of success. The participation form indicated in blue 

is most interesting for this thesis, since it involves citizens early in the policy-making process.

class tries to profit as much as possible from the dominated class. In the Netherlands 
authority tries to regulate this problem, only Castells states, that authority is not strong 
enough to prevent this separation. He beliefs that only the dominant class collectively can 
take the responsibility to solve this.

Interactive policy-preparation, the field highlighted in blue in table 3.3, is a for authority 
relatively new form of citizen participation. Municipal Councils around the country are 
carefully testing if policy-making can be improved by the involvement of citizens. In 
Rotterdam for example, there can be found many problem areas, yet the Municipal 
Council is not succeeding in finding a solution to change these areas into a more liveable 
environment. In March 2011 there therefore was decided, to put citizens of the problem 
areas in charge of their district. These people were provided with the opportunity to 
attend, by the municipality organised, participation meetings. In these meetings they were 
involved in policy creation with the objective to improve their own neighbourhood (NOS - 
burgerparticipatie Rotterdam, 2006).

3.3 Interference in communication: the media
In our society, politics is dependent on commercial media politics. Castell (2007) states, 
that the media have a large amount of influence, since they decide through television, 
radio and news papers, which issues are shown and should be considered important. 
Journalists and editors limit the range of political viewpoints and issues, ‘indexing’, by 
event-driven reporting. What does not exist in the media does not exist in the public 
mind. Politicians are formed into characters, which stand symbolic for embodiment of 
the message they want to send out, ‘trust’. The audience is adjusted to the 24-hours 
news cycle, which the media needs to feed with the input of political actors. The media 
make extensive use of communication research and broadcast the political items their 
clients, the audience, want to see. Therefore, a political message in western countries in 
most cases is a media message. And whenever a politically related message is conveyed 
through the media, it will be formulated in the specific language of the media.

With the emergence of the Internet more options become available for authority and 
citizens to communicate (table 3.4, on page 34). Statistics and trends analysis reports show 
that information and feedback is and will be given more and more through the Internet. 
Authority is trying to get more grip on their information streams and are starting to making 
use of the Internet to communicate (Van Rijsewijk, 2008). Nevertheless politicians are still 
keen on keeping control over their political issues and therefore they keep operating in 
their own familiar world, without involving citizens. A movement that is intensified by the 
disinterest of a rather large number of citizens who are not willing to make use of these 
means to participate in public issues (Roobeek, 2009).
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3.4 Public private partnerships and commercial companies
Commercial companies in the public domain are among others, represented by the 
Chamber of Commerce and VNO-NCW (the Confederation of Netherlands Industry and 
Employers). Lobby organisations, that attempt to influence decisions made by officials of 
authority. Commercial companies are more autonomous and less dependent on authority 
than public private partnerships. Since a public private partnership describes, a service of 
authority or private business venture that is funded and operated through a partnership of 
authority and one or more private sector companies. 
According to Manzini & Jégou (2007), these social enterprises are more likely to become 
major actors within a system of open and participatory governance. Considering that 
activities of social entrepreneurs often overlap with authorities’ activities. Roobeek (2009), 
even predicts a network society in which authority as we know it does not exist. Society will 
organise itself, supported by clever ICT solutions, facilitated by public private partnerships 
and commercial companies.

Figure 3.6. Companies and Public private partnerships in the public domain. 

The previous chapter describes the use of crowdsourcing by, among others, commercial 
(Internet) companies. A field in which crowdsourcing is currently used most frequently. In 
the field of public private partnerships, the method of crowdsourcing is also emerging, 
however applied on a smaller scale than in the commercial field. Participation, co-creation 
and collective decision-making with end users is valued more and more, since the people 
who use a certain service are seen as frontline professionals. 

According to Parker & Heapy (2006), experts in public services will not fulfil the same role 
as they did previously. Currently, experts have the power to create, decide on and execute 
policies as they think its right. Parker & Heapy state, that experts will start to innovate 
through multidisciplinary teams, teams that exist out of experts as well as practitioners 
and frontline professionals. In these teams professional expertise continues to exist, but 
is deployed differently. Instead of solving problems or telling people what to do, their 
expertise is used to uncover needs and help and support people to navigate through a 
complex network. People collaboratively design their desired outcome, they are provided 
with choice and are empowered to make decisions that may previously have been made 

Partnerships

Media Internet Text 

messages

Postal 

service

Gatherings

News 

papers

Radio Television Websites Digital 

letters

Shouts Letters Discussions

Local 

papers

Regional 

stations

Public 

channels

Local Regional 

emails

Forum Letters to 

inform

Milieu/idealist 

organizations

National 

papers

National 

stations

Com-

mercial 

channels

Regional Regional 

RSS 

streams

Twitter Letters to 

oblige

National 

participation 

meetings

National National 

RSS 

streams

SMS Regional 

participation 

meetings

Third parties Blogs Political parties

Table 3.4. This table, derived from the CBS (2011), displays current means that facilitate communication between 

authority and citizens. The media are the established means to communicate, while Internet is a relatively new 

form of communication. Authority sees the advantages of communicating through the Internet and is becoming 

more willing to use this means, yet citizens are less interested since the advantages for them remain unclear.

The outcome of a study conducted by Newman (2010), gives more insight in the current 
use of media and the Internet. Newman, conducted his research by interviewing young 
participants about their use of media before elections. In figure 3.5, there can be seen that 
a small difference in age (18-24 and 25+) makes a large difference in the use of means 
to get informed or participate. Especially youngsters are more willing to make use of the 
Internet to get informed and to participate. When looking at the level of trust, both groups 
have in the Internet, there can be interpreted that television is still trusted more than the 
various Internet means. 

Figure 3.5. According to Newman (2010), the use of Internet to participate among youngsters is emerging rapidly. 

This figure, displays the statistics of research executed by Newman and shows the difference in Internet usage to 

participate, between ‘youngsters’ and ‘elderly’. 
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From this chapter, it becomes clear that the current situation of the public domain is 
not ideal. Due to miscommunication and lack of collaboration, there is a large amount 
of discontent among citizens as well as Dutch authority. Citizens are relatively willing to 
participate, but do not see the ability to do this in a manner that would make a difference. 
There is experienced a disinterest of authority, since direct information and feedback are 
lacking. Therefore it is important that authority organises honest communication channels, 
that are trusted by citizens and can be used by both parties in both ways.
Especially on a local level citizens could make a difference. On this level, citizens can be 
seen as frontline professionals and authority on this level, is already more willing to involve 
citizens in their teams. 
There can be learned from innovative crowdsourcing methods, already applied by 
commercial as well as public private partnerships. In these methods people are provided 
with certainty as well as responsibility and are more willing to participate. Yet, these 
methods cannot be adopted right away, since the interests in the public domain lie 
differently. Therefore there was decided to map these interests, an investigation that is 
described in the following chapters. 

by experts. However choice is associated with uncertainty, therefore it will become 
important that experts provide the tools and support to help people manage the process. 
It is their task to build relationships based on trust and create experiences that invite 
people to participate in the creation of positive outcomes. This means that it is an experts’ 
responsibility to: inform, support, help to simulate an outcome and indicate that people 
have the possibility to come back on their choices. Within each of these steps they will 
have to provide people with feedback, in order to create short feedback loops and keep 
providing people with certainty. 

Parker & Heapy describe an important movement, that can form an example for the 
interaction between authority and citizens. Citizens are frontline professionals in the public 
domain, they could inform authorities’ experts about the wishes and desires of Dutch 
society. 

3.5 What does this mean for the future?
A conflicting movement can be observed in the Dutch public domain. On one hand 
political management is directed at personality, style and the ego of the political 
leader, while on the other hand interaction with citizens is becoming more important. 
Authority is willing to involve citizens on a local level, yet on a national level politicians 
still question the sufficiency of citizens’ expertise. The interference of the media makes 
communication between citizens and authority even more complicated, resulting in 
mutual misunderstanding. Something that could be solved by building more direct and 
well organised communication channels.

The fast developing social media platforms make authority realise that it is a necessity to 
not get further behind in citizen consultation. Inadequately authorities’ latest innovation 
attempts are especially based on web 2.0 interaction systems. Which according to experts 
will only make them run behind in the future (Den Dopper, 2008). The desired process 
of more active participation of citizens can be seen as a form of mass-collaboration, or 
crowdsourcing. Ideally, authority will learn from the underlying methods of collaboration 
platforms used by the commercial and public private sectors. 

As stated earlier, authority intents to innovate by looking at other sectors and therefore 
is launching E-governance strategic plans. With these plans they indicate to have the 
intention to take citizen needs into account, yet these systems are especially political 
and only directed at cost and time minimisation. Anthopoulos et al. (2007) state that it will 
not lie in the interest of the citizens when this path is continued. An additional problem 
mentioned by Anthopoulos et al., is that citizens still do not hesitate to return to traditional 
methods rather than using the digital channels raised by authority. The reservations of the 
citizens to collaborate in this shift towards digital systems can be caused by their lack of 
responsibility within these systems.
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The previous chapter indicates that authority nor citizens envision clearly how the future 
system should function to fulfil their mutual needs. Considering the fact that both parties 
are not sure about their current position and needs, this cannot be seen as strange. 
There can be made many assumptions about future developments, yet without knowing 
the needs and desires of the citizens it will be difficult to accomplish another form of 
organisation of the public domain. 
In this thesis, therefore is decided to take the perspective of citizens as a starting point. 
The previous chapter describes the role and the composition of this party. However, this 
general view does not identify the individual people who form this group. In order to get 
acquainted with these people, there is decided to work with personas. According to a 
presentation of Nasarullah (2010), a persona is a fictional person who represents a major 
user group. In each persona an individual is presented in a fluent story. The goal of this 
story is that the reader can identify himself with the person described. On each persona 
card the story will include a: geographic-, demographic-, psychographic- and a media 
graphic profile of a specific individual. Information to create personas can be collected by 
analysing a system and its users, from (user) research, including: contextual interviews, 
individual interviews and system observation. In this case there is made use of existing 
information, derived from a research from Loyens & Van der Walle (2006), to form the 
foundation for the personas. In this chapter, first the division made by Loyens & Van der 
Walle is analysed. Whereupon the personas, created within and especially for this thesis, 
are depicted and clarified.

4. Who is this citizen?
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her neighbourhood into a more welcoming place. Another passive citizen is Albin, who’s 
Dutch language skills are poor. He does not feel the urge to participate, since he feels that 
most matters do not apply to him. The full persona descriptions can be found underneath.

Figure 4.1. Gijs - the loyal satisfied citizen. Who wants to have a relation with its neighbourhood, has a public 

function and sees it as his duty to be (locally) politically active.

Figure 4.2. Joris - the unsatisfied activist. Who wants to change the system by participating.

4.1 Citizens’ profiles
In chapter three there is made a division between active, willing and passive citizens. 
According to Loyens & Van der Walle, this division can be taken further by classifying the 
two subgroups, activists and passivists. In the group of activists, there can be again made 
a division in content activists and discontent activists, just as the group of passive people 
can be divided in content passivists and discontent passivists. Within these groups clear 
profiles of the different citizens can be recognised.

In the group of activist there are three profiles. The loyal satisfied citizen, who wants to have 
a relation with its neighbourhood and sees it as his duty to be (locally) politically active. 
The responsible and relative highly educated citizen, who is involved in the public sector 
and is highly engaged to the government and participates often. And, the unsatisfied 
activist, who wants to change the system by participating.

In the group of the passivists there can be differentiated in four profiles. The satisfied 
passive citizens who think: “Everything is alright like this, no?”. The satisfied passive 
citizens, who are pragmatic well-informed and relatively highly educated citizens and have 
little relation with the governmental system. They think from out their own needs and when 
their needs are endangered they will relatively easily take action and participate adequately.  
The unsatisfied passive citizens who think: “I cannot make a change anyway?!”. And, the 
outsiders, who are relatively uninterested, passive and low educated. 

The profiles created by Loyens & Van der Walle give a good indication of the identity of 
citizens belonging to the subgroups, however it is still difficult to sympathise with them. 
By creating personas of the six profiles it is possible to gain deeper understanding about 
the motivations and barriers of each subgroup.

4.2 The main players in this thesis: six personas
In figure 4.1-4.6, Gijs, Joris, Kees, Aleyna, Jannie and Albin are introduced. These six 
personas are created for this thesis and are referred to in various chapters. They are seen 
as the main people to design for and in the following chapters is tried to discover their 
incentives in their choices considering the public domain. The personas are clustered 
according to their level of participation: active, willing or passive and in each of these 
levels can be found a satisfied and an unsatisfied citizen. 

A brief introduction, Gijs represents the loyal satisfied citizen and participates actively in 
his neighbourhood. While Joris is an activist who is unsatisfied about several decisions 
made by authority. Kees is a highly educated passive citizen with a good job. He is 
relatively satisfied, yet is willing and able to take action when needed. Another willing, 
but passive citizen is Aleyna. She is satisfied with matters as they are, however when this 
changes, she is less capable of taking matters into her own hands. Jannie is a passive 
and very unsatisfied citizen, she hates authority and does not know how she can change 
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Figure 4.5. Jannie - the unsatisfied passive citizen, who thinks: “I cannot make a change anyway?!”

Figure 4.6. Albin - the outsider. Who is relatively uninterested, passive and low educated. 

In the following chapters, the personas of Gijs, Joris, Kees, Aleyna, Jannie and Albin are 
used to identify, compare and place the participants that were invited to participate in the 
researches conducted for this thesis. 

Figure 4.3. Kees - the satisfied passive citizen. A pragmatic, well-informed and relatively highly educated citizen 

who has little relation with the governmental system. 

Figure 4.4. Aleyna - the satisfied passive citizen, who thinks: “Everything is alright like this, no?”
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The personas constructed in the previous chapter identify the people involved in the 
public domain. However, this does not clarify their desires, needs and wishes for their 
everyday environment. In this chapter there is investigated on citizens’ needs considering 
participation. There is decided to do this on a local level, since the scale of a neighbourhood 
is presumably perceived as familiar and more perceptual. 

First, there was defined what to investigate on by creating a scope around the four factors: 
participation, motivation, ability and satisfaction. These four factors were derived from the 
literature studies conducted in the second chapter about crowdsourcing and the section 
in the third chapter about citizens. Next, the four factors are defined, in order to create a 
foundation to start from. Each definition is followed by a research question.

Here participation is defined as: “the joint consultation in decision making, goal setting, 
profit sharing, teamwork, and other such measures through which a organisation attempts 
to foster or increase its members’ commitment to collective objectives”. Solely with this 
definition there can not be given a decisive answer about what citizens themselves define 
and experience as participation. Therefore the first research question is set as: ‘What does 
participation mean to people and which public subjects are important for them?’.
According to section 3.2, there are two factors that indicate the intensity of a citizens’ level 
of participation, ability and motivation. In this chapter, ability is defined as: “an acquired 
or natural capacity or talent that enables an individual to perform a particular job or task 
successfully”. Loyens & Van der Walle (2006) state, that the level of a persons’ ability 

5. Insights in participation
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Ideally all personas would be displayed in the right upper corner and would be participating 
in a more or less active form. Finding out what people enables to participate, could make 
it possible to move more people in the direction of the right upper corner.

Two researches were executed to gain insights in participation. These researches verify if 
the assumption made above is correct and there was tried to raise understanding about 
how this movement can be initiated. In both researches the research questions formed 
a scope and were used as a guidance. The first section describes a generative session, 
which was held with a focus group of six participants. In the second section there is 
investigated on existing initiatives facilitating participation of citizens. The results of the 
two researches are compiled and merged into an overall conclusion in the next chapter. 

5.1 Generative research with a focus group
This first research was set-out to understand what participation means to people in their 
everyday lives, what enables and motivates them to participate and what they consider 
as satisfying during and after a participation process. The research was conducted early 
in the thesis process, in order to gain as much unbiased insights as possible. This section 
elaborates on the conducted research. First, the method is described, after which the 
collected data and results are presented.

5.1.1 Method
Citizens may response very superficial to questions of what they need to participate. This 
can be as superficial as: “I just want it to be solved”. For this type of research, it is essential 
to get as much information from the people themselves, instead of influencing them on 
forehand by asking questions that are too directed. According to Rogers et al. (2007), 
there are several data gathering techniques that can be used (table 5.1). In this research 
the method of focus groups and workshops is adopted, mainly because it provides access 
to latent knowledge. 

what people:      technique:         knowledge:

Surface

Deep

Figure 5.2. Peoples’ levels of knowledge on their experiences and the accompanying techniques to investigate on 

these levels. Adopted from Stappers et al. (2007). 

to participate depends on the quality of its civic skills, while Leadbeater (2006) states, 
that people are able to participate as long as they are provided with the right tools. This 
contradicting information led to the second research question: ‘What enables people to 
participate?’.  
The second factor motivation, is defined as: “the internal and external factors that stimulate 
desire and energy in people to be continually interested in and committed to a job, role, 
or subject, and to exert persistent effort in attaining a goal. Motivation results from the 
interactions among conscious and unconscious factors such as the intensity of desire 
or need, incentive or reward value of the goal, and expectations of the individual and 
of his or her significant others”. Malone et al. (2009) state, that the level of motivation 
of a person to participate solely depends on the goal they persecute, money, love or 
glory. The goals people persecute in the public domain might differ and therefore the third 
research question was formulated as: ‘What impels people to participate and what are 
their interests in this?’.
The definition of ability mentions a certain level of success. Success, “the favourable 
outcome of something attempted, resulting in satisfaction”, is an aspect to strive for during 
and after participation. In order to do this it has to be found out what people consider as 
satisfaction. Leading to the last research question: ‘What do people consider as factors of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction during or after a participation process?’.

Satisfaction
D

issatisfaction

Motivation

A
bility

Mov
em
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t?!

Figure 5.1. This graph, shows the participation position of the personas generated in the previous chapter. 

The personas are positioned according their ability and motivation to participate, resulting in satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction.

Based on the previous examined literature there was presumed, that the factors ability 
and motivation are correlated and therefore were put together in a matrix (figure 5.1). 
Assumably a movement to the upper right corner of the matrix is desirable to stimulate 
participation. The personas from the previous chapter were positioned into the matrix and 
there can be seen that they all score differently in their ability and motivation to participate. 
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It will give the group of participants a common aspect and will help them to initiate a 
conversation. Which leads to more directed insights and a smoother discussion. In order 
to do so, the participants were all provided with a booklet in advance of the session. The 
booklet resembles a two day diary combined with open ended questions and assignments 
(appendix C). The topic of the booklet is “participation in your every day life”. Next to 
sensitising the participants, the diary also provided insights about the characters  of the 
participants.

Collective brainstorm
Section 3.1 explains the procedure of a policy process. The first and prominent step in 
this process is forming the agenda. This is a moment in which problems and desires are 
identified and objectives are set. Currently citizens are barely involved in this step and with 
a collective brainstorm there was investigated if people are able to form their own agenda 
points. Brainstorming is a group creativity technique by which a group spontaneously 
gathers ideas. A brainstorm is meant to let participants build on each others input and 
trigger an abundance of information, where nothing is qualified wrong or right. This artefact 
was adopted to help people name, collect and cluster their agenda points. The topic of the 
brainstorm was “I, and our neighbourhood”. On forehand three example topics, graffiti, 
authority and public park, were written down by the researcher. After the brainstorm the 
participants were asked to each write down three situations which they encountered, 
within the agenda points they wrote down before. From these three situations they had 
to pick the one most important for them and their surrounding. This, in order to find out 
which situations are important for them and if they are able to formulate these situations. 

Lego play, a 3D collage
The collective brainstorm resulted in six situations, one situation per participant. Often 
policy processes do not allow to deal with all topics, due to time constrains. Thus, the  
participants were asked to collectively choose one of the six situations. This, to simulate 
a policy process and to find out how people choose a common topic, without external 
guidance. Next, in a Lego play session, the participants were asked to visualise their ideal 
outcome of the situations that they collectively chose. There was decided to supply the 
participants with Lego for the ‘make’ part. This, because the building blocks help the 
participants to represent the 3D experience of a public environment and give them the 
possibility to place themselves, in the form of Lego puppets, within this environment. The 
six participants were divided in two groups of three people and each group was asked to 
visualise their solution in a 3D Lego collage. In the ‘say’ part, the two groups presented 
their solutions to each other and explained how they would reach their ideal solution if it 
was their own responsibility. 

Set-up and apparatus
The session was set-up in a meeting room of STT (figure 5.3). An informal environment, 
with space for six participants, which were seated at the main table. A smaller side table 

As can be seen in figure 5.2 the knowledge expressed by asking questions is explicit 
knowledge instead of the tacit/latent knowledge, needed for this thesis. Tacit knowledge 
is hard to express in words. Latent knowledge goes even deeper, it is the knowledge 
people do not even know they possess, it is a feeling. This makes generative techniques 
a good method to gain deeper knowledge of what people want or need and justifies the 
choice for this research method. It can be hard to express deeper levels of knowledge 
like feelings, experiences and needs. To overcome this it is advisable to guide people to 
take small steps into deeper levels of knowledge (Stappers et al. 2007). In the following 
sections there will be elaborated on the applied method, concerning the artefacts, set-up 
and apparatus, procedure and participants.

Technique Good for Advantages Disadvantages

Questionnaires Answering specific 

questions

Can reach many 

people with low level of 

resources.

The questionnaire design 

is crucial; Response rate 

may be low; Responses 

may be based

on what people think the 

interviewer want to hear.

Interviews Exploring issues Interviewer can guide 

interviewee if necessary; 

Encourages contact

between developers and 

users.

Time-consuming to 

analyse; Structured set of 

questions may intimidate 

interviewee.

Naturalistic

observations

Understanding the 

context of user activity

Observing actual work 

gives insights that other 

techniques can not give.

Time consuming; Huge 

amount of data; Skilled 

observers are needed.

Focus groups

and

workshops

Collecting multiple 

viewpoints

Highlight areas of 

consensus and conflict; 

Encourages contact

between developers and 

users; Provide access to 

latent knowledge.

Time consuming; Huge 

amount of data; Skilled 

observers are needed; 

Dominant personalities 

may lead the group.

Table 5.1. Overview of data gathering techniques. Adopted from Rogers et al. (2007)

Artefacts
There are many generative techniques, but they have one thing in common, participants 
make and say things. Participants thereby create artefacts to express their thoughts, 
feelings and ideas (Stappers et al. 2007). Artefacts can be of any form as long as they help 
in expressing their tacit knowledge of the topic the study is about.

Sensitising booklets
Letting participants express their thoughts and feelings more easily can be done by 
sensitising the participants in advance. Sensitising the participants, will make them 
familiar with the topic and will stimulate them to think about the topic before the session. 
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Participants
Six participants (3 male and 3 female) from the same geographic region, with the same 
ethnographic background, but from different educational backgrounds and with different 
professions participated. The mean age was 32.7 years. The participants of the session 
were compared to the personas that were generated in chapter four and were positioned 
in a similar graph. This, to place the quotes of the session into context and compare 
the participants among each other. Figure 5.4 illustrates the participation position of the 
participants and contains the characteristics from each participant.

Satisfaction
D

issatisfaction

Motivation

A
bility

MK

VH

IR
DV

IP
MG

Figure 5.4. This graph, shows the participation position of the participants who participated in the 

generative session. Similar to the personas the participants are positioned according their ability and 

motivation to participate, resulting in satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

Name Persona Age Nationality Education Profession

Vincent 

(VH)

A passive 
unsatisfied citizen

20 Dutch Havo, studying 
HBO

-

Isabel 

(IR)

A willing relatively 
satisfied passive 
citizen

23 Dutch VWO, studying 
WO-MSc

Internship research lab

Danny 

(DV)

A willing relatively 
satisfied passive 
citizen

32 Dutch MBO, currently 
studying HBO

Employee MKE

Maurits 

(MK)

A willing relatively 
satisfied passive 
citizen

36 Dutch WO Official STT

Irene 

(IP)

A satisfied active 
citizen

46 Dutch LBO Returning functionaris

Martijn 

(MG)

A satisfied active 
citizen

39 Dutch WO Head municipal services

hig
h

high
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w

low

Time Action

5 min Introduction

10 min Phase 1: Discussion of the booklet

20 min Phase 2: Collective brainstorm

30 min Break

2x30 min Phase 3: Lego play collage

10 min  Evaluation

Table 5.2. The different phases of the generative 

session and the time spend on each action.

was used to place the session materials on and another table functioned to provide the 
participants with food and drinks. In the right back corner a flip-over board was used 
to present the participants with the schedule of the session and with the assignments. 
This corner functioned as the base for the main facilitator and as presentation area. 
The function of the main facilitator was to lead the session. The second facilitator was 
responsible for recording the session. The session was recorded with a video camera, two 
voice recorders and a photo camera. The video camera was placed on the front left corner, 
also the base of the second facilitator, the voice recorders were placed on the main table 
and the camera was operated flexibly. 

Main table

Voice Recorder

Participant

Participant

Video Camera

Participant

Participant

Participant

Participant

Main Facilitator

Second Facilitator

Flip-Over Board

Session
Materials

Food & Drinks

Figure 5.3. Set-up and apparatus of the STT meeting room, where the generative session was held.

Procedure 
Each participant received a sensitising booklet two days before the session. The participants 
were welcomed at the session and each of them signed a participation agreement before 
the session started. In a short session introduction the facilitators were introduced and 
the schedule of the session was explained briefly. In the first phase, the participants were 
asked to introduce themselves and present their exercise of page 8 of the booklet. Next, 
there was proceeded with the second phase, the brainstorm exercise. The time of this 
exercise deliberately was constrained and the exercise took twenty minutes in total. After 
a half an hour break (in which the camera was 
left on to record), there was started with the 
Lego play exercise. In this third phase, the 
participants each time were provided with 
ten minutes to build, ten minutes to present 
and ten minutes to discuss their solutions. 
Finally, the session was closed with a short 
evaluation of the session. The full procedure 
and set-up of the session can be found in 
appendix B.
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Figure 5.6. This figure, shows the result of phase 2 of the generative session, the collective brainstorm. Underneath 

the six collectively chosen situations are described per participant.

Vincent: “I had privacy. It always gives me an unpleasant feeling when I leave the garden doors open. My next door 

neighbour often sits outside, which always gives me the feeling that she is watching or listening. In these situations 

I close the door, but with nice weather it is a pity. I think this feeling is caused by the fact that I always lived in a 

detached house, therefore I’m fond of my privacy”.

Isabel: “Well, I had the same situation. I often travel by train and I just spend half a year in Japan, where it actually 

is quit silent in the train. Therefore I especially don’t understand why it here can’t be the same and actually I’m 

most annoyed by the lack of interest people have for each other. They are doing their own thing and do not have 

interest for each other”. 

Danny: “I chose the middle class. At the moment they are building a totally new shopping centre in our 

neighbourhood. The oldest part of the centre already exists ten years, which we celebrated last week. Now they 

are busy constructing the last part of the centre and already you see the large brands coming back into it. And.., I 

live 15 minutes from Rotterdam and 15 minutes from The Hague, when I want to go to a commercial chain, I will 

go there. I find it way more fun to have smaller shops, then you attract a different type of audience. I think its more 

pleasant and more sociable.

Maurits: “Eventually I chose the sound pollution in the train or metro, where people walk in and immediately put 

their walkman or iPod down on the shelf and find it normal that everybody has to listen to that music. I’m always in 

doubt, lately I said something about it in a polite way, only I feel like I’m always the only one who says something 

about it. Still I say something about it and otherwise I will go sit somewhere else, although I find this annoying”.

Martijn: “I live in a small neighbourhood with a very large lake, situated in the middle of the neighbourhood. 

There are small islands and there are built small 1930th houses. Some people have a garden, we don’t. Most of 

the people don’t have a garden actually, so we all live around this lake. In the winter everybody goes ice skating, 

in summer people go sailing and swimming. It is a sort of meeting point, a bounding element in the middle of the 

neighbourhood. I find it a very positive thing”.

5.1.2 Data
Rich data were collected from the generative session, in the form of sensitising booklets, 
a brainstorm with personal public situations, a transcript which was transformed into 
statement cards and Lego play material with the accompanying team presentations. The 
session materials can be found in appendix C, D and E.

Figure 5.5. The generative session, resulted in a large amount of rough data. In the form of participatory situations, 

sensitising booklets and statement cards.

The sensitising booklets gave more background information about the participants. 
Furthermore, the booklets provided insight in the meaning of participation in people their 
everyday lives. 

The collective brainstorm, as can be seen in figure 5.6, provided a number of situations 
people encounter in their neighbourhood. Figure 5.6 illustrates the main topic of the 
brainstorm, the gathered subtopics and the different situations that were differentiated. 
From the brainstorm was observed, that people think in problems as well as solutions. The 
participants valued both types of situations as important. Although problems tempted to 
trigger a larger and more elaborate discussion, while solutions were experienced as  easier 
and more pleasant to start working with. 
Underneath figure 5.6, six situations chosen by the participants are given to give insight 
in the contents of situations that are important for them. From these six situations the 
participants were asked to collectively choose one. The collective choice was made 
quickly, since one participant took the lead and proposed a voting construction. However, 
the participants found it difficult to choose between a negative and a positive situation. 
Therefore, the group preferred to pick and execute two situations. The positive situation, 
described by Martijn and the negative situation described by Maurits as well as Isabel, 
were chosen. 

The Lego play session, provided insight in the aspects that people enable to collectively 
reach a solution. In figure 5.8-5.11, the Lego collages are displayed. In a short presentation, 
the groups were asked to present “how they would reach their ideal solution”, if it was their 
responsibility. Underneath, the figures from the accompanying presentation per collage 
are given. 
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Positive situation: the importance of green in the neighbourhood                                      

Team 1: Vincent, Danny & Isabel   (age < 30)  Team 2: Martijn, Irene & Maurits (age > 30)

Figure 5.8. 3D collage, presented by Vincent: “Well 

this is the positive situation. We are especially thinking 

about the people who are building a house. They are 

not allowed anymore to remove nature and have to 

build around it. We show this with a park keeper and 

a little cosy boat. Then there have to be houses, to 

provide a place to live. About 20 people who want 

to live here will gather and together will decide what 

the neighbourhood will look like. As you can see here, 

they build around nature and don’t remove it. A home 

owner is placing his own window. It has to be nice for 

everybody, for people who like nature and for people 

who want to live there”. 

Figure 5.9. 3D collage, presented by Martijn: ”We 

started from a park, a disposition of a green area and 

a recreative part in the middle of the neighbourhood. 

Around the green you have to imagine little houses. 

It is as less organised as possible, it is meant to be 

a meeting area. Everybody can walk in, children are 

playing, here stands a little bike, which is not locked, 

its totally safe. Somebody is working on his jet-ski, he 

says ‘hi’ to his neighbours. It is a great ‘Truman-show’, 

with people who just come visit and thats-it! The day 

is made by social encounters, the next day will be 

different. It is meant as a green meeting area in the 

district. Very relaxed, everybody does what he likes”.

Negative situation: the noise pollution in public transportation and lack of mutual interest

Team 1: Vincent, Danny & Isabel (age < 30) Team 2: Martijn, Irene & Maurits (age > 30)

Figure 5.10. 3D collage, presented by Danny: “Here 

there is somebody who faints, everybody immediately 

goes over there to help. On the other side we have a 

train from the NS, it drives by and people are watching 

and laughing, they shake hands and work together. 

They pass the green, from the other project. People 

mention how nice the project is and how nice the 

views are. All difficulty is thrown in the water, that is 

symbolised by the gun in the water. There are no rules, 

everybody is friendly and will help each other. Conflicts 

are solved by the community itself”.

Figure 5.11. 3D collage, presented by Maurits: ”We 

liked the idea of a silent compartment in the train. A 

place were people listen to a mutual rule: ‘here we 

are quiet’. Then we came to the idea to make the 

environment more pleasurable, with flowers, so it is 

nice to stay there. Again the aspect of nature is very 

important, we created some sort of atmosphere. Well, 

the chainsaw stands for noise and for noise you now 

have to go to the other compartment. Not everybody 

is the same and wants to be quiet, therefore we offer 

them a choice. In the noise compartment consciously 

choose to go sit there”.

Continuation figure 5.6

Irene: “Well, I live in a newly built quarter of houses, where they didn’t took enough parking space into account. 

There are 1,6 places per household. I live in a small street, most houses all have a parking space in front of their 

house. We don’t have that were I live, we have public places, which often also are taken by people who have a 

private place. Therefore there is not enough space for us and we often have to park outside our neighbourhood. 

There are also people from other districts that are parking in our neighbourhood, especially when they go on 

vacation, since it is a remote area and they think their car is safe. That irritates me sometimes”. 

During the collage building process, the participants fulfilled the task and came up 
with solutions. However, when evaluating a solution they automatically also named the 
problems that came with a solution. Meaning, that a solution is not adopted right away and 
is not always recognised as ideal by all participants. After the presentation the solutions 
were discussed between the both teams. This led to rich information and insights, which 
can be found back in the transcript, statement cards, data analysis and the conclusions.
After this stage the participants went through a complete generative process. The process 
was practically similar to a policy process described as in chapter two. Since public issues 
were raised, discussed and dealt with. The participants formed an agenda, described 
problems and solutions, came to a mutual decision and formed and evaluated solutions by 
working together. Therefore, there can be concluded, that with the right facilitation, people 
are able to go through a complete policy process. Meaning that generative methods, as 
educated at the TUDelft Industrial Design Engineering, can serve as a method to facilitate 
co-creation within social communities. 

The recordings of the session were transferred into a transcript. From the transcript, 
statement cards were made and clustered. Figure 5.7 displays the clustered statement 
cards, according to the topics of the research questions. The originated sub-topics form 
the structure for the conclusion are described in the next chapter. All the data, mentioned 
above, are free to use for STT research purposes. All participants agreed with the 
circumstances and signed an authorisation form. 

Figure 5.7. The recorded data of the generative session was transcripted and transformed into statement cards. 

These statement cards were clustered into the topics illustrated in this graph.
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and form of participation are determined by the degree of emotional involvement and a 
persons’ character. When a person already has been involved in a participation situation, 
which was experienced as positive and satisfactory, the person will be more willing to 
participate again. It is important for them to feel in control and be acknowledged by their 
community. In many of these situations, personal gain is another important factor that 
satisfies people. This can be as simple as feeling irritated (motivator), by the loud music 
of a fellow traveller in the train and addressing this person about it. This leads to the 
interpretation, that when people feel more responsible for their own interests, they are 
more likely to participate. Their expectations are lower and they are more willing to ‘fight’, 
in order to get what they need, want or deserve. In which a positive outcome results in a 
stronger feeling of satisfaction. 

The chosen form of participation, after the decision to participate, differs per situation. The 
participants consciously or unconsciously decide if they are participating and how they are 
participating. Their participation fluctuates from active to passive. In active participation 
they spend effort to influence a situation, this can be positive or negative influence. When 
people are passive, they do not take action, although they can be involved in the situation 
without expressing it. The intensity of people their participation depends on the level of 
personal involvement, but also on a person its character. A more timid person will interact 
in a more elaborate and less present way, while an impulsive person will be more present. 

According to the participants, not every situation is suitable to be handled by citizens. It is 
simply too complex or too dangerous. Subjects like public enforcement should be a task 
of the authority. Besides complexity, also imagining the impact of a by them proposed 
solution is difficult. If the responsibility lies with authority there is felt a strong disbelief that 
their interest matters and if there is enough money to actually execute their solution. The 
participants stated that waiting for feedback is the worst, it leads to great dissatisfaction. 
Again provided with information, makes them feel in control again. However, if this 
information is not the information they expected, it is experienced as a setback and leads 
to dissatisfaction.

After a participation process people feel satisfied when there is communicated that a goal is 
reached. However, when a goal is not reached, it is also important to clearly communicate 
this. When people understand why the goal is not reached, they can accept it or can feel 
enabled to take control to do something about it. When people are not informed about the 
success or failure of a situation, they will feel dissatisfied.

The results described above, form half the conclusion and guidelines, elaborated on in 
the next chapter. However, first the other half of the research on existing initiatives will be 
explained in the next section.

5.1.3 Results
Participants of the generative session felt, that when it comes to a national- and regional 
level or even to larger cities, people are less recognisable and that it is difficult to sympathies 
with one another. There is focussed on differences, rather than on similarities and people 
think from out labels. Instead of sympathising with each other people feel scared, which 
often is expressed in the form of irritation. The participants state, that people are fond of 
their freedom and become more and more individual. They describe the Netherlands as 
a free and open country, where discussion is possible and everybody should have the 
same rights and possibilities. According to the participants, communication is evident to 
have these discussions. Since working together requires mutual understanding, as well as 
acceptance and respect for each other. People have to dispose of the same terminology 
or ability to find a common ground, by defining definitions together. Differences in people 
their social, cultural and educational background can make communication difficult. 

Public media, according to them, form a common base of information within a community. 
It is seen as open media that bring sensation and are well known as exaggerator. People do 
not always agree with the information that is brought by the media. They often experience 
that it leads to an unnecessary feeling of fear within society. The group stated, that they 
are more interested in finding their own (more reliable) information, on for example the 
Internet.

The participants all expect authority, media and businesses to take responsibility, but 
require this also from fellow citizens in their community. They highly rely on social control 
within their environment and are in favour of small communities. This, since these are 
experienced as easy to grasp and more survey-able. They feel sympathising with a small 
and familiar group of people is easier. Especially, when they belief they have common 
interests when it involves their neighbourhood. Most of the participants are convinced, 
that a smaller more transparent community will lead to more personal responsibility and 
more respect for each other.

As stated earlier, individuality makes participation in a society more difficult. While 
simultaneously, participation is considered as a continuous interaction with others in their 
daily life. To undermine the effect of the continuously growing communities it is evident 
that people can rely on consistency and certainty. An insecure framework, build on fear 
provides people with a sense of impotence, since it is unclear how they can improve 
a situation. Furthermore, participants stated that when they dealt with a reoccurring 
situation, the procedure became familiar and participating became easier. They learned 
from previous experiences and had a higher level of expertise when it came to dealing with 
a similar situation.

Most of the participants, feel that they are obligated to participate, solely because their 
social or cultural background has educated them to do so. They feel that the intensity 
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5.2 Research on existing initiatives
This section examines existing initiatives of authority and private partnerships to stimulate 
participation of citizens in the public and social domain. All of the examined initiatives 
were launched with the idea to support some form of collaboration between authority and 
citizens, however the process and methods applied vary per initiative. For this research, 
the previously generated goal and research questions were taken as a starting point, 
in order to be able to compare the conclusions from the generative session with this 
research. First, the method will be described, after which an example of the collected data 
and the results of the research will be presented.

5.2.1 Method
Twenty eight initiatives were evaluated by examining a wide variety of mostly online 
initiatives (figure F, on the left, displays a selection of these initiatives). The initiatives were 
evaluated by answering the following questions: ‘who launched the initiative and who is 
expected to participate, what is expected from the people who participate, where and 
why is the initiative launched, how is the initiative set-up and what was the result of the 
initiative’. Where the questions about the method applied and the imagined perception of 
a participant after participating, were taken as main data to form a conclusion. Among the 
initiatives there were promising and less promising initiatives, which were clustered and 
valued intuitively according to statements derived from the ‘result’ question. 

5.2.2 Data
Table 5.3 gives insight in the initiatives that were examined. The initiatives were valued, 
positively, mediocre and negative. From all initiatives examined, insights were gained. 
However, the full data collection is too extensive to elaborate on in this section. Therefore, 
this section solely elaborates on the data collected from one of the positively valued 
initiatives, ‘Binnen 30 minuten’. This, to give an example of the full data collection including 
all initiatives, which can be found in appendix F. 

Initiatives - +/- +

 Ik groet u!, Baas op Zuid, Stadsdialoog Delft, Petities Online, Verbeterdebuurt.nl, 

Amsterdam Opent, Binnen 30 minuten, Qwiek zuidplas

 Er op af: Doen en delen, Mix x Tijd, Face your world, Rotterdam index, Wireless Leiden, 

Scan je buurt, De Amstel Verandert, Democratiespel, Indemann, Design for Emptiness, 

Co-creatie maak het mee.

Socity, Rotterdam Idee, Verrijk je wijk, Goed Idee, Hart voor je buurt, Buurt in actie, Een 

goed idee verdiend, Poen voor je plan, X-Zjon, Samen maken we de stad.

Table 5.3. The initiatives that were investigated on. Based on the collected data, each initiative was scored: 

positive, mediocre or negative.
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results are clear and seem to be suitable to build a structural vision on. Luckily they give 
clear feedback about the future steps that they are going to take. I feel that my contribution 
was useful’ (result).

Figure 5.13. The participation initiative ‘Binnen 30 minuten’ consist out of three rounds that are displayed above.

Observations
From the evaluation of ‘Binnen 30 minuten’ several interesting observations were made. 
During the process people find it comforting to link another participant with a known 
profile. The profiles of ‘Binnen 30 minuten’, displayed in figure 5.14, apparently helped 
people to emphasise with each other and raise understanding for each others comments 
and choices. The profiles assigned by the initiators are all positive and are of an equal 
level, they can be seen as different team roles. Possibly these roles are based on the 
theory of De Bono (1985), the inventor of the Thinking Hats. According to De Bono, there 
are six different roles (hats) that people can utilise within a process. In figure 5.15, the six 
hats are illustrated and there is explained which role the person who wears the hat plays. 
The main advantage of the thinking hats, is that people are made aware about how they 
enter a process and that the other participants can anticipate their approach.   

Figure 5.14. Profiles assigned to the participants of the participation initiative ‘Binnen 30 minuten’.

Fan, the fan enjoys what Amsterdam has to 

offer. You are present at every event: from 

Kalverstraat to Vondelpark. It doesn’t matter 

where it takes place, as long as it is fun.

Maker, makers know exactly what they want. 

They know whats’ hot & whats’ not and make 

new ‘hot spots’ in the city. Hip places to party, 

shop and eat will not remain unattended. 

Discoverer, For the discoverer, new is 

always better. You explore edges of the city 

and are open to other cultures. You love the 

multicultural city.

Critic, the critic is critical and involved in 

what is going on in the city. Authenticity and 

sustainability are important. You explore edges 

of the city and are open to other cultures. 

Connoisseur, knows his classics: the Concert 

hall, English church and the Amstelfield. You 

provide balance in the city, you enjoy beautiful 

places of the city and friends that live there.

Motor, You are curious and you like to try out 

everything yourself. You are internationally 

orientated and you admire people who find 

their own way.

Counsellor, a counsellor is proud of 

Amsterdam and call it ‘the most beautiful 

city of the country’. You go out around the 

Leidscheplein and you stand for sociability. 

Singer, the treasure holder of the Amsterdam 

folk culture. Ajax, the Jordaan, André Hazes 

and the ‘brown cafe’, make you feel happy. 

People thank you for your sociability.  

Figure 5.12. The initiative ‘Binnen 30 minuten’ makes use of a map of Amsterdam. On this map the location of 

the situations are pin pointed by the participants. This figure shows the initial screen of the website ‘Binnen 30 

minuten’.  

‘Binnen 30 minuten’
‘Binnen 30 minuten’ is a project from the municipal of Amsterdam, open for a national 
audience, but focussed on citizens who live in Amsterdam (who). Online, on a website 
based on a road map of Amsterdam, people can participate at their own initiative (where/
when). Here citizens have the opportunity to participate in three rounds (10 minutes per 
round). In the first round citizens can share their wishes for the city, in the second round 
they can mark areas they want to see improved and in the third round their opinion is 
asked about the suggested improvements (what). This all in order to give people a chance 
to communicate their problems/irritations or ideas/solutions, to make their city more 
liveable (why). 
On the initial page of the website people are asked 3x10 minutes of their time to participate. 
Before they can start they have to subscribe and sign in on the website, which can be 
done with their own name or a nickname. A quick photo test supplies them with a profile, 
of which there are eight: ‘the maker, the discoverer, the critic, the motor, the fan, the 
pleader, the connoisseur and the singer’. Each profile says something about somebodies 
relationship with the city and gives people more insight into the character of another 
person. With this profile, in the first round, places can be tagged on an interactive map. 
Every tag is accompanied by a one-line statement expressing a wish. In the second round 
people get the chance to motivate their choice and propose a solution. In the third round 
the map is displayed with all proposals, which can be valued (bad, mediocre or good). At 
the end of the third round the personal scores of each proposal are displayed against the 
collective scores (how).  
After participating, I had the following perception: ‘The set-up of the process is clear and 
it is comforting to know that I only had to spend 30 minutes of my time. The profiles 
give insight in other people their relation with the city and make it easier to estimate their 
reaction. I can see that more than 700 people have participated in the third round. The end 
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made as easy as possible to enter the process and that undesired entries can be filtered 
out later. Furthermore, it is evident that all possibilities stand open at the beginning of 
a process. When an idea or suggestion is already wrong at the beginning it works very 
dissatisfying. When there is a lack of communication in the beginning of a process, it is 
difficult for people to participate. This, due to the fact that a lack of communication gives 
people a feeling of uncertainty. In initiatives as ‘Goed Idee’ or ‘Verijk je Wijk’, it was not 
clear if participation would lead to a result. Afterwards, fulfilling the procedure was felt like 
a waste of time. Furthermore it took up a large amount of time to fulfil the processes of 
these initiatives. While presumingly, people prefer to be heard and accomplish their goals 
as quick as possible. This makes emphasising on communication before, during and after 
a participation process even more important. In every stage, it is evident that people are 
informed and that feedback is provided. When an initiative is launched, people preferably 
are able to find  the initiative themselves. Furthermore it is preferable, that people are 
motivated to join the process by the situations they get communicated. 

Before the process it is important that people are well informed about how a procedure 
works, what is expected from them and what will happen with their contribution. It is 
comforting to know the exact amount of time they are expected to spend and how often 
they have to spend it. 
During a process people should be invited to think freely, yet should know that there are 
some constant factors that they need to take into account. Afterwards, it is important to 
give people clear feedback if an issue is adopted or solved. It is satisfying when there 
is communicated that a project has ended, even more when people can read back their 
entries and see the end result. When people reach an end result they are proud of their 
accomplishment. 
When finishing the procedure of the initiative ‘Baas op Zuid’, negative feedback was 
given: “Too bad your solution is insufficient! Try again!”. Showing, that it is experienced as 
very dissatisfying when another citizen or a facilitator criticises your contribution and that 
it will make people reluctant to participate again. In ‘Verbeter je Buurt’, people are able to 
participate quickly, they do not have to take interest in every issue. Together they make a 
difference without spending a large amount of time. People who participate are happy to 
be heard, but also ventilate the fear that nothing will be done with the results. ‘Hart voor 
je Buurt shows, that a collective preference is taken more serious and is experienced as 
more realistic when people get the chance to express their interest in a vote with the value 
of 1 euro. Since, this immediately secures them that the budget is available to execute it.

In all of the participation initiatives, different rounds of participation can be distinguished. 
Some of the initiatives force people to participate in a specific round or to fulfil the whole 
procedure. ‘Poen voor je Plan’, even obligates you to execute the idea you submitted. This 
results in uncertainty and discomfort and it keeps people from entering a process. Ideally, 
people should be free to ‘walk in and out’ a participation process. It is important that 
people have a choice to participate in what they find important, in a for them comfortable 
manner. 

Figure 5.15. The six thinking hats of De Bono: information, brightness, creativity, feelings, management & caution.

The results derived from all twenty eight initiatives are described in the following section. 
This section together with the results from the generative session, formed the input for the 
conclusions drawn in chapter six.

5.2.3 Results
Initiative ‘Verbeter de Buurt’ provides you with the opportunity to link situations to a 
location in your neighbourhood, by means of Google maps. ‘Face your World’ indicates, 
that it is important to stimulate people to use their physical surrounding to participate. The 
architects behind this initiative motivate participants by physically guiding them through 
the city. They then, together with the participants redesign the locations chosen by the 
participants, with a by them developed computer program. The architects can be seen 
as interactive facilitators. Who are, according to the initiative ‘Qwiek Zuidplas’, currently 
vital to facilitate co-creation processes. In their opinion, a session or project needs to 
be prepared, which costs effort and time. It does not happen automatically, since there 
has to be checked for new ideas, discussed and questioned regularly. Not every target 
group can be found on the Internet, therefore they state that crowdsourcing can be seen 
as an additional instrument and physical meetings will remain necessary. ‘Qwiek’ in an 
evaluation states, that it is the function of authority to enable people to participate. The 
functions of authority can be formulated as a: signal function, a support function and a 
do not obstruct function. Furthermore, there is stated that people do not want a village 
that is interested in the changing world that surrounds them, they want a social village 
culture with clear policies. Meaning, that the rules during and after a participation process 
should be communicated well and that people should be aware about their rights and 
boundaries. There has to be a sense of certainty. 

When entering the website of initiative ‘Stadsdialoog Delft’, there was experienced a 
feeling of welcomeness. The fun and fresh lay-out made the process easier and gave the 
feeling to be part of something that is nice and fun to do. There is noticed that it should be 
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The initiative ‘Binnen 30 Minuten’ decided to provide people with a personal profile, with 
which they can express themselves. These profiles give more insight in other people 
their wishes and make it easier to estimate their reaction. Also according to ‘De Amstel 
Verandert’, social interaction within a platform will stimulate people to form a community. 
They state, that it is important to make crowdsourcing personal, because people want a 
person and a face to direct their input to. Besides raising sympathy for fellow participants, 
it is important to inform people or give people more insight in the procedures of authority, 
facilitators or moderators. In the initiative ‘Democratie Spel’, people can ‘play’ the role of 
authority, which helps people to understand why certain decisions are made.

In all initiatives there is emphasised, that people are responsible for their own affairs and 
that they should be provided with the freedom to take this responsibility. The initiative 
has to come from people themselves, otherwise it will feel forced. They should not be 
dependent on authority or other people to be able to express what they have to say. 
Although, simultaneously people should be made aware that they are responsible for their 
own contributions. What they say and do, will have consequences for themselves and for 
others. Furthermore there should be communicated that help can be provided, as long as 
this is required by the participants and done in an un-obstructive way.

Various initiatives prove, that people are capable of generating ideas about serious issues, 
as long as they are self-confident enough. However, in the development of these ideas, 
the input from an expert still is preferred. This, since people should not be confronted with 
aspects that are too difficult, because you need expertise for it or because the terminology 
is too difficult. In initiatives like ‘Hart voor je Buurt’, people are required to fill in a budget 
estimation and the execution time needed for their project. Both subject are hard to answer 
for a novice. Therefore, instead of trying to include the whole subject, it is better to split 
up a process in a number of smaller issues. Since, this will make people their task more 
graspable, while the more difficult issues are left for experts. Furthermore, ‘Hart voor je 
Buurt’ solely offers people the possibility to formulate their entry in the form of text, which 
makes expressing oneself difficult and makes it difficult to imagine the proposed solutions 
of others. In ‘Scan de Buurt’, youngsters are provided with images and videos to trigger 
their imagination. They show that new media can be a useful tool to visualise and support 
people to communicate their points of view. Since they can express themselves in an 
easy way that everybody understands, which stimulates communication. ‘Baas op Zuid’ 
shows, that games can provide people with very realistic feedback and a good sense 
of the impact of their ideas and wishes. However, it has to be made sure that the game 
experience is realistic and that people are not restricted in their creativity. When people get 
the possibility to participate in the form of a game, it has to be made sure that the results 
obtained in the game are translatable to the ‘real life’ situation. According to ‘Rotterdam 
Idee’, it helps when people can look at examples of previous participation projects and 
results. Repetition makes the participation procedure familiar, people become more certain 
and are more willing to participate. When a procedure is simple and intuitive, it becomes 
a habit more easily and people will be more tempted to repeat it.

Privacy is important and in many of the examined online projects, people are therefore 
provided with the possibility to participate anonymous. This interaction will be more difficult 
and maybe less desirable to realise in a ‘real life’ situation, since people can encounter 
each other physically in a public situation. Besides, social interactions bind a community.  
People are attacked by others and are brought together by similarities in their character 
and interests. Resulting in smaller groups of people within a larger community. When 
people are familiar with other participants they feel more confident to participate, since 
it often is experienced as scary to approach unfamiliar people. According to the initiative 
‘Samen Maken we de Stad’, people find it more comforting to deal with one individual 
employee, from which they know the face and name. Since this makes their participation 
more individual and personal. On the contrary, the initiative ‘Design for Emptiness’ shows, 
that people are able to participate individually without knowing other participants. In this 
initiative people can participate in the form of a competition and get the opportunity to 
demonstrate their abilities to others. In this initiative people cannot build on each others 
ideas and it is therefore difficult to qualify as a co-creation process. Besides, in chapter 
two, derived from Leadbeater (2008), is stated, that building and accomplishing something 
together can increase the level of satisfaction. Which makes raising sympathy for others 
and stimulating a common community feeling important aspects in a participation process. 
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The results of both researches conducted in the previous chapter were compared. In this 
comparison the two independent researches showed a great deal of overlap. The results 
from the existing initiatives research completed the results from the generative session on 
the perspective of the authority. Solely one major inconsistency was found, the perspective 
on anonymous or non-anonymous participation. In this chapter the results of both studies 
are merged together and form an overall conclusion. In general, the conclusion answers 
the four research questions set in the previous chapter. First, there is concluded what 
people consider as participation. Followed by the factors motivation and satisfaction. The 
main conclusion consists out of a framework of six parameters. Certainty, communication, 
sympathy, freedom, responsibility and support form the most important parameters for 
a good participation environment. Providing people with an environment in which each 
parameter is represented will enable them to participate. The parameters were verified in 
a random survey with ten participants and are found to be correct. The set-up of this test 
can be found in appendix G. The content of the next chapters relies on the framework 
of the six parameters. To cover all aspects of this conclusion, a list of requirements and 
wishes was made for each research question, taking into account the perspective of 
citizens as well as authority. 

6.1 Participation - Interaction with others 
People consider participation as the continuous interaction with others in their daily life.  
They participate when they are making use of public transportation or when they are trying 

6. Conclusions and guidelines for the 
future
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The third category deals with negative and positive situations, on a regional and national 
level. On these levels, laws and regulations result in threats and opportunities for citizens. 
These threats and opportunities can have a large influence on people their lives in general. 
The situations within these category are difficult to influence by citizens themselves, since 
they are dependent on unfamiliar processes and regulations, where they are nothing more 
than an anonymous number. Subcategories are tangible threats and opportunities: larger 
flaws and defects in the country, and social threats and opportunities: laws and regulations 
that can help or hinder people.
In the first subcategories, remote laws and regulations, made by authority can have a direct 
influence on people their way of living. In order to influence these laws and regulations 
people are highly dependent on support from authority. Where the second subcategories, 
remote laws and regulations cannot only influence people their lives direct, but also 
indirectly. People their fears and hopes can be destroyed or fulfilled, without having much 
influence.

The six subcategories formed a base to make decisions, about the different aspects that 
are necessary in a participation process, to deal with a large amount of situations. In the 
next sections, the subcategories are put into a matrix to find out which approach people 
choose when dealing with each of the categories. This, together with the in chapter three 
investigated policy process, led to the touchpoints that are necessary in a participation 
process to include all categories. 

6.1.1 Category matrix

1a. Tangible problems
Broken streetlights
Lose street tiles
Unsafe crossings
Traffic regulation
Not enough bicycle lanes

2a. Citizens’ solutions
Art and cultural education
Street festivals
Bicycle lessons for foreigners
Pet exchange
Local band contest

3a. Tangible problems & 
solutions
Breaking house policy
Toilets in Sprinters
Bad connection highways
Fossil fuel recovery
War in Iraq

1b. Social problems
Dog poop
Speeding
Safety
Noise pollution
‘Hangjongeren’

2b. Authotities’ solutions
Building a mosque
Cutting costs local farm
Eco buildings and energy
Traffic circulation plan
Construction of a new park

3b. Social problems & 
solutions
Gay rights
IVF grants
Special education
Art and culture subsidies
Fur prohibition

Close (sympathy)

Distant (support)
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Figure 6.1. The category matrix, maps the six subcategories that are displayed on the right. These categories 

involve situations derived from the generative session and the existing initiatives research. The graph, maps each 

subcategory according, to the time span of the situations and the level of influence people have to succeed. For 

the subcategories 1a, 1b and 2a the participation factor sympathy is important, while the other subcategories are 

more distant and require support.

to gather signatures for their petition and even when they are just organising dinner for 
their family or friends. Consciously or unconsciously people are participating almost every 
moment of the day. 
Authority is focussed on a socially more distant level of citizen participation. Since people 
who encounter each other in the public domain are often relatively unfamiliar with each 
other. The wide variety of situations people encounter during a day often require a different 
approach. To understand which participation means should be offered to people, it is 
evident to understand which situations people encounter and how they handle these 
situations. Therefore, a large variety of situations were derived from the researches 
described in the previous chapter and were categorised. The situations were clustered 
according to similarity, resulting in three different categories and six subcategories.

The first category deals with negative situations, this cluster includes situations people 
encounter in their direct neighbourhood. In these situations people are often triggered 
by a returning feeling, for example irritation, inconvenience or fear. Ideally the situations 
are dealt with in a quick action, which if necessary can be repeated. Subcategories are 
tangible problems: flaws and defects in a neighbourhood, and social problems: personal 
irritations and problems caused by other citizens. 
Tangible problems, concern situations in which citizens have the possibility to report 
the flaws and defects that they encounter in their neighbourhood. Solving these flaws is 
impossible for the citizens themselves and is the responsibility of authority. 
Social problems, concern situations in which citizens are living together and share their 
neighbourhood with others, which leads to interdependent social situations. In these 
situations all citizens are responsible and they need each other to solve an issue. Authority 
can offer support, by supplying people with clear rules and sufficient solution space.

The second category deals with positive situations. This cluster offers space for solutions, 
since it connects to people their individual and collective dreams and wishes for their 
neighbourhood. Key words are improvement, passion, fun, own initiative, involvement 
and togetherness. Individuals can accomplish their dreams for the collective good, with 
support from other citizens and authority. Subcategories are citizens’ ambitions: individual 
and collective ideas, and authorities’ ambitions: ideas from authority. 
Citizens’ ambitions, concern situations in which citizens have ambitions for themselves 
and their environment. A sub-cluster that offers the possibility to organise public events 
together and can form a neighbourhood into a coherent place where people can live 
together pleasantly. 
Authorities’ ambitions, concern bigger situations where expertise is required, like for 
example the construction of a new train station. In these situations authority can initiate 
and organise a project to involve citizens. It is the task of authority to break a situation 
down in smaller sized projects that are most important yet understandable for the people 
involved.
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citizens. The final decision is too complicated to take by citizens alone and therefore 
citizens are supported by authority. As a solution more traffic lights need to be placed, 
which is executed by a team of experts contracted by authority.  The final result is revealed 
with an official presentation organised by authority. The example demonstrates that the 
division of touchpoints depends on the situation. The manner in which the roadmap is 
followed, depends on the participation factors belonging to a certain situation. 
Depending on the participation factors motivation, ability and (dis)satisfaction, people will 
participate more or less actively, positively or negatively and problem or solution driven. In 
figure 6.2 the relation between motivation, ability and satisfaction is displayed.

Motivation Ability Satisfaction

Triggered by 

interest in a 

subject or a 

person

Can be 

increased by 

fulfilling the 

participation 

parameters

A result of 

participation: 

gain of love, 

money, glory or 

feedback

Figure 6.2. The participation graph generated in chapter five, was adjusted according to the conclusions 

described in this chapter. The adjusted graph displayed above, shows the relation between the participation 

factors: motivation, ability and satisfaction.

6.2 Motivation - A trigger to start participating 
Peoples’ general motivation to participate, active or passive, is determined by relatively 
rigid characteristics, like their cultural/educational background and their character. 
However people decide more flexible, according to the personal importance of a situation, 
if they participate or not. Their interest in a situation will vary according to their level of 
emotional involvement in a subject or in another person. In the public domain people 
are more distantly involved with others, but a social or public situation can emotionally 
affect them. In this case, it helps to motivate people by providing them with the ability to 
participate pleasantly, trustworthy and easily. 

From the generative session four levels of involvement were derived (table 6.2, next page). 
According to the level of emotional involvement a subject is more or less important to 
a person. Situations involving familiar people like family and friends, will trigger a more 
emotional reaction. While a situation involving a relatively unfamiliar person, a colleague, 
neighbour or fellow traveller, will trigger a more businesslike approach. The more personal 
the content of a situation is for a person, the more important it will be to participate. The 
optimal level for citizen participation, is the level in which people are unfamiliar with other 
people involved and have to deal with content that is important for them (indicated in blue 
in table 6.2). Resulting in an interested but emotional more distant level of involvement and 
an increased chance that a situation will be handled in a business like way.

Unconcious Concious
Motivation

A
bility

Satisfaction

hig
h

highlow

In the first and the second category, explained earlier, citizens can be seen as front-line 
practitioners. According to Parker & Heapy (2006), front-line practitioners have a large 
amount of knowledge, about many of the situations and their input can be very valuable. 
Their personal achievements and results will be visible faster for a large amount of citizens 
and they will experience their contribution as more satisfying. Where in the third category 
citizens are more dependent on laws and regulations. They know less about the subjects 
and expertise is often required. To make a difference in these situations, citizens are very 
dependent on the support of the authority. 
With this in mind, the six subcategories were mapped into a matrix (figure 6.1). The 
approach chosen per category, differs in the amount of time it costs to accomplish a result 
and the amount of influence a result has on a citizen. Therefore, the parameters of the 
matrix’ axles represent time (now-future) and influence (close-distant). Where is assumed 
that the factor time on a present scale will lead to more direct action, while the factor time 
on a future scale will lead to a more elaborate approach. The factor influence, should be 
read as the possibility to personally initiate change. In a closer personal situation, support 
from fellow citizens is needed, which thus requires sympathy. While support to visualise, 
envision and simulate, from authority will be more evident in a more distant situation.

6.1.2 Touchpoints, a participation roadmap
For every situation, described in figure 6.1, a different approach is required. There was 
elaborated on several of these situations and the touchpoints in every approach were 
mapped. A method derived from the service design book of Parker & Heapy (2006). This 
led to a general roadmap which is applicable for every situation and contains the different 
touchpoints necessary for each specific approach. Table 6.1 displays this roadmap and 
the touchpoints that are necessary to complete a participation process. The touchpoints 
are similar to the phases in a crowdsourcing- or policy process, described earlier in this 
thesis. The touchpoints can be fulfilled by authority, citizens or both, depending on the 
difficulty of the task. 

Initiator

(Trigger)

Participation,

Co-creation,

Organisation

Decision- 

making

Solution and 

Execution

Result and 

Feedback

Authority

Citizens

Table 6.1. The touchpoints that are necessary to complete a participation process.

As an example, the participation process of a situation of subcategory 1b is shown. A 
citizen is triggered by a situation, for example a dangerous crossing. This citizen, decides 
to set-out a co-creation process to improve the current situation together with other 
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a participation process. People feel satisfied when they have fun during a participation 
process, which corresponds to the motivator love described by Malone. Next, people are 
satisfied when they accomplish or gain something personally, which corresponds to the 
motivator money. Furthermore, people are satisfied when they are part of a community 
and get compliments from others. Which corresponds to the motivator glory. Additionally 
to the motivators described by Malone, people are more satisfied when they are provided 
with clear feedback of the result, a factor that is evident to experience success. 
When motivated people participate consciously they can strive for success and could 
gain motivation from this. However this does not automatically leads to satisfaction. Only 
when the participation process elapses well, in a sense of social interaction as well as the 
creation of a solution, people feel proportionally more satisfied. 

6.4 Ability - A participation environment that complies with the 
participation factors
Providing people with an appropriate participation environment will enlarge their ability to 
participate. This will motivate them to participate more easily when a subject is emotionally 
important for them and will increase their satisfaction during the process. An appropriate 
environment can be created by taking six participation parameters into account. These 
six  parameters: certainty, communication, sympathy, freedom, responsibility and support, 
were derived from the researches described in the previous chapter. In the next sections 
there is elaborated on the parameters and each parameter is accompanied by a quote 
from one of the researches.

To fulfil the first parameter, certainty, a participation system should consist of clear rules 
and boundaries. In order to participate it is important that people can rely on consistency 
and certainty. Clear rules and boundaries make people feel comfortable and safe. A 
trustworthy environment gives people a sense of control, which will enable them to take 
part in society. People feel more tempted to participate when they are provided with a 
transparent, simple and intuitive procedure. After enduring the first participation process 
the procedure will get familiar and in time can become an every day habit.

The rules and boundaries of the build of new houses in a neighbourhood is unclear, citizens 
are uncertain about their role and the role of authority. A new and for them better solution is 
raised: “4A-DV Ambtenaren gaan over het bestemmingsplan, en de projectleiders, etc, op 
het moment dat zij moeten gaan bouwen wat de bewoner wil. Niet dat ik zeg ik ga nu even 
20 huizen uit de grond stampen. Meer, ik heb hier nu 20 mensen zitten en we zijn samen 
tot een plan gekomen om deze woning te gaan bouwen op die locatie. Dus eigenlijk meer 
met daadwerkelijk een aantal mensen die daar graag gaan wonen, met hun de plannen 
verwezenlijken en dan pas gaan bouwen”.

The parameter communication requires a clear participation process, with clear tasks 
and goals. When entering a participation process people should experience a feeling of 
welcomeness. It is important that they are well informed and are provided with constant 

Uninterested and less involved - In a situation where a citizen has no emotional relation 
to the content nor the people involved, he is less willing to spend time and it is less 
important for him to find a solution. There can be concluded, that people are uninterested 
and uninvolved in participation when they are unemotionally involved.

Highly interested and emotionally involved - When a citizen has an emotional relation to the 
content and to the people who are involved, there can be concluded that they are highly 
emotionally involved. They are willing to invest time and it is more important to quickly 
deal with a situation. People feel more comfortable to express themselves, since they 
already know the situation and the other person involved. This familiarity and emotional 
approach can make it difficult to deal with a situation, since reactions are less elaborate 
and personal gain is very important. At the same time, people can sympathise with each 
other and can decide to put their differences aside. In this situation it is very important for 
a person to participate. 

Interested but less involved - In a situation where a person takes interest in another person, 
but has no emotional connection to the subject, there will be taken interest yet the person 
will be less involved. It is likely that the person offers his help to another and can deal with 
the situation in an unemotional way. 

Interested but distantly involved - When a subject is personal and people have to interact 
with an unfamiliar person or group of people, they are able to deal with a situation in 
a businesslike way. They are willing to spend their time, but can be less certain of the 
reaction/behaviour of the other people involved. Participation is important, since a 
solution has to be found. Formed opinions and reactions are more elaborate, since it is 
more difficult to emphasise with others. In this situation people find it comforting to rely 
on established (social) rules. 

Levels of involvement

Unimportant content                Familiar people Interested but less involved

Unfamiliar people Important content Interested but distantly involved

Uninterested and less involved Highly interested and emotionally involved

Table 6.2. People can be more or less motivated to participate, dependent on their level of involvement. This table 

displays these four levels of involvement. 

6.3 Success - satisfaction during and after a participation process 
Malone et al. (2009) state, that people are motivated to participate because of the factors 
love, money and glory. However, from the research results described in the previous 
chapter can be concluded that it is difficult for people to envision the overall results of a 
participation process. Love, money and glory are results of a participation process and 
therefore may fall under the scope of success.
There can be concluded, that there are four aspects that satisfy people during and after 
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responsibility. Expectations are lower and they are more willing to ‘fight’, in order to get 
what they need, want or deserve. The care function of authority will be levelled down to 
a signal-, a support- and a do not obstruct function. Nevertheless it is evident to make 
people aware that they are responsible for their own contributions. What they say and do, 
will have consequences for themselves and for others.

In the session there is made a clear difference between individual dependency and collective 
dependency or dependency on authority. When people are responsible for their own affairs, 
they are more likely to defend their interests: “2C-DV Het zijn dan meer de middenstand 
mensen die ik voor ogen heb, de winkel is van hun, dus de leefomgeving, maakt voor hun 
ook heel erg veel uit. Ze moeten het betalen vanuit hun eigen portemonnee en willen klanten 
binding krijgen en op het moment dat de leefomgeving dan niet prettig is zullen zij dan ook 
veel minder snel hun winkeltje kunnen en willen openen”.

The last parameter is support, since co-creation does not happen automatically and 
demands an interactive facilitator. Although it has to be kept in mind that the initiative 
always has to come from people themselves, participation otherwise will feel forced. It is 
evident that people feel self-confident enough to express themselves, which can be done 
by guiding and supporting them in a positive and un-obstructive way. It can be difficult for 
people to express themselves or to imagine a proposed solution. Supporting people with 
visuals will give them the opportunity to communicate in a common language. Simulating 
the impact of people their ideas and wishes will give them more insight and confidence in 
an end result. People should not be confronted with aspects that are too difficult for them, 
complicated issues should be left to experts.

In discussions it often becomes clear that people cannot make a representation of a 
proposal. This often leads to unnecessary conflicts and delay in a process: “3-IP Hoe zie 
je dat, ik kan me daar nou niet echt een voorstelling van maken... 3-MK Nou ja, ik kan me 
voorstellen dat je van 1 op de 1000 naar de 5 op de 1000 kan gaan. 3-IP Hoeveel kost dat...”.

The six parameters described above, certainty, communication, sympathy, freedom, 
responsibility and support, form the main foundation for the construction phases that 
follow in the next chapters.

feedback. From the start people should know how a procedure works, what is expected 
from them, how much time it will cost them and what will happen with their contribution. 
During a process people should be invited to think freely, yet should know that there are 
some constant factors that they need to take into account. After a participation process it 
is evident that the result is communicated to all people involved.

The initiative ‘Verbeter de Buurt’ is a clear platform with a simple process, clear feedback is 
given multiple times during this process: “N-EI Wow een erg simpel maar effectief initiatief, 
ik heb meteen het kruispunt voor mijn deur aangekaart. De regels en het proces zijn duidelijk, 
aan de feedback te zien wordt mijn actie ondersteund. Wordt dat dan ook echt uitgevoerd?”. 

Sympathy is a parameter that provides people with the possibility to relate to other citizens 
and authority. Since, in order to work together, people have to understand each other, 
as well as accept and respect each other. Differences in people their social, cultural 
and educational background can make communication difficult. People find a smaller 
community easier to oversee and trust, because they are more familiar with the reactions 
and behaviour of others. In order to form a community people need insight in other people 
their character and they need a face and a name to direct their input to. People feel more 
comfortable in their interaction with others when they have a common base of information 
and are able to rely on established (social) rules. Besides raising sympathy for fellow 
participants, it is important to provide insight in the identity of authority.

The consideration to approach a fellow citizen is continuously made. The level of empathy 
for a person vital in the decision to interfere in a situation or to walk away: “2C-MK Als je wat 
zegt, maak je wel een inschatting tegen wie zeg je wat, dat doe je dan weer wel. Er zijn wel 
eens mensen waarvan ik denk, laat ik dat maar niet doen. Soms is er gewoon een verschil 
in cultuur”.

Freedom is the parameter people need to act, choose and decide, since people are fond 
of their liberty and become more and more individual. The Netherlands is described as 
a free and open country, where discussion is possible and everybody should have the 
same rights and possibilities. To not restrict people, it is evident that people must have the 
opportunity to decide for themselves which topics they find important and that they can 
participate in a for them comfortable manner. This means that different types of people 
have to be able to participate in different ways. During a process they should be free to 
‘walk in & out’, without having to spend much time or fulfilling the whole procedure. 

In a discussion about a park in Rotterdam the large amount of legislation is raised. This 
legislation conflicts with the desire of freedom that is associated with a park: “4A-GM 
Net zeiden jullie dat er best veel regulering is en standaardisatie. Je hebt daardoor een 
eenvormigheid, deze mensen willen juist diversiteit en ongedwongenheid, individualiteit”.

The fifth parameter is responsibility. People themselves want to be responsible for 
their own affairs and interactions with others, without interference of authority. They 
are convinced that a smaller more transparent community leads to more personal 
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In this chapter was aimed to set-out a future vision on participation and co-creation for 
citizens in the public domain. This vision is based on the information retrieved from the 
previous chapters of this thesis. However, it has to be kept in mind that it is an ideology, 
that in large extend is inspired by the goal, that I as researcher and designer have set-
out to accomplish. There is chosen to work from-out an interaction vision that describes 
the envisioned participation process from beginning to end. This, because the context of 
the to be designed participation process, already provides citizens with an experience in 
which several of the participation parameters are interwoven. Furthermore it provides a 
base and tells a more inspiring story to start sketching and designing from. 

‘An invitation to choose between multiple easy to walk paths, some short some long, but 
all leading to success’.  

Above, the vision is stated in the form of a metaphor. There is emphasised that people are 
welcomed in a community, are free to make choices and ideally always reach the goal they 
set-out to reach. Figure 7.1, displayed on page 76, illustrates the vision in the form of an 
info graphic in which an active, willing and passive path is represented. Furthermore, there 
is elaborated on the vision in the form of a process description. In the following chapters, 
the interaction vision is utilised as a constant factor and is interwoven with the designed 
concepts.

7. A desired future interaction

Interaction Vision

Figure 7.1. The figure above represents the interaction vision described in chapter 

seven. Three participation paths can be differentiated. In the active path (right), a 

citizen is triggered by a certain situation and opens a participation process. In the 

path displayed in the middle citizens are informed about available participation 

processes and are invited to react. In the third path (left), the citizen remains 

passive. After a process closes, a decision has to be made and feedback provided.

X100
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A process will endure for a limited amount of time, which is defined up-front by authority. 
During this time people have the opportunity to take part in a process whenever they want. 
When a process has ended people are able to envision the outcome and can evaluate the 
quality of their solution in a visual way. 

People can, when graspable, decide to execute the solution themselves or can get help 
from a team of experts. When an issue is solved or a solution is adopted, all people 
involved are provided with feedback and get a last chance to react. In the end people can 
feel satisfied about their individual or collective accomplishment and can feel motivated to 
enter another fun and interesting participation process.

7.1 Graphical representation
This section explains the interaction vision as illustrated in figure 7.1, displayed on page 
76. The first two steps of the image are nonrecurrent, the citizen is welcomed in the 
community and receives the means to participate, in the form of an invitational present. In 
the third step they are asked to set-up their profile and preferences. 
After this step, they are ready to start participating. Three paths open up: an active, willing 
and passive path. The active path, is chosen when people themselves are triggered by 
a personal event and want to start participating. In the willing path, people are informed 
and are able to react on entries from others. While the passive path offers citizen the 
choice to not participate or participate unconsciously. Each path offers a possibility to  
decide to return or walk the path backwards. Furthermore, there can be made a choice 
to participate more or less elaborate. At the end of the three paths, all paths are merged 
together and a decision is made, after which feedback is provided. The full interaction of 
the process is described in the next section.

7.2 A future interaction
Dutch citizens who turn eighteen will be welcomed in the community. The neighbourhood 
representative, a spokes person who always can be approached for help and support, 
will give them a birthday present. In this present they will find a small, simple and easy to 
use means, with which they freely can take part in society. The representative will show 
them how the means works, what is expected from them and what will happen with their 
contributions. He informs people about their participation rights and responsibilities, but 
also informs them about the rules and boundaries. Before people can start participating 
they are helped by the representative, who acts as a big brother, to create a personal 
profile. This profile will help them in their social interaction with others, by giving them an 
overview over their participatory environment. 

Together or individually people are free to consciously and unconsciously participate every 
moment of the day. They can take interest in public issues that are connected to their own 
individual dreams and wishes. In every day situations they will be informed about the 
for them important topics, which are created by the authority or by fellow citizens. Right 
there and then they can decide to enter a participation process without having to make 
additional effort. Intuitively or more elaborate they can decide, how they are going to 
handle a situation,  actively, less actively or passively. All three forms of participation are 
based on visuals, short statements and actions. 

People who participate more actively will get more responsibility by weighing their input 
heavier for the issue concerned. When more people participate in a topic, the topic will 
get more important and more resources will be available. Within each process people are 
free to express themselves, just as fellow participants are free to give positive critique or 
compliments. 
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The foundation for this chapter is formed by the interaction vision described in the previous 
chapter and the participation parameters concluded on earlier. There was decided to 
focus on the parameters sympathy and support. Mainly, because these two parameters 
appeared to be relatively new compared to the existing initiatives that currently facilitate 
citizen participation. However, simultaneously there was identified that more knowledge 
about both aspects was needed, in order to start generating solutions. Therefore there 
was decided to first form a foundation for idea sketching, based on a variety of literature 
sources. This foundation can be found in section 6.1. First, the meaning and possibilities 
to generate sympathy are investigated on. This, led to two design questions concerning 
the parameter sympathy, in which was questioned: ‘how can you make situations 
interdependent and how can you stimulate people to take each others perspective’. After 
which, there was investigated on the impact of future technology and how this technology 
can support citizens to participate in the public domain of 2030. Resulting in a design 
question for the parameter support, wherein was questioned: ‘how can you support 
people to visualise, envision and simulated their ideas, dreams and wishes’. Finally, there 
was decided to add another design question for the parameter communication: ‘how can 
you communicate a flexible process (roadmap) with clear and short feedback loops’. This, 
because the researcher experienced difficulty to understand some of the processes of the 
existing initiatives described in section 5.2. From which was concluded that a clear and 
easy to follow participation process is an important aspect. 
The generated design questions were used to start sketching from and form the base of 
section 6.2, in which the idea generation process is described. Four rough ideas were 

8. From ideas to concepts
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produces higher levels of perspective taking among interactants. Interdependence 
refers to all situations where the outcomes of situational participants are affected by the 
behaviour of everyone involved. Actors attempt to predict others’ behaviour before making 
a choice among alternatives, since obtaining a valued outcome, whether egoistic or pro-
social, generally depends on the intersection of one’s own and others’ choices. Individuals 
only realise the strategy they should pursue after taking into account the various possible 
outcomes that result from their own and the other’s choices. The attempt to anticipate 
the other’s behaviour requires perspective taking. Perspective taking serves as the means 
through which we feel what others feel, evaluate others’ behaviours and anticipate others’ 
actions. Rather than simply focusing attention on another, perspective taking “involves 
imagining how that person is affected by his or her situation”, which can be done by role 
taking.

Characteristically dependent - Individuals generally prefer mutual cooperation, but are 
uncertain about others’ motivations or intentions. Mutual trust solves this problem: since 
high trusters believe that others will likely cooperate, their fear of being exploited is 
mitigated and uncertainty about one’s outcome is minimised, thus making cooperation a 
more attractive choice. High trusters are able to predict others’ behaviour and attend to 
subtle informational cues because of their greater perspective taking abilities. Pro-socials 
are likely to take another’s perspective, while pro-selves are only concerned with their own 
outcomes. Pro-selves will therefore be less likely to take the other’s perspective and are 
less likely to feel sympathy for the other. 

The possibilities that are relationally and characteristically dependent are highly 
connected to individuals and are difficult to facilitate by an artificial means. The three 
situation dependent possibilities however, are less person dependent and are easier to 
be simulated. Situation manipulation, behaviour prediction and perspective taking are 
therefore suitable to integrate into the design of a concept, in order to increase sympathy. 
Thus, these aspects were adopted to proceed with.

8.1.2 Support to visualise, envision and simulate
Future analysts of the website Future Timeline (2011), predict that technological 
possibilities will develop rapidly in the following twenty years. Nowadays, already there 
can be perceived various examples of emerging technologies, which possibly form a base 
for the technologies of the future. Some of these technological examples already provide 
information used to improve the public domain. For example, Googles’ ability to predict 
epidemics by analysing users’ Internet searches (Time, 2011). Businessweek in 2007 
even predicted, that Google could become the main computer of the world. A similar 
example, could be observed when the disastrous earthquake hit Japan. By analysing 
people their ‘Twitter’ and ‘Facebook’ messages it was possible to map the sequence 
in which the earthquake hit Japan, faster then the seismograph equipment could send 
out the data (Telegraph UK, 2011). After the earthquake, a crowdsourcing website was 

worked out into concepts and each were ranked in a confrontation matrix. In the end, 
there was decided to not choose one of the concepts, but to make a combination of 
the strong aspects of every one of the four concepts. First, there is elaborated on the 
foundation for idea sketching. After which, the idea generation process, idea sketches 
and final concepts are presented. In the final section of this chapter the concept that was 
chosen as a foundation can be found. This concept was combined with strong parts of the 
other concepts, which is described in the next chapter.

8.1 Foundation for idea sketching
In chapter six there is concluded that sympathy and support are important factors for 
public participation. The ability to work together is increased by letting people sympathise 
with each other and supporting people to visualise, envision and simulate enables them to 
participate. To translate these parameters into design sketches, it is evident to understand 
how people sympathise with one another and how people can be supported. Subsections 
8.1.1 and 8.1.2 investigate on the two parameters.  

8.1.1 Sympathy for your fellow citizens
In the paper Sympathy and Public Order, from Irwin et al. (2008), sympathy is defined as 
an affective response that arises from the “comprehension of another’s emotional state 
or condition, which is not the same as what the other person is feeling (or is expected to 
feel) but consists of feelings of sorrow or concern for the other”. Sympathy entails first 
taking the others’ perspective given the situation they face, and then feeling compassion 
or concern for the other. This can occur not only when another is in direct need, but also if 
one anticipates that his or her actions could potentially hurt the other. Irwin et al., confirm 
that sympathy between people decreases individualism and stimulates collaboration 
in social dilemmas. On the question: ‘how to increase the level of empathy between 
strangers’, Irwin et al. raises several possibilities that are relational depended, situational 
depended or characteristically depended.

Relationally dependent - An individuals’ level of “attachment” derives primarily from 
personal contact, and provides an emotional bond upon which a relationship is built. The 
more positively an individual feels about another and their relationship, the more likely that 
individual is to feel sympathy if a need is perceived. Positive evaluations are more likely 
if the other is similar to you, if they have a good reputation, or are physically attractive. 
Interpersonal evaluations then serve as a “cognitive filter” that fosters the likelihood of 
sympathy. If initial evaluations are positive, the individual is more likely to invest in the 
relationship, and is more likely to feel sympathy for another. Negative evaluations can lead 
to avoidance, where the relationship has no chance of progressing, and thus sympathy is 
improbable.

Situation dependent - Sympathy is greater in situations of interdependence compared 
to situations where individuals’ outcomes are independent because interdependence 
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document in existence has now been digitally encoded, backed up and archived online. 
These documents can be retrieved and analysed using real-time speech commands, 
translated from any of the world’s 6,000 languages and accessed via 3D holographic 
imaging.
Next to the merge of Web 4.0, also other technologies make the possibility of large scale 
citizens participation in 2030 more realistic. Several technological developments in the 
following twenty years, are predicted and described by the futurologists of Future Timeline 
(illustrated in figure 8.1-8.3). These futurologists state, that it will become possible to ‘text 
by thinking’ through a sensor-mounted headset with brain-machine interface technology, 
which analyses brain waves and converts them into digital signals. This allows completely 
hands-free texting, effectively creating a form of electronic telepathy. Another similar 
example is the predicted possibility to ‘read people their minds’ by ‘non-invasive’ 
sensors. These observe a person’s emotional state, facial expression, body language, 
body temperature, heart rate, breathing pattern and other cues. Analysed together, these 
factors can determine people their intentions.
Interactions in the intelligent city are automated and non-physical. In for example 
supermarkets, items are simply ‘scanned’ as they pass out of the door. The customer 
is identified by a chip in their card or with a prepayment transponder obtained from a 
vending machine outside the store. Transactions are then generated over the Internet. 
Customers can also utilise augmented reality to quickly locate shop items. A shopping list 
on their mobile phone or glasses can direct them to the appropriate aisle and shelf. 
The technological possibilities mentioned above, could make it possible to non-
obstructively monitor people their behaviour. Besides interpreting people their behaviour 
it probably will remain important to inform and involve people. Communication techniques 
will also develop tremendously. Tthe first steps will be visible in the rise of augmented 
reality, 3D imaging, e-paper, e-dating and distant video conferencing.  

Figure 8.2. 3D holographic television screen, 3D holographic environment and 3D holographic screen 

advertisements (Future Timeline©).

Breakthroughs in rewritable and erasable systems will make it possible to mass-market 
truly 3D holographic television displays. The screens can either be fixed to a wall, or placed 
horizontally on a table. After perfection of this technology entire rooms can be turned into 
holographic environments. With these holographic wall screens wholly lifelike computer 
generated images can be displayed, characters and environments can be recreated. The 
subtlest of facial features, expressions, movements, lighting and other physical effects 

launched, to let people submit their measured radiation levels. This made it possible to 
get an accurate and very rapid overview over radiation levels, without asking people to do 
much effort (BBC UK, 2011). Another promising technological development to enlarge the 
possibility to support participation is IBMs’ computer that beat Jeopardy. ‘Watson’ is a 
supercomputer that has self-awareness, can learn and assess, is able to direct its search 
and interpret human language. This super computer might make it possible to analyse and 
interpret complicated human messages and opinion streams. (Super computer Watson - 
Techrepublic, 2011). 

As described above, technology already is capable of facilitating people with information 
that can help them to visualise and envision. In the future, supporting technologies will 
only develop and will get even more independent from human operation. By 2030, the 
pace of change is predicted to be so great that it seems as if an entire century of progress 
has already occurred in the first three decades. Scientific breakthroughs appear to be 
happening with startling frequency, especially in the fields of computing, nanotechnology, 
medicine and neuroscience. Comparable to the on forehand unimaginable sequence 
of breakthroughs of the 20th century. The predicted developments are among others 
reflected in the use of the Internet. In 2020 the number of Internet users has reached 
almost 5 billion, which compares with 1.7 billion users in 2010.
 

Figure 8.1. Intelligent city/informational layers, powerful 3D holographic search engines and text by thinking 

(MIT© (left), Future Timeline© (middle/right)).

From 2030 on, web 4.0 will be the next generation of Internet. Semantic analysing 
programs, which are evolved into forms of artificial intelligence, will perform a huge range 
of automated tasks for business, government and consumers. The online applications 
hunt for textual and visual data, by combining subtle capabilities of humans (such as 
pattern recognition) with ways in which machines are already superior (such as speed 
and memory). In addition to serving as highly advanced search engines, they are playing 
a major function in the real world, by gathering information from sensors, cameras and 
other tracking devices now present in the environment, on vehicles, and even on people 
themselves. This network of ambient intelligence, implemented in cities can be seen as 
a sense-able city in which, place, behaviour and interaction can be monitored (Martino 
et al. MIT, 2010). With the merge of the intelligent city, privacy and civil liberties issues 
will be raised, this new generation of the Internet promises to bring enormous benefits to 
society. In addition, information will be widely accessible, since practically every physical 
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8.2 Idea generation
Intentionally there was decided to conduct the idea generation individually, instead of 
choosing for a creative session. An advantage of a collective creative session is that a 
large amount of data, in the form of new inspiring ideas is generated. On the contrary, 
it consumes a large amount of time to organise a good session, to gather the right 
participants and to process all the data in an ordered manner (Tassoul, 2009). Therefore 
there was chosen to conduct the generation of ideas individually. However, to warrant 
significance and prevent repetition, the clustering of ideas was done with the judgement of 
a second designer. In total there were reserved two hours to complete the idea generation 
and one day to execute a three phase clustering of all the ideas. This section describes the 
method applied, after which the collected data and results will be presented.

8.2.1 Method
To conduct the individual creative session, there was made use of the creative methods 
described in the book Creative Facilitation, from Tassoul (2009). The design questions 
(HCY’s: How Can You?), formulated earlier in this chapter, provided the input for the session 
and were written on individual pieces of paper. Per design question there was decided to 
constrain the sketching time to half an hour. This, in order to keep a fresh mind and not 
repeat oneself. Sketching was done on post-its, in order to make later on clustering easier. 
Every sketch was accompanied by a clarifying statement to not accidentally loose the 
essence of the drawing. After generating an idea, the post-it was randomly stuck on the 
paper with the corresponding HCY.

After a two hour session, the post-its were clustered per HCY, in a process of three phases. 
In the first phase, ideas were intuitively clustered according to similarity and overlap. These 
clusters were named according to the common factor within the ideas. In the second 
clustering the ideas within the same name category were compared to each other and 
were assigned with a weight of -/-, +/- or +/+. The ideas valued with a weight of +/+ were 
the ideas with the most potential and the largest resolution in relation to the concerning 
parameter. In the third step the ideas valued with +/+ were arranged in a morphological 
setting and ideas from different categories were clustered. Resulting into a number of four 
clusters, which formed the base for the four final idea sketches.

8.2.2 Data
A two hour individual creative session resulted into approximately 200 partial ideas for 
the four HCY’s in total. These ideas were clustered in the three phase clustering process, 
which is illustrated in table 8.1. Where furthermore is demonstrated how partial ideas are 
clustered into a final morphological sequence. From a number of morphological sequences 
there was decided to elaborate on the morphological sequences with the most potential, 
which resulted in four final sequences. 

can be visualised. Meanwhile, Google Earth has become so realistic that users can browse 
and move around in a smooth, photographic-quality 3D environment, with moving cars 
and day/night cycles. These screens can be applied in intelligent advertising, as could be 
seen in the movie Minority Report (2002), were advertising becomes a personal matter 
and the target group is directly approached. People can be identified by micro-sensors 
and adverts are then customised depending on the interests and lifestyle of the person in 
question. Within these adverts a localised sound message is delivered, that only a single 
person can hear. This means that even in crowded situations, the adverts can be made 
personal and unique. Telecommuting is another field where 3D holographic screens will 
be applied. People will have the option to work flexible from any location. Near-paperless 
offices are becoming a reality, among others because of the option of 3D distant video 
conferences, which makes it possible to collaborate over great distances. 

Figure 8.3. Foldable/printable electronics and operation by gesture control (Future Timeline© (left), Nokia© 

(middle)).

The mobile phone as we know it today will go through an evolution. Printed electronics will 
make it possible to create a whole new generation of ultra-thin electronics. Many previously 
bulky and heavy devices can now be folded, stored or carried as easily as sheets of paper. 
This includes flexible television displays that can be rolled or hung like posters, wearable 
mobile phones, electronic newspapers with moving pictures, disposable notebooks, 
‘smart’ packaging and labels with animated text. Multimedia players with expandable, 
fold-out touch-screens will have the size and weight of credit cards and can easily fit 
inside a wallet. With petabytes of storage, giga-pixels of screen resolution and super fast 
transfer speeds, they are millions of times more powerful than iPads. They will also be 
completely wireless, no cables or physical connections of any kind are required and full 
operation by gestures will become possible.

From this section, it becomes clear that by the year 2030 there will be a variety of new 
technologies. With the developments of the 20th century in mind, it is reasonable to say 
that current unimaginable technologies to visualise, envision and simulate will become 
available. Still, it has to be realised that all technologies described above are predictions, 
meaning that brainstorming about such a large timespan can be dangerous. Therefore, 
this section is used as indication of what might become possible in twenty years. The 
information was used mostly to get inspired and learn about possible ways to support 
citizens in 2030 to visualise, envision and simulate.
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8.2.3 Result
The four morphological sequences resulting from the creative session and the clustering, 
were elaborated on and further extended. Which resulted in four complete sketches, that 
each resemble an initial product idea. These unpolished idea sketches are displayed in 
figure 8.4 and are the precursors of the concepts displayed in section 8.3. 

Figure 8.4. The four idea sketches, based on the morphological clusters. These four sketches were the foundation 

for the concepts displayed in the figures 8.5-8.8 (displayed on page 91-94).

8.3 Four different concepts
The idea sketches were developed into complete concepts. Figures 8.5-8.8 (displayed on 
page 91-94), illustrate the overall idea of each concept with an introduction and a general 
image. The functionality and interaction of the concepts are illustrated in numbered 
segments, accompanied by text and clarifying images.
All of the concepts are aimed to facilitate citizens to participate and co-create in the public 
domain. In each concept participation and co-creation are interwoven in a different manner, 
although all concepts provide citizens with the ability to share information, ideas, solutions 
or complaints. Different from traditional co-creation methods, this not necessarily means 
that people have to be physically together at the same time and place. Since they now can 
build on each others ideas and work together with authority separate from each other, in 
the form of a guided process. The concepts are explained briefly on the next page. 

Clustering #1
Metaphors

Clustering #2
Weight

Clustering #3
Morphological

‘Photoshop the world around 
you’

-/- +/-            +/+

Table 8.1. Three example clusters, illustrating the three clustering steps executed to cluster the generated ideas. 
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Concept 1 - Photoshop the world around you
With a pen shaped device citizens are provided with the opportunity to directly ventilate 
their opinion on the surrounding. They are free to draw solutions together or to leave 
messages for others. Authority can make people aware about larger participation 
processes with a virtual canvas. The more people agree the more realistic a drawing will 
become and the more chance it will be executed.
 
Concept 2 - Walk about
With a small clip-on device citizens are able to select objects in their direct environment. 
After they selected an object they are provided with a roadmap. They can approve a 
situation as it is, select an off the shelf solution or they can decide to visualise their own 
idea or solution. During this ‘roadtrip’ they are asked to choose a path towards a solution, 
on this path they encounter aspects like costs, effort and time.

Concept 3 - Community control
Citizens can keep track of ‘hot’ topics in their neighbourhood by addressing the holographic 
wallscreen in their district. On this screen they can see the consensus of fellow citizens in 
the form of a scenario. An ultra thin remote control gives them the opportunity to create 
a new topic or influence an existing topic. Scenarios melt together into a final solution, 
which eventually will be executed.

Concept 4 - On or off the record
With this device citizens are able to consciously choose how they want to handle a 
situation, ‘Off the record’ = together or ‘On the record’ = with help from authority. They 
can make this choice after forming the agenda by verbally describing a topic. Whereupon 
possible supporters will get visible and can be invited to help. Due to direct contact 
between fellow citizens and between citizens and authority neighbourhood issues can be 
handled more efficient. 

In the following four pages these concepts are illustrated. After these illustrations the four 
concepts are evaluated in a confrontation matrix.
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8.4 Validation per concept

Criteria Weight Concepts

Derived from participation 

parameters and list of requirements 

and wishes

Photoshop 

the world 

around you

Walk about Community 

control

On or Off the 

record

1-5 - -     +/-    ++     - -     +/-    ++    - -     +/-    ++     - -     +/-    ++     

Certainty 5 0 5 5 0

Clear rules and boundaries    3 -3 3 3 0

        A fun and meaningful process       3 3 0 0 0

        Moderation (person to direct to)       3 0 0 0 0

Communication 5 5 5 5 0

Clear participation process    3 0 3 3 0

        Easy to enter a process       3 3 3 0 0

        Sufficient feedback       3 3 3 3 0

Sympathy 5 5 0 0 5

Possibility to relate to others    5 5 0 0 5

        Interdependent situations       4 4 4 4 4

        Take anothers perspective       4 0 4 4 4

Freedom 5 5 0 0 5

To choose your own approach    3 3 0 0 3

         Enter a process when you want       3 3 -3 -3 3

         To express yourself       3 3 -3 0 3

Responsibility 5 5 -5 0 5

Possibility to act on your own behalf    3 3 0 -3 3

         To choose your own topics         3 3 3 3 3

         Community can take control       3 3 -3 0 3

Support 5 0 5 0 -5

Help to visualise, envision & simulate    5 0 5 5 -5

         Guidance in the process       4 -4 4 -4 -5

         Help to evaluate your ideas       4 4 0 4 -5

-7 0 51 -14 0 47 -10 0 39 -20 0 46

Total 44 33 29 26

Table 8.2. Confrontation matrix with the participation parameters, criteria and an assigned weight.
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Receive notifications - It is evident that people are not hindered by the process and that 
they are only addressed when a situation or topic is relevant for them. Therefore, people 
themselves can adjust the frequency of notifications and notifications are regulated by a 
smart element that continuously learns from their profile, personal interest and choices. 
Notifying people is an important element in the interaction and can be seen as part of the 
trigger to participate or not. 

Leave messages for others - The possibility to leave messages behind for fellow citizens 
provides people with power, yet also with the responsibility to deal with issues within the 
community. The barrier to approach somebody could be lower when there can be sought 
contact through a message. Messaging furthermore can be used as a fun element in the 
neighbourhood, to organise and accomplish ambitions. It can become a social element 
which binds a neighbourhood, where obviously the same moderation in communication 
will be applied as in the drawing function.

Semi-permanent canvases - Authority can attract attention for its ambitions on the 
holographic canvas projections. With these canvasses, that are permanently visible, 
authority can take interest in the needs from citizens. It provides authority with the 
possibility to notify people about large changes in the city or on national problems, on 
which cannot be commented in the direct environment. Next to asking input from citizens, 
this functionality can also be used to provide citizens with feedback.

Living city - The functionality of the living city is a more decorative element meant to 
communicate a shared process and goal. Seeing ideas, spread out over the city, grow and 
become more realistic can let people feel more close to their community. It gives them 
feedback about their input and they can see that something is happening continuously 
with their contribution. 

Next to elements of the concept ‘Photoshop the world around you’ also some of the 
elements from the other concepts were adopted. Here these elements are explained 
briefly. All elements together formed the input for the next chapter. 

Walk about concept, Gestural interface - The interaction with the ‘Walk about’ concept, 
makes participation very fast and intuitive. There is no need to physically handle a device 
and direct interaction with the environment can be simulated.
 
Community control concept, Verbal input & Simulation - In the third concept ‘Community 
control’ people can formulate their input verbally. Something that makes the barrier to  
participate lower, since interaction is easier and faster. Furthermore, citizens are provided 
with simulation of an end result, something that is useful in decision-making. 
 
On or Off the record, Choice who to address - In the last concept, citizens can choose 
who they want to address, which is an aspect that increases freedom and responsibility. 

8.4.1 Confrontation matrix
All of the four concepts have potential, yet contain different strengths and weaknesses. 
To verify which aspects of each concept have most potential, a confrontation matrix 
was made (table 8.2, previous page). This matrix consists of criteria that were based on 
the participation parameters and the list of requirements and wishes, derived from the 
conclusions drawn in chapter six. 
Each of the criteria were given a weight, where the sub-criteria of the parameters of 
sympathy and support are valued with a higher weight, since these were considered more 
important and influential. The sub-criteria provide more depth by giving insight in several 
aspects of each of the parameters. 

8.4.2 Foundational concept to elaborate on 
The concept ‘Photoshop the world around you’ was valued highest in the confrontation 
matrix and was adopted to be the foundation for development. It is a concept that fits the 
interaction vision and provides people with the choice to participate more or less actively 
or passively. All of the different elements of the concept have potential and are related 
to one or more of the participation parameters. The function of each element is defined 
according to the segments in the concept presentation, displayed earlier in figure 8.8.

Select objects and people in public space and request information - The functionality of 
requesting information about objects and other people in public space empowers people, 
in a sense that the required knowledge can support them to form a more elaborate opinion 
about for them important aspects. The opportunity to learn more about fellow citizens in 
public space can help people to sympathise with each other. A situation will feel more 
familiar, which is expected to increase people their sense of certainty. 

Adopt solutions from others - Adopting solutions from others, help people to differentiate 
individual and collective goals. The more votes the more realistic a drawing will become 
and the more likely a solution will be executed and will become reality. This construction 
supports people to envision an end result, provides people with the opportunity to see 
other people their perspective about solutions and communicates the end of a process.

Draw solutions together in public space - Providing people with the possibility to draw and 
comment in their direct environment gives them an immediate voice. It is a functionality 
with a relatively large amount of freedom and people are responsible for their own 
contributions. Obviously future technology will be used to moderate interactions between 
people and obstruct harming comments or drawings. This functionality binds all other 
functionalities and is considered as principal element in the concept. Currently there is 
lacking an interface for this functionality, an interface that specifies the interaction between 
all the elements. In this interface it furthermore is important that people are provided with 
sufficient feedback from authority.
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The previous chapter ended with a combination of strong points derived from each of 
the four concepts. These points are merged together in this chapter and provide a first 
iteration of the final concept. First, the functionality and technology will be explained. 
Then, the visual language and the preliminary interface will be presented. Whereupon, 
the accompanying gestures necessary to interact with the system will be explained. 
Four process paths were constructed, the path of a message, co-creation, co-creation 
feedback and finalised process. Each path is illustrated with a scenario, a flow chart of 
the process and the matching interface frames. Ingredients that formed the input for the 
evaluation, on which is elaborated in the next chapter.

9.1 Functionality and technology
In this section there is elaborated on the type of device(s) that could facilitate the participation 
platform, concerning functionality and technology. First, there is elaborated on the means 
that will be provided to citizens in 2030. After which, the different functionalities will be 
explained.

9.1.1 A means independent from technological developments
In section 8.4 there was decided to adopt the gestural interaction from the ‘Walk about’ 
concept. In this concept the interaction is carried by an ultra thin clip-on device. However, 
due to other arguments concerning functionality and technology, there was decided to just 
provide people with a personal card. The card represents a personal licence, with which a 

9. Four concepts combined into one
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then in public space. The entries citizens submit are displayed in non-continuously visible 
participation points represented by holographic icons. When a participation point is 
interesting for a citizen, depending on a persons’ profile, a notification is received. After 
which there can be decided to make the participation point visible or not.

The second functionality, ‘Authorities initiative’, based on the element ‘Public Canvasses’, 
gives authority the possibility to take initiative. They can gather input from citizens, by 
placing a continuously visible participation point in the public domain, representing a 
location of which they want to gather citizens’ input. 

The third functionality, ‘Information & Feedback’, based on the element ‘Living City’, is a 
communication tool that serves to provide citizens as well as authority with information 
about participatory environment. This functionality forms a participation base, that can 
be operated from people their home environment. Providing the possibility to adjust your 
profile, scan developments in the city and lay connections between these developments.

Functionality Location Addressing Paths Platform

Citizen initiative On specific 

location in 

the city

Citizens Citizens

Authority

Messaging, Co-creation, CC-

Feedback, Finalised process

Portable devices

Authorities 

initiative

On specific 

location in 

the city

Authority Citizens Messaging, Co-creation, CC-

Feedback, Finalised process

Wall screens

Profile 

adjustments 

and overall 

information and 

feedback

Home or 

authority 

offices

System Citizens

Authority

Layers with information 

and feedback. Showing 

participation points, emotions 

and movements in the city

Citizens’ home 

installations and 

authorities’ data 

bases

Table 9.1. Three functionalities of the concept.

The three functionalities all can be carried by several of the future anticipated platforms, 
investigated on in section 8.1.2. There is envisioned that the first functionality will be carried 
by a portable device, like virtual-reality glasses or a devise that contains a small portable 
3D holographic projector. The device that carries the second functionality, is deliberately 
set-out by authority and is envisioned as 3D holographic projectors. The device that is 
envisioned to carry the third functionality, is a 3D holographic television, presumingly a 
device people will possess in 2030.

9.2 Holographic interface, gestures & voice recognition
From the concept ‘Photoshop the world around you’ there was derived, that a 3D 
holographic representation, would be a qualified interface for future participation. 
Current augmented technology, already allows us to view an additional layer through our 

citizen can use the participation software, a form of cloud computing (figure 9.1). Meaning, 
that by carrying the card with them, people are facilitated with the possibility to use the 
devices they possess in their homes, carry with them in their daily lives or find in the public 
domain. A functionality that meets the argument, that people do not want to carry around 
or pay for additional devices, in order to participate. Furthermore, it makes the concept 
less dependent on future technological developments, since the interaction can be carried 
by whatever platform. 

Portable devices

Wall screens

Data bases

Home installations

Figure 9.1. The personal card, provides citizens with a licence to use the participation software on a large 

variety of devices: portable devices (3D holographic phones, -pens, -projectors or -glasses),  home installations 

(3D holographic televisions or -computers), data bases and wallscreens. To compose this figure, examples of 

products that could be available within twenty years were gathered from different sources. 

9.1.2 Three functionalities serving different participation paths
The choice to work with a personal licence, carried by a card, opens up the possibility 
to let people use the devices that surround them to participate. In consequence, it is 
also possible to incorporate the three functionalities derived from the concept ‘Photoshop 
the world’: ‘Drawing in Public Space’, ‘Public Canvasses’ and ‘Living City’. The three 
functionalities were renamed and are displayed and clarified in table 9.1. 

The first functionality ‘Citizens initiative’, based on the element ‘Drawing in public space’, 
gives people the opportunity to take action on their own initiative. This direct interaction, 
allows them to communicate their ideas to the community or authority, right there and 
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9.3 Visual language and interface
From the research on existing initiatives there was concluded, that it is important to 
communicate a process and the process steps in a clear and structured way. The design 
of an interface can be experienced as positive and is welcoming and fun. Yet, an interface 
can also be confusing, which can lead to miscommunication and irritation. All aspects that 
can enable people to participate in a more or less easy way. The visual language and the 
interface structure are displayed in figure 9.3. 

Person icon Address Co-creation process (CC)

CC-Feedback process (CC-F)

Finalised CC-F process (F)

Message process (MSG)

Choices offered: path icons,

emotions, images, person icons

Location pointer and due date

Menu centre

Due date

Mic mode (off) Send

Mic mode (on) Go to send

Figure 9.3. Visual language.

The graphical design of the interface was experienced as difficult. This, because already 
the backgrounds are busy and irregular, since they change according to the location 
of the situation. A similar graphical representation was found in the subtitles displayed 
under video footage, since these also have to be displayed over a busy and irregular 
background. Therefore there was decided to adopt the black and white design of the 
subtitles to form the base of the visual language. For the design of the icons there was 
assumed, that current applied icons will be used as well in the coming years. This, since 
shapes from the past, like an old microphone, trash can or calendar are still used as icons 
and function as a metaphor. Mainly, because digital technology is too intangible and does 
not have features that are immediately recognisable for people (Kaptelinin & Czerwinski, 
2007). The interface structure is based on the gestures described in the previous section. 
By placing the input in the middle and the items arranged around in a circle, the grab, drag 
and release movement can be used in every interface frame. It furthermore provides the 
possibility to arrange and scroll through the generated entries or images. On the circle the 
entries are arranged according to the importance for the viewer. Based on the personal 

smartphone. Adjusting the options can be done by operating the multi-touch surface of 
the smartphone. However, the desire for the future participative interaction, is to make 
the barrier to participate as low as possible. Yet, from the interaction with the smartphone 
can be concluded, that the smartphone ‘window’ limits in freedom and connection with 
the direct environment. While making use of a 3D holographic projection, allows citizens 
to visualise and envision their entries in a layer projected over the full surrounding. Also, 
gestures would qualify to emphasise on the direct connection with the public domain, 
providing citizens with the experience that they can change their surrounding right there 
and then. Therefore there was decided to elaborate on the 3D holographic interface in 
combination with gestural operation. 
When designing the gestures there was observed, that people point when they want to 
address something. They verbally formulate what they want to communicate about the 
situation they pointed out, after which they decide to take action or not. When taking 
positive action, people make a grab and take movement, while in a negative action a grab 
and throw movement is made. Based on these observations the gestures were decided 
on and are displayed in figure 9.2. So can an entry be made visible, by pointing out a 
situation. After which, the entry can be opened by a drag and take movement or can 
be closed again by a drag and throw movement. Movements that also form the main 
gestures for the operation of the interface menu. An entry can be formulated verbally and 
is interpreted by the voice recognition of the system. Citizens are asked to formulate their 
entry in the form of a statement, after which the key words are recognised by the software 
and corresponding images are generated. Then, there can be scrolled through the images 
with a wave gesture, the images can be taken with the drag gesture and they can be 
placed over the surrounding by a stretching and rotating gesture.
 

Point 
gesture

Drag-Throw
gesture

Drag-Take
gesture

Scale
gesture

Scroll
gesture

Figure 9.2. Operational gestures.
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9.5.1 Introduction of the paths
The chosen functionality were citizens take the initiative, consists out of three participation 
paths that were derived from the concepts illustrated in the previous chapter. The 
messaging, co-creation and cc-feedback path are displayed in figure 9.5.

Profie

Doc Triggers

Msg CC CC 
Feedback New

Open
 message

Social 
msg +1

Social 
msg -1

Conversation 
closed

Due 
Date

MSG

Triggers

Figure 9.5. Process paths

In every path a number of steps are made to fulfil the whole process. To gain overview over 
the steps that were necessary, flow-charts were made for every path. The steps of the flow-
chart each resemble a different interface frame that had to be designed. However, without 
an example situation in which there can be participated, it was impossible to illustrate 
the process of every path and therefore scenarios were made. Each of the scenarios is 
told from out the perspective of the personas, which were generated in chapter four, and 
each address an example situation. The scenarios, together with the interface frames 
were designed with the knowledge, that the concept needed to be evaluated later on. The 
different paths are illustrated with a flow-chart, scenario and the interface frames can be 
found in the following pages. 

Path 1 - Messaging (MSG)
The first path, the messaging path, was derived from the concept ‘Photoshop the world 
around you’, in which a message option was incorporated. The messaging path, gives 
citizens the possibility to directly address their fellow citizens or authority. Figure 9.6 and 
9.8, illustrate how a new message can be composed and the encounter of an existing 
message. 

When citizens want to start participating, they are asked first: “What do you want to do, 
addressing or creating?”. After choosing to compose a message, they are asked to enter 
their emotion about the current situation. The purpose of this step is to release their initial 
emotions and to later on formulate their entry short and to the point. Furthermore, the 
emotions will be displayed and helpful for other citizens to take the perspective of the 
person who posted the message. After the emotion is entered, the citizen is asked to 
address his message. There can be chosen between authority or the community. This 
step as well is deliberately placed before the formulation step, since there is assumed 
that this as well will make the formulated message more to the point. Then the citizen can 

profile, the important entries will be placed in front and the less important entries in a 
smaller size at the back. In figure 9.3, the first iteration of the visual language and the 
structure of the interface is illustrated. In chapter twelve, a second iteration is executed 
with the recommendations from the concept evaluation in mind.

9.4 Contents of a personal profile
Before starting to participate people are supported to build a public profile. By answering 
some questions about the neighbourhood they will be assigned to a group. Displayed in 
figure 9.4, on the right. These groups were based on the personas, the six thinking hats 
and the initiative ‘Binnen 30 minuten’. The contents and meaning of the groups was not 
further elaborated on. This, since grounded groups, require an extra and more profound 
study to the structure of Dutch society. 
People are able to complete their profile with a photograph and a personal statement. 
In the participation process, they are per situation asked how they feel about it. This 
emotion then is displayed with the accompanying entry. Furthermore displayed, are the 
participation statistics of a person (credit points). This, in order to give more information 
about somebodies participation history and position in the neighbourhood.

Norms &

Values

Personal statement

Personal photo

Credit points

Emotion about situation
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Figure 9.4. Contents of a personal profile.

9.5 Process paths
It has been decided to only work out one of the three functionalities, described in the 
beginning of this chapter. This, since the time available to execute this thesis was limited 
and elaborating on all three functionalities would affect the quality of the result. From 
the three functionalities, the first functionality were initiative lies with the citizens, was 
experienced as most interesting to work out. Decisive was that the executed researches 
and the insights that were gathered also were focussed on this type of interaction. 
Therefore it has been decided, to completely work this functionality out and conduct a 
final evaluation to validate this segment of the concept.
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entries and when the entries are opened more information will be displayed. If a person 
agrees with the entry from another citizen, he is able to adopt it and submit the same entry, 
a form of elaborate voting. The citizen, off course can also choose to compose a totally 
new personal solution. After submitting an entry, again feedback is given about the credit 
points received and the due date of the process. When a co-creation path is closed, it will 
evolve into a cc-feedback path. 

Path 3 - Co-creation feedback path (CC-Feedback)
Figure 9.10 illustrates a cc-feedback path. The idea for this path, was derived from the 
concept ‘Community Control’, in which citizens are provided with a  possibility to envision 
by simulating the merge of all entries. 

Simulation plays an important role in helping citizens to make decisions, however there 
cannot be expected that they will make the final decision and are responsible for the 
consequences. Therefore there has been decided to give citizens insight in the process of 
authorities’ team of experts. The cc-feedback path represents this procedure of authority, 
in which the entries of citizens are revised, action points are generated, experts are 
consulted and a solution is decided upon. Citizens are introduced to the team of experts 
in charge and have the possibility to react in all stages of the process. They can do this in 
the form of a reminder or a compliment. During the whole process citizens are informed 
and provided with feedback about the progression of the procedure. The final solution will 
grow and be visible during this process. 

Path 4 - A finalised path (F)
When the cc-feedback path closes it will change into a finalised path, also visible in 
figure 9.10. This path informs citizens that a cc-feedback has ended and a final solution 
is generated. When encountering a finalised path, people are informed about the solution 
chosen and the execution date. Furthermore, they can look back at the co-creation 
process, as well as, the cc-feedback process.

The illustrations of the participation paths can be found on the following pages.

formulate his entry verbally, the microphone icon appears and lights up when recording. 
When the message is entered, the choice to send appears. Dragging the entry to the 
envelope results in a posted message. The citizen will receive one message credit point 
and is notified about the fading date of his message. 
The message becomes visible for other citizens after moderation. They receive a 
notification when they pass by the message and the icon will get more elaborate when 
approached. The message gets visible, just as the name and profile of the citizen who 
posted the message. Citizens now are entitled to limitedly react on a posted message, 
since excessive posting in the public domain is experienced as annoying. Therefore, 
citizens can react on a message by adding or removing one day of the due date of a 
message. When the due date is reached, the message will fade. Established collective 
messages will be notified and visible for a longer time, while messages with which is 
disagreed fade faster. Furthermore, it can function as a petition addressing authority. In 
which the decision to add or remove a day, represent the signatures of people who (dis-)
agree with the petition. It is a manner, to directly communicate problems to authority and 
to establish norms and values between citizens in a neighbourhood.

Path 2 - Co-creation (CC)
The second path, the co-creation path, was derived from three concepts: ‘Photoshop the 
world around you’, ‘Community Control and ‘Walk About’, in which citizens are enabled 
to co-create. In this co-creation process, the agenda is formed and solutions can be 
generated, right there and then in public space. In figure 9.6 is illustrated how a new co-
creation process can be started and a new entry can be composed. Figure 9.9, illustrates 
the encounter of a co-creation process and how there can be scrolled through entries.  

A co-creation process can be initiated by citizens or authority. For citizens, the creation of 
a new co-creation process is similar to the creation of a new message. There is asked what 
you want to do, how you feel about the current situation and there is asked to formulate 
your solution. In this process there was chosen to always address, fellow citizens, as well 
as, authority. This, because the path is connected with the cc-feedback path, that has to 
be executed after the co-creation process closes. When the solution is formulated, the 
key words of the formulation will be filtered and converted into images. The desired image 
can be dragged to the centre and can be moulded over the full environment. Repeating 
this action, results in a 3D holographic collage, that is projected over the current situation 
and represents a new solution. When the entry is composed, the option send can be 
chosen and the new co-creation process and the persons’ solution will be posted. Again 
the person receives a credit point and is notified about the due date of the co-creation 
process. 
After moderation, the co-creation process becomes visible for other citizens. They receive 
a notification when they pass by the process and the icon will get more elaborate when 
approached. The cc-icon always communicates how many people participated and how 
much time is left. When the process is opened, entries become visible, just as the names 
and profiles of the citizen who posted the entries. There can be scrolled through the 
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Figure 9.7a. Making a new Message. Scenario: Dr. Gijs Waals. Early in the morning Dr. Gijs Waals is walking his 

dog and passes through the Boekhorststraat. At the end of the street he encounters a lot of garbage thrown 

into a slot between two buildings, he smells the intrusive smell of urine and against the fence bikes are parked 

randomly. This situation irritates him more and more every time he passes by, therefore he decides to take action 

and addresses his fellow citizens through a message.  After formulating his message he can choose who he wants 

to address. While he is selecting addressees, he simultaneously sees a comparison of the opinions of the different 

profiles. He sees that many of them will not agree with him and he might get an angry response, while others will 

agree and support him. With this information in mind he decides to post the message.

Figure 9.6a. Making a new Co-creation path. Scenario: Kees de Groot, often walks through the Boekhorststraat 

on his way to his work early in the morning. Already a while now he feels irritated about a specific corner in the 

street. In his opinion the corner is a problem area due to its lay-out. Therefore, he decides to make a new co-

creation process, to think together with fellow citizens about a solution for this problem. In his entry he formulates, 

that he is angry about the bad lay-out. As a solution he formulates, that a fence and trash can should be place. 

He composes his entry, with a ‘green fence’ and submits it. After submitting the entry, he feels satisfied knowing 

the due date and knowing that he receives a credit point.
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Figure 9.7b. Making a new Message. Scenario: Dr. Gijs Waals. 

Action! 
to open

Input 
mode

Direct mic mode

Search, 
combine 

and select

CC 
Confirmation 
(feedback to 

proponet) 

Auth

Make
 messageCC

Type

Search, 
combine 

and select

New

Address &
anticipate

Done!

Posted to
authority

Posted to 
citizens

Address &
anticipate

Done!

Thnx!

Open for 
entries from 

others

Due 
Date

Action! 
to open

Input 
mode

Direct mic mode

Search, 
combine 

and select

CC 
Confirmation 
(feedback to 

proponet) 

Auth

Make
 messageCC

Type

Search, 
combine 

and select

New

Address &
anticipate

Done!

Posted to
authority

Posted to 
citizens

Address &
anticipate

Done!

Thnx!

Open for 
entries from 

others

Due 
Date

CC

Entries from 
others

Get info

Input 
mode

Drag to open

Drag to mic

Open mic

Search, 
combine 

and select

Done! Thnx! Due 
date ...

Co-creation 
closed

Due 
Date

CC FeedbackAuth

Direct feedback 
to participants

via doc

Address &
anticipate

Open for 
entries from 
others uptill 

here

doc

CC

Entries from 
others

Get info

Input 
mode

Drag to open

Drag to mic

Open mic

Search, 
combine 

and select

Done! Thnx! Due 
date ...

Co-creation 
closed

Due 
Date

CC FeedbackAuth

Direct feedback 
to participants

via doc

Address &
anticipate

Open for 
entries from 
others uptill 

here

doc

Citizens

Feedback
Authority-
Participant

Authority

Message

Enter how you feel 

about the current 

situation

Address your 

MSG

Formulate your 

MSG

Submit your MSG

Feedback that 

your message is 

posted

Making a new MSGAction to 
open

Enter
Emotion

Enter
Emotion

CC
Input mode

Message
Input mode

Formulate,
Select and 
Combine

Address

Formulate

Gijs

Figure 9.6b. Making a new Co-creation path. Scenario: Kees de Groot.
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Figure 9.8b. Encountering a Message path. Scenario: Albin Kaminski. 

Figure 9.8a. Encountering a Message path. Scenario: Albin Kaminski, is having a free day and carries his device 

with him on his walk from home to the city centre. He gets a notification at the end of the Boekhorststraat and 

sees that somebody posted a message that is relevant for him. The message opens when he comes closer and 

he sees that Gijs wrote down concerned: “Please keep it clean, it’s no bike parking, trash can or urinal!!! Thank 

you, Gijs”. Albin feels addressed, since he, when returning from a party, often uses that spot to throw something 

away or urinate. Still he can understand Gijs his point of view and decides to prolong the due date of the message 

with one day. 
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Figure 9.9b. Encountering a Co-creation path. Scenario: Aleyna Ebru and Joris Duiker

Joris

Figure 9.9a. Encountering a Co-creation path. Scenario: Aleyna Ebru and Joris Duiker. Aleyna and Joris walks 

through the Boekhorststraat on their way to the city centre. They gets notified about a co-creation process that 

is interesting for them, since they walk this street more than twice a day. They see that there are only three days 

left and open the co-creation process. They can scroll through the entries that are submitted by fellow citizens. 

When they open an entry, they see that the person has submitted a fence and a trash can. They decide to agree 

with this entry and decide to adopt it. Three days later they see that the process is closed and changed into a 

CC-feedback path.
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Figure 9.10b. A CC-feedback path and a finalised path. Scenario: Ir. Kees de Groot (part 2).

The interface frames displayed in the illustrations were used to evaluate the concept. From 
this evaluation was determined, which aspects of the concepts were sufficient and which 
aspects needed improvement. In the next chapter, this evaluation study will be elaborated 
on.

Figure 9.10a. A CC-feedback path and a finalised path. Scenario: On 28.10.2012, Ir. Kees de Groot again walks 

by the crossing of the Prinsegracht and is notified that his co-creation event evolved into co-creation progress. 

He decides to open the event to see what happened with his input. Immediately he sees that 3 other people 

responded to his event and that authority currently is working on the second phase and is finalising the action 

points. He goes trough the list of action points and is missing a point about sustainability. Therefore, he decides 

to remind authority and adds the point to the list. The point is classified as pending and the system tells him 

that authority will take his reminder into account before entering the next phase. Two days later he receives a 

notification on his document that his point is added to the list. When Kees passes the point again, he sees it is 

finalised and decides to check the result. He can look back at the entries of other citizens and at the process of 

authority.
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To validate several aspects of the concept presented in the previous chapter an evaluating 
research was executed. Before the official research session a number of pilot sessions 
were executed. This, in order to verify smaller aspects of the concept and to find out 
which method was most sufficient to test with. The final evaluation was conducted at the 
Boekhorststraat, a lively street in the city centre of The Hague. During a full Wednesday 
random people were asked to participate in the fifteen minutes during test. In total a 
number of 8 people participated. This evaluation study existed out of two phases, in 
which the two main functionalities of the concept were tested, the message function and 
the co-creation/feedback function. Phase one, was a test to validate the importance of 
tangibility (the direct presence of public space) on people their motivation to participate. 
There was aimed to find out if people are able to formulate their entry on the spot and 
if they valued the possibility to participate right there and then. Furthermore, there was 
questioned if they felt free to submit their opinion and if they felt responsible for what 
they submitted. Phase two of the evaluation, was a test to validate if the concept fulfils 
the demands of the participation parameters concluded on in chapter six. The aim of this 
phase was to evaluate the concept, considering interaction and the process. Furthermore, 
there was questioned if people felt satisfied during and at the end of a process and if the 
participation parameters were met. This chapter first describes the applied method, after 
which the collected data and results will be presented. Next, conclusions are drawn and 
recommendations are formulated.

10. Final evaluation and 
recommendations
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the addition of phase 1 to the evaluation. Together both pilot sessions validated the choice 
for a prototype in the form of an Adobe Pdf.  

10.1.2 Observation and interview
Phase 1 of the evaluation  
The goal of the first phase of the evaluation was to find out if people are able to formulate 
their entry on the spot and if they feel responsible for what they post. As described in 
the previous section there was chosen, to observe the participants while they formulated 
an entry. Before starting this task, the participants were asked to listen to an entry 
formulated by the researcher, serving as an consistent example. There was chosen to give 
all participants with the same entry, in order to be able to compare the different entries 
formulated by the participants. However, the participants were told that the entry was 
formulated by a previous participant and that the next participant would hear their entry. 
This, to make them aware that the entry they send out will be public and published under 
their name. After the task an interview, consisting out of five questions, was conducted to 
find out if the participants felt free to post their opinion and if they felt heard knowing that 
they can participate right there and then. 
After conducting the evaluation with four different participants, there was decided to 
switch the order of phase 1 and 2. This, because the participants ended-up in a negative 
spiral, triggered by the amount of negative feelings about their neighbourhood. There 
was experienced that this spiral, influenced phase 2 of the evaluation in a negative way, 
since the participants were unable to think further than the current situation and could not 
evaluate the prototype in a objective manner. In the following four evaluations, there was 
started with phase 2 and the participants were asked to execute phase 1 afterwards.

Phase 2 of the evaluation
In phase 2 of the evaluation, the concept was evaluated, considering interaction, 
process and the participation parameters. As stated earlier, there was chosen to execute 
the evaluation on location. The participants were observed, while the scenario was 
communicated and the prototype was demonstrated. Afterwards, an interview was 
conducted to, among others, find out if the concept gave people a feeling of satisfaction 
during and after a process. All of the evaluations were recorded, by a second researcher. 
This raw data, formed the input for the results of this evaluation, presented in section 10.3.

10.1.3 Prototype
The concept was represented in the form of an interactive Adobe Pdf and was 
demonstrated on a iPad. The background images of the Pdf interface frames, were 
adopted from Google Street View and are consistent with the location where the evaluation 
took place. The prototype existed out of two parts, in both parts the interface frames were 
placed in the sequence of the represented participation process. In the first part, the 
frames of a messaging process were incorporated. Concerning the formulation of a new 
message and the encounter of an existing message. The other part represented a full co-

10.1 Method
The concept was designed for 2030 and makes use of currently unavailable technology. 
Optimally, there was made use of a method were participants autonomously could 
handle the concept and observations could be done unobtrusively. However, due to the 
technology it was inevitable to transform the concept into a more testable form. Therefore, 
there was decided to provide the participants with the concept in the form of a scenario 
and an interactive Adobe Pdf. It was desired to explore specific issues of the concept, 
therefore there was chosen to interview the participants afterwards. Interviewing is a 
method, in which the interviewer can guide the interviewee if necessary, it encourages 
contact between developers and users. It has to be kept in mind, that it is a method that 
is time-consuming to analyse and that a structured set of questions may intimidate an 
interviewee (Rogers et al., 2007). In the interview people were asked to think freely about 
the concept and invited to give their opinion, this in order to find out if the participation 
parameters were met. After the pilot session there was decided to add an additional 
observational part.  

10.1.1 Pilot
Two pilot sessions were executed before the actual evaluation. The focus of the pilot 
sessions was to find out which method would be most appropriate to test with and to 
find out if a prototype in the form of a Adobe Pdf was sufficient to answer the research 
questions. Both pilot sessions, were executed on location. 
In the first pilot, the participant was provided with a hard-copy of one of the scenarios 
and was asked to read it. After which the prototype was shown on a laptop. Then, a 
short interview was conducted. The first pilot pointed out, that it costs a participant a 
large amount of time to read the scenario. Therefore there was decided to communicate 
the scenario verbally during the demonstration of the concept. There was noticed that 
the researcher/designer/interviewer indeed influences how a participant experiences 
the concept, since the presence of a person changes the interaction. Therefore an 
observational part was added to the evaluation (phase 1), in which the participants were 
provided with an autonomous observable task. To verify if people are able to formulate their 
entry without external support. Furthermore there was observed that the initial sympathy 
step in the participation process was confusing. In this step people were provided with 
feedback in which the reaction of fellow citizens was predicted. There was decided to 
replace this step, with an initial step in the process, in which people are asked to express 
their emotion concerning a situation.  
In the second pilot, the participant first was asked to formulate an entry, phase 1 of the 
evaluation. Whereupon the concept was demonstrated, while the scenario was verbally 
communicated. After which, the session again was closed with a short interview. Also 
after this second pilot, a change in the process sequence was made. This, since it was 
experienced as difficult to formulate an entry without knowing who would receive it. 
Therefore, there was decided to first ask people to identify their emotion, then let them 
address the entry, after which they are asked to formulate their entry. This pilot validated 
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Time Action

2 min Introduction

5 min Phase 1: Formulation and interview

8 min Phase 2: Concept validation and 

interview

Table 10.1. The different phases of the evaluation 

and the time spend on each action.

citizens or authority) and what they would like to address (in maximally two sentences). 
Their entry was recorded and listened back to, after which a short interview was held to 
find out how the participant experienced the task.
In phase two of the evaluation the participants were introduced to the concept. The 
researcher walked them through a representation of the concept on an iPad, while the 
matching scenario was told verbally. Which part of the concept was shown, the path of a 
message- or co-creation process, depended 
on the participants’ entry in phase one. After 
the walk through the participants were asked 
if they had any further questions and if the 
process and the goal of the representation 
was clear. Whereupon was proceeded with a 
ten minute interview. The full research set-up 
can be found in appendix H.

10.1.6 Participants
In total a number of 8 citizens participated, 4 evaluated the scenario of participation in the 
form of a message and 4 evaluated the scenario of a co-creation process. The citizens 
were on first sight selected on their approximated age. Before starting an interview, the 
participants were asked for their first name, age, educational level and their involvement 
with the neighbourhood. Based on this information, the participants were compared to the 
personas made in chapter 4. This comparison is shown in figure 10.2 and on the next page 
the characteristics of the participants are displayed in an accompanying table.

M2

M1

A

J

K

E1

B

E2

Satisfaction
D

issatisfaction

Motivation

A
bility

Figure 10.2. This figure shows, the participation position of the participants who participated in the evaluation. 

Similar to the personas the participants are positioned according their ability and motivation to participate, 

resulting in satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

hig
h

high

lo
w

low

creation process. Concerning the creation of a new co-creation process, encountering 
and scrolling through existing entries, encountering and reacting on authority progress 
and encountering a finalised process. The prototype was complemented with two verbal 
scenarios in Dutch, one for the path of a message and the other for the path of a full co-
creation process. 

10.1.4 Set-up and apparatus
The evaluation was conducted on a corner of the Boekhorststraat and the Prinsegracht, 
in the Schilderswijk in The Hague. From this location the situation, for which the prototype 
was created, could be observed. While the surrounding offered plenty of other situations 
that could be noticed and formulated. The task of the main researcher was to lead the 
evaluations. The guidelines, interview questions and the iPad were carried in a bag by the 
main researcher and were utilised, according to the phase of the evaluation. The second 
researcher solely was equipped with a video recorder and had the task to record all of the 
evaluations as profound as possible. Figure 10.1 illustrates the set-up and location of the 
evaluating research.

Interview location

Prototype location

Figure 10.1. Location where the evaluation research took place, a corner of the Boekhorststraat and the 

Prinsegracht, in The Hague. From this location several situations could be observed, on the crossing or on the 

square just next to the crossing. Furthermore, the location where the prototype was based on could be observed 

and commented on.

10.1.5 Procedure
Before every evaluation the participants were given a brief explanation of the research, in 
which they were told that the test is about improving the Boekhorststraat and that their 
ideas and comments are needed. Furthermore, there was asked permission to record 
the evaluation on video, or when preferred on a voice recorder. The video recorder was 
handled by the second researcher. Table 10.1 shows the general set-up of the evaluation.
In phase one of the evaluation, participants were asked to formulate an aspect of the 
environment that they wanted to see improved. Before executing the task the participant 
were asked to listen to an entry from a previous participant and told that the next participant 
would hear their entry. During the task they were provided with written guidelines. The 
guidelines exist out of four questions: where the situation was located (location), how they 
feel about the situation they want to improve (emotion), who they want to address (fellow 
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Figure 10.3. Second phase of the data clustering.

Clustering 1, topic

Sympathy A: If I see the emotion of 

Gijs, it is possible for me to 

sympathise with him.

A: It might be difficult to 

formulate an emotion right 

away.

E1: The emotion of a person 

will help me to understand 

why he/she posted 

something

Clustering 2, overlap

Sympathy The first statement from A and the statement from E1 overlap and can be merged: A, E1: 

Knowing the emotion of the person who submitted an entry, makes it easier to understand why 

he or she submitted the entry.

Clustering 3, sufficient/insufficient

Proven to be sufficient Improvements and recommendations

Communication

J: The order of the steps is logical and clear. J: It would be good to add the process steps in the 

interface, then you know where you are in the process.

B, M2, E1: I see the difference between a MSG and 

a CC. A MSG is an action you take when a situation 

is there recently and a CC you post when a situation 

already takes place for a year or more.

A: Formulated MSG as CC vice versa. It would be 

better to change the names into a more elaborate 

description and to change the icons in a richer form.

K, B, M1, M2, A, E1, E2: It is good that you can 

choose who to address when sending a MSG, since it 

differs  per situation.

M2, M1, A, E1: In a CC process I also would like to 

have a choice in who I would address.

Table 10.2. This table shows, part of the table of appendix I, serving as an example to illustrate the clustering of the 

statements. Topics were assigned, similar statements were merged and clustered in statements, that were proven 

to be sufficient and improvements and recommendations that can serve to improve the concept.

Name Persona Age Part Interest in the neighbourhood Profession

John (J) A passive satisfied 
citizen

18 MSG Relatively happy with his neighbourhood, but is 

not very involved.

Student

Marijke 

(M1)

A willing satisfied 
passive citizen

24 CC Not familiar with this neighbourhood, since she is 

a visitor, but would take action if necessary.

Student

Mari-

laine  

(M2)

A passive 
unsatisfied citizen

34 CC She will not take action because she feels she 

is incapable of accomplishing something. Feels 

many irritations about fellow citizens.

Designer

Elkie 

(E1)

A willing satisfied 
passive citizen

40 MSG Technology driven, innovator and will take 

action when needed. She is involved with the 

neighbourhood.

-

Arieke 

(A)

A willing relatively 
satisfied passive 
citizen

45 CC Recognises problems in the neighbourhood. 
Thinks especially about the view points of others, 
is willing to solve things when needed.

Jurist 

Ben (B) A satisfied active 
citizen

49 CC Knows a lot about the other side of the system 

and thinks this kind of system can help to improve 

communication. He thinks communication is very 

important.

Guard, public 
library

Els (E2) A satisfied active 
citizen

61 MSG Is robed a couple of times feels unsafe. Is highly 

active and cares for other people

House wife

Koos 

(K)

A passive 
unsatisfied citizen

72 MSG Very nostalgic, he does not like changes and 
tries to prevent them. Only he feels the system is 
against him.

Retired

10.2 Data
The recorded data from the evaluation were processed, clustered and evaluated together 
with the second researcher. First, the recordings of all evaluations were looked back at. 
In a second play back, interesting feedback derived from the observations or interview 
questions was written down on post-its. Each participant was represented by a different 
colour post-it and each post-it was given a topic. The topics were created according to 
the interview questions and therefore automatically resemble the participation factors: 
motivation, ability and satisfaction. Assigning the post-its immediately with a topic, 
preserved the context from which a statement was derived and it made the second clustering 
easier. This resulted in a large number of post-its, all consisting of a topic and a statement, 
connected to one of the participants. Next, a large flip-over sheet was prepared, with the 
topics written on top. After which the post-its of each of the participants were clustered, 
according to the corresponding topics and according to overlap in the statements from 
different participants (figure 10.3). In a third clustering and final clustering, executed on 
the computer, the overlapping statements were merged together and clustered in a table. 
The rows of the table represent the different topics and in the columns was differentiated 
between positive and negative feedback. Resulting in a table that contains the final data 
of the evaluation. The full table can be found in appendix I. Here, table 10.2 displays an 
example of the three cluster phases and some of the raw data obtained.
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An idea, that corresponds to the sub-interaction of the permanently visible ‘canvasses’, 
spread around the city.
All participants differentiated the different process steps. They were able to see the 
difference between the path of a message and a co-creation process. And, stated that 
posting a message, is an action you take when a situation is there recently. While they 
would initiate a co-creation process, when a situation already takes place for a year or 
more. Most participants, did not thought about the concept as an organisational tool, 
but were interested in the possibilities it could offer. Furthermore, all found it preferable 
to choose for themselves who they would like to address, since this according to them 
differs per situation. 

Four of the participants, by themselves, mentioned that the gestures are simple and clear. 
They state that with the technology of today, everybody can use it. In the future they 
see people using 3D holographic representations, especially because people already 
use their Iphones everywhere and work with Layer and Augmented reality. They see the 
personal card as an advantage, since they do not have to carry an additional device. 
One of the participants was interested in using the functions at home on the computer. 
Something that might be possible to facilitate with the third functionality ‘information & 
feedback’, described in section 9.1.2. Furthermore, all of the participants responded that 
the procedure is very time efficient. They experienced it as quick to use, since you only 
have to make the grab and drag movement a couple of times. Personal notification of 
important entries was experienced as comforting. This, since the participants did not want 
to see all entries during the whole day, but were interested in keeping up to date about 
entries that are important for them.

Most of the participants have a negative view of current society and therefore find it 
comforting that the concept offers them the possibility to take matters into their own 
hands. Three of the participants stated, that they always think about the effect they have 
on others when saying something. Three other participants, said they would formulate 
their entry differently if it was directed at the community and others could read it back. 
While two of the participants stated, that they always would formulate the entry according 
to what they have to say. They realise and agree with the fact, that other citizens can have 
a different opinion and can take a day of their message.
Some of the participants normally would not address other citizens, but state that the 
concept would make them feel more confident and free to do this. Half of the participants 
experience it as pleasant, that they are able to choose between different images when 
composing a co-creation entry. “I would never have chosen that fence, haha, good that 
there are other possibilities!”. For the other half, this is experienced as less important as 
long as they can communicate their entry clearly. 

Three of the participants state, that they sympathise with others by looking at their 
statements. Sometimes they agree, sometimes not, but they say it is the contents that 
counts. The security guard stated, that the emotions could help to cluster the entries. This, 

10.3 Results
The results of the evaluation are split in two sections, aspects of the concept that are 
proven to be sufficient and aspects that need improvement. This division was made in the 
third clustering, described in the previous section. Section 10.3.2, in which the aspects 
are described that need improvement, was the input for the recommendations described 
in section 10.4. 

10.3.1 Proven to be sufficient
Six of the participants stated, that this concept would increase their motivation to 
participate. Currently there are many situations that irritate them, but according to them, 
it takes a lot of effort to do something about it. While this system offers you the possibility 
to address situations in various places in the city, right away in a short amount of time. 
Furthermore they state, that the barrier is lower than, for example writing a letter to the 
municipal or taking part in a public debate. Procedures that, according to them will not 
make you much wiser. One of the participants was robbed various times, while walking 
through the city centre. She therefore stated, that her motivation to use the system would 
be to warn fellow citizens to keep an close eye on their possessions. “I think it is important 
to warn others that the neighbourhood isn’t safe, since the police will not do anything 
about it”. Indicating, that the concept could fulfil the function to help other citizens.

The participants find the concept transparent, the process enables them to participate 
and the boundaries set by the process provide them with certainty. They find it comforting 
that they are in charge of the process and that they can choose who they want to address 
the community or authority. They understand the rules and results of the process and 
mention that they see themselves reacting on entries from others, without resulting in a 
chaos. One of the participants, a security guard of the public library, asked if I already had 
gone to the municipally with this concept. Since, he saw several possibilities to apply this 
system, among others in local safety. Furthermore, he mentioned that the concept could 
stimulate people to ‘sit around the table’ and could result into conversation on the spot.

Various participants emphasised, that it is important to promote the product and give 
everybody access to the system. As answer they were informed, that all citizens receive 
a licence in the form of a personal card, as a welcome gift. The interaction formulated in 
the interaction vision, described in chapter . The participants experienced this as pleasant 
and could imagine that it would enable more people to participate. 

One of the participants, asked who would determine the duration of a process, since she 
would find it difficult to determine this herself. The participant was informed that authority 
would approve a process and would determine the length of a process. Furthermore, she 
asked if it also is possible to address less tangible topics, like politics. Since, she would 
find it nice to have influence on this. She imagined, that these topics would be gathered 
together in a certain point in the city, where you can always find them and look into them. 
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In phase 2 of the evaluation, the concept is explained by the researcher on the basis of 
the scenarios. Three of the participants remarked, that it is a whole new concept and 
wanted to be provided with an instruction video. This, since some of the aspects were not 
clear at first sight and needed additional explanation of the researcher. One participant, 
for example, formulated a message as a co-creation entry and vice versa. Therefore, it 
would be better to change the names of the different processes into a more elaborate 
process description and to change the icons into a form that communicates the process 
better. Furthermore, five of the participants stated, that also in a co-creation process they 
wanted to be provided with the choice who to address. Another participant mentioned, 
that it would be good to add the process steps in the interface, to know  where you are in 
the process. The same participant, a graphical designer, mentioned that it would be better 
to take out excessive colours of the interface. Since, this makes it possible to accentuate 
the important parts per process step. 

Several participants formulated interesting possibilities for the concepts’ future: “In the 
future everything is possible, you could use the whole space around you. I’m sure there 
can be communicated even more with this product. It would be handy if an entry is coupled 
directly to a service, like the service of garbage collection to a packed trash can”. Another 
participant saw the concept especially working commercially, to for example announce 
a new yoga school. She also stated that it would be better to add something positive 
to the concept, since the whole interaction now is mainly about solving problems. She 
suggested to add a positive process, a process in which recommendations can be added 
and attention can be directed to positive aspects of the city.
 
The participants are very keen on the fact, that the initiative to start participating has to 
come from themselves. Throughout the whole process, they want the freedom to choose 
there own path. From the different interviews was perceived that the participants who are 
less involved in the neighbourhood feel less responsible and emotional. They feel more free 
to say what they want. It can be unacceptable if a visitor from a different neighbourhood 
will post in other people their neighbourhood. Various times there is mentioned that there 
has to be some form of moderation, to stop people from positing everything they want or 
can.

One participants thinks, it might be difficult to formulate an emotion right away and that 
it is important to provide people with a number of options. Four other participants, all 
name emotions that are not among the standard options. They think, it might be better 
to formulate their emotion in an open entry, just as the step of the formulation of an entry. 
As stated earlier, people are divided concerning anonymous of non-anonymous 
participation. Since, they do not desire to be addressed in person when walking through 
the neighbourhood. They think, that a profile picture can form a barrier and can stop 
people from participating. In their opinion they should be able to choose to publish their 
picture or not.

since the emotions can be clustered over a map of the city and can localise where people 
are afraid or angry. Something, that would be a good addition to the Living City sub-
interaction and can support people with relevant information from-out their homes. Other 
participants state, that it are the emotions and the profiles that help to raise understanding 
why somebody has posted something. Various participants stated, that they are able to 
sympathise with Gijs due to his profile, which was provided in the prototype. The opinion 
about participating anonymous or not is divided. Three of the participants state, that it is 
important to identify people. They think that the profile is sufficient to see who is posting 
something and will make people stand behind their entry. They say that non-anonymous 
participation stimulates a transparent community feeling and that it will prevent people 
from cursing and excessive posting.

All participants were able to formulate an entry. Although, it has to be reminded, that 
the recorded example provided at the beginning of the task, was of great support. It 
was experienced as important that the length of an entry is limited. Since, it makes an 
entry short and to the point and prevents people from elaborating to much. There was 
stated, that other means exist to elaborate more on a situation. Furthermore, there was 
mentioned that they would formulate a message differently than a co-creation entry. A 
message would be formulated like a message on ‘Facebook’, more directed at a person. 
While an entry of a co-creation process would rather be formulated like a solution. Two 
older participants remind that the product has to be accessible for everybody. They feel 
that formulating an entry verbally stimulates this.

All participants state that it is nice to know that something is done with their input. When 
this is the case, the majority states that they would definitely use the product. The concept 
is experienced as open and inviting and gives people the feeling that they are heard. The 
participants find it comforting to have insight in the process of authority, after a co-creation 
process closes. “Basically, you can see every step and react on it”. One participant states, 
that she sees the ‘+one day’ as a thank you from other neighbours and would be most 
satisfied if she could help to make the neighbourhood a better place.

10.3.2 Aspects that need improvement
There is communicated very clearly by all participants that authority currently is not 
responding to their wishes. They feel uncertain that something will happen with their 
entries, since they think other citizens will not listen and authority will not respond. One of 
the participants even states: “if authority can’t solve it who am I to say something about 
it?”. To improve this, there is mentioned that it is desired to receive a confirmation when 
an entry is accepted and a co-creation process is closed. This, to be able to refer to 
the submitted entry and proof the effort done. Certainty, furthermore, can be increased 
by communicating that budget is available to execute the outcome of the co-creation 
process. Something that prevents citizens from participating unnecessarily and can 
prevent frustration.
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The concept motivates people to participate, since they can take away every day irritations 
on their own initiative. Entering the participation process is experienced as easy, since the 
barrier is low and the process is transparent and time efficient. The rules and boundaries 
are clear, the continuous feedback provides participants with certainty. Citizens see the 
potential of the system, they experience it as inviting and are willing to give it a try. The 
balance between the responsibility of citizens and authority is sufficient, citizens are not 
stressed with aspects they cannot handle. The non-tested functionalities ‘Feedback and 
information’ and ‘Authorities initiative’ were mentioned in the evaluation by participants 
themselves. Indicating that also these functionalities are demanded. The interface, the 
process steps and the gestures were clear, but certainly need improvement. This, since 
there was noticed, that the influence of the interviewer was significant. 

Personal notification of important entries was experienced as comforting, since this 
prevents excessive information and makes the system more time efficient. The differences 
between the participation paths messaging and co-creation are clear and both are valued 
as important. Furthermore, the participants were able to formulate their entries and the 
limited length of the statements was experienced as realistic. Although, the influence 
of the interviewer also has to be taken into account. The concept stimulates people to 
address others, since the barrier of fear is lowered. There is realised that entries are read 
by fellow citizens and therefore people think about the effect they have on others when 
addressing something. Sympathising is done by interpreting the statement of an entry, but 
also the profile and the emotions are experienced as helpful. Opinions are divided about 
participating (non-)anonymously and this therefore is an issue that has to be investigated 
more profoundly, to draw further conclusions. The majority of the participants stated to be 
satisfied, during and after the process, since they felt heard. The continuous feedback is 
experienced as comforting, just as the insight in the process of authority.

10.4.1 Recommendations
The overall concept is experienced as sufficient, nevertheless can be improved on a number 
of aspects. Especially, the parameter communication requires improvement design wise. 
The recommendations for the other parameters represent suggestions, concerning the 
eventual context and execution of the concept. Aspects that are more important for the 
interaction vision, than the interface design of the concept. 

From the conducted interviews, can be concluded that citizens currently are very 
dissatisfied about the regime of authority. Resulting, in a decreasing level of certainty. 
Increasing the level of certainty, highly depends on the approach of authority, concerning 
citizen participation. Without the full support and attention of authority it is impossible to 
make the concept into a success. To increase the level of certainty authority should be 
open for suggestions and willing to provide budget. To do this, it is important that there 
is given a confirmation when an entry is submitted, as well as, when a process closes. 
Furthermore, it is recommended that specific services of authority are coupled directly to 

Concerning the participation parameter support, one of the participant stated: “I think it 
is a shame that I cannot communicate with everybody in my neighbourhood. You know, 
because of the many nationalities. It would be good if these people also could read it, 
maybe that the system can translate it into their own language”. With this statement she 
reminds that people who cannot speak or read Dutch should be supported to use the 
product as well. 
Several of the observations indicate the importance of providing people with an example 
entry. Since examples help people to formulate their entry short and to the point. One of 
the participants protested and stated that two sentences were not enough to formulate 
all his problems.

10.4 Conclusions and recommendations
From the results described in the previous section, can be concluded that the designed 
concept is sufficient to facilitate citizens with the ability to take part in public and social 
participation. Nevertheless, the concept can still be improved on a number of aspects, 
by fulfilling the recommendations described in this section. First, the sufficient aspects of 
the concept are described. After which, there is elaborated on the recommendations for 
improvement. In table 10.3 the participation factors are raided according to sufficiency 
and the recommendations for each factor are summarised.

Parameter - / + Recommendations

Motivation •  By increasing the level of certainty the level of motivation can be increased

Certainty •  Full attention of authority is evident for success

•  Confirmation that budget available 

•  Confirmation submitted entry and closure of a process

Communication •  Provide an instruction video

•  Merge paths cc, cc-feedback and finalised process into ‘growing’ icon

•  Make the names and icons more elaborate

•  Give a choice who to address in both a cc as a msg

•  Change the menu of the interface with process steps

•  Change the interface in less excessive colours and make accents

•  Use the whole space around you as an interface

•  Make a third path, specially for fun stuff (organisation & recommendations)

•  Couple situations directly to an accompanying service 

Freedom and 

Responsibility

• Moderation is very important and should be organised well

Sympathy •  Formulation of emotions should be similar to formulation of an entry

•  The profile is sufficient, yet people want the choice to place a picture or not

•  More research necessary to (non-)anonymous participation

Support •  Translation of languages could be desired

•  An example formulation/example emotions are important to support people

Satisfaction •  -

Table 10.3. The evaluation per parameter and a summary of the recommendations to improve the concept.
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recommendations concerning the participation parameter communication and support. 
Described by the following bullet points. 

•  Merge paths cc, cc-feedback and finalised process into ‘growing’ icon
•  Make the names and icons more elaborate
•  Give a choice who to address in both a cc and a msg
•  Change the menu of the interface with process steps
•  Change the interface in less excessive colours and make accents
•  Use the whole space around you as an interface
•  Make a third path, specially for fun stuff (organisation & recommendations)
•  An example formulation/example emotions are important to support people
•  Formulation of emotions should be similar to formulation of an entry

the situations that lie under their responsibility. 

The concept should be made available to every citizen and therefore the option to 
translate is required. Furthermore, it is important that the system contains moderation in 
an un-obstructive way, to prevent excessive and undesired posting. Concerning privacy, 
more investigation has to be done, in order to draw founded conclusions. The profile is in 
balance concerning (non-)anonymous participation, solely people prefer a choice if they 
add a profile photo or not. 

For the parameter communication, recommendations are directed at the design of 
the interface, the process paths and the process steps. First of all it is desired, that 
the interaction with the concept is explained through an instruction video. This, since 
the concept is experienced as completely new and people need more insight in all the 
available functions. 

The paths co-creation, cc-feedback and a finalised process, currently are represented by 
separate environment icons. It is recommended that these paths are merged together and 
are represented by a ‘growing’ icon according to the progress of the cycle. Furthermore, 
it is desired to add an extra positive path, for organisation purposes. Which would result, 
in three participation paths messaging, co-creation and organisation. The illustrations 
and the names of the icons that represent the three paths should be more elaborate and 
indicate the differences between the paths more clearly.

The main menu of the interface design, should reflect the participation path and the steps 
needed to complete the path. A more consisted continuous base is desired, in which the 
colours are down toned and in which is accented on the important aspects per process 
step. Also, there should be taken more advantage of the opportunity to make use of the 
whole space around a participant to display the interface. 

It is important to provide citizens with examples, to support them to formulate their entry 
short and to the point. This, also can help them to differentiate their formulation between 
a solution or a message. Participants currently are asked to communicate their emotions 
by choosing from six standard emotions. It is recommended to change this manner of 
input, into the same interaction as the step in which participants are asked to formulate 
their entry. The six standard emotions can be provided as examples to support people in 
their formulation.

Last, it is recommended that people in every path are offered with the choice who they want 
to address. When addressing the community the entry is made public, while addressing 
authority can be done without publishing an entry. There is recommended, that every entry 
is moderated before it is approved and made public.
The recommendations, described in this section function to improve the concept. The 
next chapter, presents a second iteration. The changes made, are mostly based on the 
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This last chapter before the reflection, describes a second iteration of the concept. In 
this final iteration the recommendations of the previous chapter were taken into account. 
Especially the recommendations for the parameter communication were used to improve 
the design of the concept. The context, interaction vision, functionalities and interaction 
of the concept remain the same as explained in chapter nine.
First, there is elaborated on adding a positive twist to the concept. Then the merge of 
the participation paths co-creation, cc-feedback and a finalised path, and the addition 
of a third path for organisational purposes is described. Next, the interface position, new 
visual language and the new interface menu are presented and clarified. This iteration, is 
the last iteration of this graduation project and forms the final concept presented in this 
master thesis.

11.1 A positive twist
In the evaluating study was remarked that the concept is an invitation to ventilate negative 
feelings about a neighbourhood. Ventilating negative feelings is an important aspect of 
the concept. Yet, after ventilating these feelings it is desired to enable people to solve 
these negative situations together with a positive intake. Therefore there was decided to 
consider this in the graphical form giving of the path icons. Resulting in heart shaped icons 
and the concept name ‘Love your city’. 

11. A final concept facilitating 
co-creation and participation in 2030

Gijs

Watch your bags, its unsafe 
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Take care, Gijs
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11.2 Three functionalities
The interaction with the three functionalities, communication, authorities’ initiative and 
citizens’ initiative, as described in chapter nine remain the same. This chapter elaborates 
more on the form giving of these three functionalities, which is shown in figure 11.3. 
Communication between authority and citizens is supported by the platforms inside 
citizens’ homes. Here they can walk through a 3D holographic representation of their 
city and can look through the available participation processes. The emotions people 
have entered in their participation entries are collected. Resulting in an overview of the 
collective emotions per district. Here, citizens can also assemble their personal profile and 
communicate with others and authority. 
Authorities’ initiative is supported by permanent ‘wall screens’. These screens give 
authority the possibility to involve citizens in their ambitions. Often larger and long term 
projects in and around the city. Furthermore, it can function as a stimulating factor for 
citizens to take initiative, since the screens are permanent and can serve as a reminder.
The initiative of citizens is supported by their own devices, providing them with the 
opportunity to participate right there and then, on the location and in the situation they 
want to see different.

Figure 11.3. Three functionalities, communication (left), authorities’ initiative (middle), citizens’ initiative (right).

11.3 Three participation paths
The participation paths described in chapter nine, were changed after the evaluating study. 
Resulting in the three participation paths of addressing, co-creation and organisation. The 
paths and icons are presented in figure 11.4 and figure 11.5 shows the icons projected in 
public space.

Profie

Doc Triggers

Msg CC CC 
Feedback New

Open
 message

Social 
msg +1

Social 
msg -1

Conversation 
closed

Due 
Date

MSG ORG

Triggers

Figure 11.4. New process paths

11.1.1 Branding
Figure 11.1 shows the logo of the ‘Love your city’ concept. This name ideally triggers 
positive feelings when people think about their relation with their city. Furthermore, it gives 
an indication about the context and purpose of the concept.

L o v e
y o u r
C I T Y

Figure 11.1. Concept logo ‘Love your city’.

11.1.2 Profiles
Also the profile groups, based on the six thinking hats, were redesigned to match the 
more positive form giving (figure 11.2). The heart theme was adopted to also represent the 
profile groups and ‘heart points’ (previously named ‘credit points’). Citizens’ participation 
frequency is represented in the number of ‘heart points’ collected and shows how much 
they care about their city. The profiles still contain a first name and a personal statement. 
Different from the first iteration, citizens are offered the choice to place a personal photo 
or not, since not every participant felt comfortable to be identified by others. When a new 
entry is created, citizens are asked to enter their emotion about the current situation. The 
personal profile and emotion are visible for other citizens when they open an entry.

I HAVE 
NORMS &
VALUES

I’M
POSITIVE

I HAVE 
FEELINGS

I 
KNOW

I 
TALK

I’M
CREATIVE 

Hi, I’m Gijs 50 years old, I love my 
city. So please keep everything in 
order and if you need help you 
can contact me. 

See you around, 
Gijs

Stats       5x   10x   2x

Knowledge Communicator Creativity Norms and values Positivity Feelings

Figure 11.2. ‘Love your city’ personal profiles. Containing groups, a first name, an optional photo, a 

personal statement and ‘heart point’ statistics.
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11.4 Interface position
The first iteration of the interface was positioned in a horizontal circle in front of the user. 
Resulting in a limited amount of space to position menu icons and process steps. A large 
amount of information disappeared at the back of the circle, due to a limited amount 
of space, which makes it imaginable that scrolling through hundreds of entries can be 
tiring and boring. Something that probably discourages citizens to work together and 
co-create. Therefore, there was decided to change the interface positions for scrolling 
through entries  (for co-creation and organisation) and adding a new entry (for all paths). 
In this iteration, scrolling can be done by walking up to an icon and opening it by making 
the pointing gesture. The icon now changes into a globe, shown in the centre of figure 
11.6 and displays all entries. The user can scroll through the entries by making the scroll 
gesture. Entries can be selected and opened by making the grab and take movement. By 
doing this the formulated statement, 3D collage, emotion and profile of the submitter will 
become visible. The entry can be adopted by the user to submit it as its own or there can 
be chosen to build further on the selected entry. 

When a person directly wants to add a new entry, the icon can be selected and the user 
can step into the globe. The interface will now be positioned around the user and the 
interface menu will become visible. The menu is positioned as a control panel in front 
of the user and displays the menu icons and process steps. This interface position is 
especially important for the formulation and composing step in the paths of co-creation 
and organisation. The citizen is asked to formulate his entry, after which corresponding 
images are automatically generated. Previously these images were positioned on the 
horizontal circle, while in this new iteration the images are positioned in the globe around 
the person. A person now can search and turn the globe around him, providing more 
images and overview. The images can be selected and layered over the current situation 
by making the drag and form gesture.

Both interface positions provide more overview over the large amount of informational 
content. It is a more pleasant interaction that makes use of the complete environment and 
makes participating easier. The new interface positions are displayed in figure 11.6.

Encounter a 
participation icon

Scrolling 
through entries

Making a 
new entry

Figure 11.6. Interface positions.

Path 1 - Addressing (MSG)
The icon of an addressing path is resembled by a heart shape that is positioned insight 
a text balloon. In order to indicate, that this path can be followed when it is desired to 
address other citizens or authority in a short statement. The interaction and process of this 
path remain the same as described in chapter nine.

Path 2 - Co-creation (CC)
To make the difference between the paths more clear, there was decided to merge the 
participation paths co-creation, cc-feedback and a finalised path. These three paths are 
now resembled by a ‘growing icon’ and together form the co-creation path. The icon of 
this path consists out of two light bulbs. There was chosen for light bulbs because they 
symbolise ideas and together the bulbs form a heart shape. When the left bulb with the 
letter C is ‘on’, the process is open for the community. The right bulb symbolises the 
process of authority, indicated with the letter A. The due date is placed above the icon and 
is accompanied by a time indication (date, one week left, three days left, etc). When a co-
creation path is finalised the light bulbs will be filled with a ‘check‘ mark.

Path 3 - Organisation (ORG)
The evaluating study indicated that an additional more positive path is desired. Therefore, 
there was decided to add a third path for recommendation and organisational purposes. 
This path is resembled by an icon consisting out of a blue heart and a ‘thumbs up’ mark. 
When it is desired to add a recommendation, the process followed will be similar to the 
message path. This process is indicated with the ‘thumbs up’ mark. 
The process for organisation is similar to the process of co-creation and exists out of two 
parts. The two process parts are resembled by two ‘broken’ heart parts. When the left 
heart part is filled, the organisational path is open for ideas. The right heart part resembles 
the process of citizens’ or authorities’ organisational groups, with matters as registration, 
organisation and execution. After this second process, the heart parts come together and 
the process is finalised. The finalised organisation icon shows the execution date and 
citizens can indicate if they will attend the event or not. 

The visual language and process steps per path are displayed in figure 11.7b.

C A

Figure 11.5. Path icons in environment.
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Figure 11.7b. New visual language (process steps).

11.5 New visual language
There was attempted to make the visual language of the concept more uniform and less 
cluttered, as was advised in the evaluating study. The new visual language is shown in 
figure 11.7a/b. The new path icons contain bright, but distinctive colours and the general 
menu interface is kept basic. The path icons are ‘growing’ icons, as explained earlier in 
section 11.3. The icons are based on the ‘Love your city’ theme and all contain the heart 
shape, in order to give a feeling of uniformity. The base of the menu is constructed in 
the colours black and white, while colour accents indicate the process step your in. The 
squared step indications used are based on the indications introduced in chapter nine, 
since these were experienced as clear by the participants in the evaluating study.
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Figure 11.7a. New visual language (Icons and menu base).
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proceeded with the next step, in which is asked “can you formulate your entry?”. In every 
stage there can be returned to a previous process step by making the ‘scroll’ gesture, 
with which there can be scrolled through the menu bar. In the last step people are asked 
“is your message ready to be posted?”. If ‘post’ is selected, feedback is received about 
the posted message, due date and ‘heart points’ earned. The process is now finished 
successfully.

1. Choice for one of 
the participation paths

2. Enter your emotion

3. Choose who you 
want to address

Example of an addressing process

Figure 11.10a. Process of making a new message.

11.5 New interface menu
As has been discussed earlier, the interface menu is now positioned around you (figure 
11.8). At the left side of the menu your profile and participation statistics are displayed. 
At the right side there can be found an information icon and the due date of a process. 
Both sides of the menu can be taken and dragged open, after which more information 
and input options will be shown. In the middle, under the menu bar, the location pointer 
is shown and indicates where you are submitting an entry. Insight the menu bar, squared 
icons are displayed and resemble the process steps. The icon in the middle, resembles 
the step you are currently in and is highlighted in colour. The icons will move to the left, 
until all process steps are gone through. Above these icons a text balloon is shown. When 
this balloon is pointing from you, a question is asked and when the balloon is pointing to 
you, it concerns your input. 
The squared icons hovering above the menu bar are the input choices that are offered 
to you. These icons can be selected by the drag and take gesture, after which there is 
proceeded with the next process step. The interface menu plus an explanation of the 
different functions is displayed underneath in figure 11.9.

Text balloon
-Pointed from you: Question for you
-Pointed towards you: Input from you

Stats       5x   10x   2x

Send?Gijs

i

What would you like to do?

Due date: 09.09.2030

Solution Address Organise

Profile Information
- Statistics
- System profile
- Personal statement

Information or help

Location pointer

Process Information

Due date

Icons to take and drag

Figure 11.9. Interface menu.

Since the paths’ flow-charts displayed in chapter nine remain the same, there was decided 
to not display all the new interfaces per path again. However, to illustrate the interaction 
with the new interface menu, the process of making a new message is shown as an 
example in figure 11.10a/b on the next page. 

An example process, posting a new message - In the first process step, after making the 
‘add’ gesture, there is asked “what would you like to do?” and the different path icons are 
displayed. When a path icon is selected by the drag and take movement, the process bar 
will slide one step to the left and the next process step will open. In this step people are 
asked “how do you feel about the current situation?” and emotions will become visible. If 
the desired emotion is not among the standard options, another personal emotion can be 
formulated by choosing ‘other’. After a choice is made, the next step comprehends “who 
do you want to address, authority, the community or both?”. After which there can be 
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4. Formulate your entry

5. Send your entry

6. Feedback that the
entry is submitted

Gijs

Watch your bags, its unsafe 
here, pick pockets active!

Take care, Gijs

Stats       5x   10x   2x

Figure 11.10b. Process of making a new message.

This second iteration of the concept was the final iteration executed for this master thesis. 
In the next chapter there is reflected on the thesis results and process. 
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In this chapter is looked back at a graduation project that endured half a year. First, the 
process and the results of the master thesis are described. After which, there is reflected 
on a personal experience of the process and results.

12.1 Thesis process and results
In this thesis there had to be dealt with a very broad topic, consisting of many different 
aspects to take into account. Furthermore, there had to be bridged over a time span of 
twenty years, in which society and technology will develop in a way of which nobody 
can be certain. Therefore, there was decided to build on current developments in society 
and investigate upon technology trends and future technology predictions. Especially, 
the generative session and the research to existing initiatives were experienced as very 
clarifying. Researches that resulted in the six participation parameters, which formed the 
main guidelines that were followed throughout the whole process. Yet, several times, I 
was told that only a study to one of the participation parameters, already can be seen as 
a graduation project on its own. Therefore there can be argued that the final concept still 
is too general and does not cover all participation parameters completely. Furthermore, 
it might be possible that technological developments will flow in a completely opposite 
direction. This, however forms no threat to the value of concept, because as long as the 
process is kept intact, it can be carried by a totally different platform. Making it possible 
to let the designed participation process function in the society of today. When comparing 
the final results to the examined existing initiatives, there is experienced that this thesis 

12. Reflecting on the thesis results and 
the process
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12.2 Personal process and results
The experiences I had during this graduation process are divers. Executing a project for 
another institution besides the TUDelft, adds extra value to a project, since the results will 
be used. It was very informative to work together with STT and Maurits Kreijveld. They 
offered support when necessary and the STT offices where a pleasant atmosphere to 
work in. Still, I found it difficult to work individually on a project again after two years of 
designing in teams. Especially, since working in a team provides you with more diverse 
input, ironically ‘collective intelligence’ and more evaluation moments. This, learned me 
that it is important to create a group of people around you to deliberate with when you 
are working individually on such an extensive project. In my case these people were my 
family, fellow students and friends, who all supported me throughout the process. The 
members of the graduation committee, pointed me various times in the right direction, but 
simultaneously critically assessed every step of the process. Valuable aspects that cannot 
be found back in every course of the bachelor or master. Overall, the project elapsed well 
and I learned a lot during every step of the way. If I would have to repeat this process, 
I would manage my time differently. This, since I lost a substantial amount of time with 
rewriting parts of my thesis, while this was not necessary when planned better. With this 
time, I would have been able to elaborate more on the designed concept, in a less stressful 
manner. 
While writing this last chapter, I only hope that this thesis is sufficient to make me a master 
of science!!! :)

Thank you all for your support!
Nathalie

is another step in the right direction. Since none of the examined existing initiatives 
were found to be as profound as the concept that resulted from this thesis. Several new 
and improved aspects can be observed. The concept invites and welcomes citizens to 
participate, right there and then, with their own devices. Citizens are free to decide if they 
participate or not and are offered a choice between several participation paths, the path of 
communication, co-creation and organisation. The process of every path is communicated 
in the different participation steps. In which citizens, among others, can decide who they 
want to approach, which makes them less dependent on authority. Yet, to still offer them 
support, they are enabled with technology that helps them to visualise and envision their 
entries. Furthermore, they are provided with emotions and profiles of other citizens, to  
still enable them to sympathise with others even though communities get more and more 
individualistic. Their profile allows them to establish their own preferences and will help 
them to find the situations that are relevant for them. By participating, citizens together 
provide information about the city. Information they can summon from the comfort of 
their own homes, providing them with a common source of information. The co-creation 
process enables citizens to provide initial input for a policy procedure of authority. After a 
co-creation process, citizens are provided with the possibility to follow up their input and 
comment on the progress made by authority. 
The designed participation process enables people to participate and co-create in the 
public domain. Yet, it has to be reminded that without the undivided support of authority, 
the concept will not function. A weakness that can be fatal for the future of ‘collective 
intelligence’ in the public domain. The strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities 
of the concepts’ future are summarised in figure 12.1.

Weakness
To make the concept into 
a success the undivided 
support of authority required. 
The current division between 
several departments of 
authority can be seen as a 
weakness.

Opportunity
Citizens are tired of waiting 
on authority and are willing 
to take matters into their 
own hands. An opportunity in 
which the concept can be very 
fruitful.

Strength
The concepts’ participation 
process fulfils the six 
participation parameters, a 
strength that enables citizens 
to participate in the public 
domain. 

Threat
Citizens have a strong 
disbelieve in the ‘good’ 
intentions of authority, due 
to the bad relation between 
both parties. A threat, that 
can prevent citizens from 
participation.

Figure 12.1, Reflecting swot-analysis on the result of this thesis.
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Design Public Domain

Give the crowd 

responsibility: Link the 

system to other social 

websites, in order to 

create real value and 

status for the crowds’ 

portfolio and make them 

responsible for their own 

actions

Enable: Provide tools 

to help user-innovators 

innovate. Map the 

intellectual property 

of your organization – 

software, designs, music, 

film – see what freely 

can be revealed to users. 

Offer training to help your 

lead users to become 

more effective innovators 

and provide  them with 

spaces to prototype, 

experiment and test their 

innovations.

Experience

Define the different 

experiences and the 

contents of them

Map the quality of the 

interaction within each 

experience

Define the reasons for 

this experience to happen

Evaluate the solutions the 

participants came up with

Evaluate your method: 

Make sure there are 

incentives or benefits for 

users, but keep in mind 

that tools for innovation 

and testing ideas are 

cumbersome and costly. 

Make sure it is easy for 

users to share ideas on 

a shared platform and 

support collaboration. 

Make sure copyright and 

patents do not get in the 

way.

Evaluate the design:

Clearly define which 

goals and objectives have 

to be reached with the 

evaluation. Define the 

best method and time 

to evaluate the design, 

iterative modelling, 

observational user 

research or surveys. Use 

a system in which the 

participants feel safe and 

free to move and express 

themselves. 

Part A -  Participation in different fields.B
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Internet 

communities

Business

innovation

Design Public Domain

Select the right crowd: 

Make sure the crowd fits 

the knowledge group

and is diverse.

Identify:

Segment your customers 

in what you can learn 

from them and explore 

their passions

People: Define the 

people involved, the 

target group and start to 

build empathy for your 

target group

Representation: 

Determine and appeal to 

a broad audience to get 

a wide range of interests 

on a topic

Be clear about: the 

problem to solve, define 

the role of the crowd and 

the information you are 

sharing with them.

Communicate: 

Define who hosts the 

discussion and conduct 

the conversation in the 

language of the user. 

Listen and enlist their 

ideas and facilitate 

collaboration among your 

users

Interactions: Map the 

interactions of the target 

group and determine the 

context in which they use 

a product. 

Access to information 

and Resources:

Make sure that there is 

freedom of information 

and that people have 

access to relevant 

information

Create value: Make 

sure the crowd can 

identify itself and can be 

motivated by one of the 

motivators, money, love 

or glory. Provide them 

with a vision to build a 

community.

Remove barriers: 

Overcome professional 

resistance within your 

organization. Make it 

easy to integrate user 

innovations into your 

products or services 

systems. Propagate 

valuable user innovations, 

but also identify and 

manage the potential 

risks of user innovation.

Transparency: Create 

a safe and comfortable 

environment where every 

participant feels free to 

contribute, by inviting 

a small and balanced 

group of more or less 5 

people. Handle every bit 

of information with care, 

nothing is wrong.

The legal right 

and opportunity to 

participate: Determine 

which citizen should 

be involved in an issue 

and achieve awareness. 

Public participation is 

valuable, yet results 

should be carefully 

evaluated.

Get your filters 

right: Use the right 

crowdsourcing technique 

to gather the desired 

content.

Incentives: Use 

incentives to encourage 

your customers to 

innovate and facilitate 

peers recognition for 

user-innovators.

Platform: Clearly 

define which goals and 

objectives have to be 

reached. Carefully choose 

the method you are 

going to use, generative 

session, creative 

facilitation, etc. Prepare 

your participant before a 

session, sensitize them 

and provide people with 

the tools to express 

themselves. Make sure 

a session endures max 

2 hours.

Techniques: Focus on 

known issues and

objectives of citizens.

Determine the impact 

and influence of the 

citizen participation 

and determine the 

effectiveness-cost-time 

relation. Make sure 

the technique used is 

appropriate for the issues 

to solve.

Part A -  Participation in different fields.



A
p

p
en

d
ix

 B
 -

 R
es

ea
rc

h 
se

t-
up

: g
en

er
at

iv
e 

se
ss

io
n

Prepare the materials and the recording equipment: Task of Nathalie 
• A flip-over sheet with the brainstorm topic and words
• Markers to write with
• Post-its in 6 colours + pens
• A flip-over sheet with the collage making task 
• Two sets of Lego

Recording equipment to prepare: Task of Diederik, 
• During the session he will make pictures.
• During the Lego task one group will be recorded with the voice recorder, the other 

with the camera (recording both groups, but with the sound focussed on one).
• During every exercise he will keep time.

When entering the room the participants are asked to fill in the authorization form.

Maurits will be present at the session. There is decided to let him participate, since his presence could distract the 

participants when he would be present in a observing way. Before the session he has filled in the booklet and is 

asked to forget everything he knows about the subject. Furthermore he cannot reveal his real identity as STT coach 

to the other participants, until the end of the session. Maurits agrees with this procedure.

---
Part 1
Introduction       max   5 min
Nathalie presents, herself, Diederik and the project. After that the participants are asked to present themselves and 

their assignment from day 2 (situation they chose and what they experienced). 

Booklet presentation 2 min per participant - 12 min  max 15 min
Participants present themselves and the booklet exercise (day 2 - page 8) they did. Diederik will time the exercises. 

---
Part 2
Introduction of the task      max   5 min
In front of them on the table, the participants will be provided with a flip-over sheet, with the topic: “We and our 

neighborhood”, the words authority, graffiti and parks are given. The participants are ask to solely find the topics that 

they consider to be the main topics within this subject, no detailed situations. There will be emphasized that nothing 

is wrong and all ideas are welcome. The words will be written down by Nathalie and the participants, the task will 

be timed by Diederik.  

Brainstorm        max 15 min
The participants have a maximum of 15 minutes to come up with words, write down words, and make drawings. 

Diederik will make sure everything is recorded well and will time the exercise.

Introduction of the task      max   5 min
The participants each are provided with a stag of coloured post-its. They are asked to write down the main 3 

situations that they find important in the earlier generated fields that they find important. These can be situations out 

of their daily lives or situations that they never lived, but imagine to be important. The participants are ask to write 

down the situations and stick them under the topic they belong.

21/04/2011

Generative Session - Wisdom of the Crowd (STT) & TUDelft graduation project

Project goal
Find a new approach to give people more opportunity to influence the result of social 
issues that directly affect them and their environment. By creating a common framework 
in which people involved can interact with each other.

Research goal
Find out which aspects of social participation are important for people in their everyday 
lives.

Research Questions
• What does participation mean to people and which social subjects are important to 

them?
• What enables people to participate?
• What impels people to participate and what are their interests in this?
• What do people consider as factors of satisfaction or dissatisfaction during or after a 

participation process?

Session information
Date   Thursday 21 April
Time   17:00
Location   Meeting room STT
Duration   +/- 2 hours (+1 hour dinner)
Number of participants 6
Participants   Name, Age, Nationality, Occupation, Education, Political engagement 
   Irene, 48, Dutch, Secretary, HBO, Passive
   Martijn, 38, Dutch, WO, Public administrator, Active
   Maurits Kreijveld, 36, WO, STT, passive    
   Danny, 32, Dutch, WO, Product manager, Passive
   Isabel, 24, Dutch, Vwo, WO Student, Passive
   Vincent, 18, Dutch, Havo, HBO Student, Active
Facilitators  2
Language of the session Dutch
Recording tools  Video recorder, Voice recorder, Camera 
Session tools  Sensitizing booklets
   Brainstorm material: paper/post-its/markers
   Lego Serious Play
Miscellaneous  Food and Drinks

Session planning
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-7-

Kun je de hieronder weergegeven vragen invullen en aanvullen met situaties die je 
vandaag of kortgeleden hebt meegemaakt? Beschrijf daarin o.a. de onderwerpen 
zoals weergegeven in het eerste wolkje.

Dag 2 - Situaties

Kies één van de situaties die je hiervoor beschreven hebt. Hoe heb je deze situatie 
ervaren?

Dag 2 - Ervaring

Laatst wilde ik 
iets mogelijk 
maken, namelijk 
.............................

Laatst wilde ik 
iets ....................., 
namelijk: 
.............................

Ik dacht:

Ik zag:

Ik deed:

Ik hoorde:

Ik voelde 
me:

Laatst wilde ik 
iets opgeven, 
namelijk:          
........................... Dat was

Volgende 

keer

Omdat

Met

Via

-2-

Onderzoek voor Afstudeerproject

Beste deelnemer,

Allereerst wil ik je bedanken voor de medewerking aan dit project. 
Mijn naam is Nathalie en ik doe dit onderzoek als onderdeel van mijn 
afstudeerproject voor de studie Industrieel Ontwerpen. Het gehele project 
duurt een halfjaar en wordt gedaan in opdracht van de TUDelft en de Stichting 
Toekomstbeeld der Techniek.

Graag wil ik je vragen gedurende drie dagen dit boekje bij te houden. Hierin mag 
je alles schrijven, tekenen of plakken wat je relevant vindt. Niks is fout, alle op- 
en aanmerkingen zijn welkom. In de bijlage van het boekje (blz 14-16 ) kun je 
verschillende afbeeldingen en woorden vinden, die je kunt uitknippen en opplakken, 
om zo je antwoorden te illustreren.

Veel succes, 

Nathalie

Hallo, een korte introductie...

Zou je hieronder iets over jezelf willen vertellen?

Dag 1- Ik en de wereld

Kun je hieronder je directe en indirecte omgeving in kaart brengen? Kun je hierbij 
weergeven wie er belangrijk zijn en dichtbij je staan, maar ook wie er verder weg 
staan en minder belangrijk zijn in je leven?

-3-

-4-

Dag 1 - Prettig kennis te maken

Ik

Familie

Vrienden

...........

...........

Naam:

Opleiding

Werk

Hobbies

Leeftijd

Kun je vandaag met behulp van de getekende tijdlijn, de belangrijkste situaties en 
activiteiten in je dagelijkse leven in kaart brengen? Kun je beschrijven hoe deze 
onderwerpen je leven beïnvloeden, hoe je er dagelijks mee bezig bent en wat je 
ermee wilt bereiken? (Plak hierbij eventueel de afbeeldingen van blz 14 om je verhaal te illustreren).

Dag 1- Belangrijk?!

Opstaan

Naar bed

-6-

-5-

Kun je de hieronder weergegeven vragen invullen en aanvullen met situaties die je 
vandaag of kortgeleden hebt meegemaakt? Beschrijf daarin o.a. de onderwerpen 
zoals weergegeven in het eerste wolkje.

Dag 1 - Situaties

Laatst wilde ik 
iets oplossen, 
namelijk: 
.........................

Laatst wilde ik 
iets bereiken, 
namelijk:          
........................... Dat was

Volgende 

keer

Omdat

Met

Via

Laatst wilde 
ik iets tegen-
houden, namelijk 
........................
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Three situations per participant 10 min + 12 min   max 25 min
The participants get 10 minutes to think about, write down and stick their three situations on the flip-over skeet. Then 

they are asked to present one of their own situations that they find most relevant for them and for society. For this 

presentation they each get 2 minutes.

Introduction of the task        
max  2,5 min
Out of the 6 chosen situations the participants are asked to pick one situation from which they think its most relevant 

to society. The time they get for this task depends on their own speed, but it won’t be more then 20 minutes.

One situation for all (time depending on their own speed...)  max 20 min
If there is noticed that the participants agree on one situation fast or very slowly, Nathalie will ask: “Why do you think 

it went so fast” or “Why do you think it took you so much time to agree on something?”. In order to verify if they can 

relate there own decision process back.

---
Dinner: warm food and something to drink    max  45 min
---
Part 3
Introduction of the task      max 5 min
The group of 6 participants is split up in 2 groups of 3 participants. One group will exist out of the “younger” 

participants (age<32), the other group out of the “older” participants (age>32). To see if there are difference in 

approach and the methods used. After splitting the group they are asked to make a 3D collage, in 10 minutes, out 

of Lego, in which they are asked: “to visualize their idea outcome of the situation” and “how they would accomplish 

this if they were in charge”. In this assignment they are asked to take the aspects: who, what, why, when, where and 

how into account.

Lego Serious Play building      max 10 min
The two groups of participants get 10 minutes to build. One group is recorded with the voice recorder the other 

with the camera.

Lego Serious Play presentations 2x 5 min    max 15 min
Per group the participants are asked to present their 3D collage. For this task they each get 5 minutes. 

---
Word of thanks                    max   2,5 min
---
Total time                  max  160 min
---
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The original transcript is 17 pages long. This is a part 

of the transcript to illustrate the session. In this part 

the participants presented their individual situations 

based on the collective brainstorm.

N Ik hoor al veel goede en slechte dingen over de buurt. 

Ik hoop dat jullie die ook beschreven hebben. Wat ik jullie 

nu wil vragen is om één van de drie situaties die jullie 

beschreven hebben te kiezen en dat is dan weer degene 

die het meest relevant is voor jou en je omgeving, dat 

kan dichtbij zijn of ver weg en dan wil ik vragen of jullie 

die in 2 minuten even kort willen presenteren. Dus kies 

er één, neem hem bij je, vertel even bij welk onderwerp 

die hoort en presenteer het aan de anderen. Vincent zou 

jij weer willen beginnen?

VH Ik had privacy, want als ik de tuindeuren open heb 

staan dan heb ik altijd een heel vervelend gevoel, want 

vooral mijn buurvrouw zit vaak buiten en dan ik heb 

altijd het gevoel dat ze mee zit te kijken of te luisteren, 

dan doe ik eigenlijk liever de tuindeur dicht, maarja met 

dat lekkere weer enzo. Ik denk dat dat komt omdat ik nu 

voor het eerst in een rijtjeshuis woon en in het verleden 

altijd gewent ben geweest om in een vrijstaand huis te 

wonen. Ik ben altijd nogal gesteld op privacy.

DV Ik heb middenstand, bij ons zijn ze nu aan het 

bouwen en ze hebben een heel nieuw winkelcentrum 

en het ene gedeelte van het winkelcentrum bestaat 

inmiddels tien jaar, toen net vorige week gevierd. Ze zijn 

nu bezig met het laatste deel van het winkelcentrum, en 

je ziet inderdaad de grote ketens er in terug komen. En.. 

god, ik woon 15 minuten van Rotterdam en 15 minuten 

van Den Haag, als ik naar een grote keten wil dan ga 

ik daar wel heen. ik vind het veel leuker om kleinere 

winkeltjes te hebben, dan trek je ook wel andere 

mensen aan een ander soort publiek trek je aan. Vind ik 

leuker en ook gezelliger.

IP Nou ik woon in een nieuwbouwwijk waar ze te weinig 

rekening hebben gehouden met parkeerplaatsen, 1,6 

per huis. Ik woon in een achterafstraatje, meeste huizen 

hebben allemaal een parkeerplaats voor de deur, tegen 

hun huis aan zeg maar. Waar ik woon hebben we dat 

dus niet, er zijn een aantal openbare plekken en die 

worden dus opgeslokt door mensen die een eigen 

parkeerplaats hebben en voor ons is er dan eigenlijk 

geen ruimte meer en daardoor moeten we dus buiten de 

wijk gaan parkeren en dat vind ik heel vervelend. Het is 

ook vaak zo dat er mensen van een wijk verder speciaal 

bij ons komen parkeren als ze op vakantie gaan, omdat 

het toch een lekker afgelegen straatje is en zodat ze dan 

weten dat er dan weinig met hun auto gebeurt. En ja, 

dat kan bij mij soms wel irritatie opwekken.

DV Dan kun je wel van die joggies vragen, die kunnen er 

dan ballen tegen aanschoppen

MK Ik ken wel van die mensen die dan zeggen:”dan kun 

je mooi mijn auto in de gaten houden”. Dan dan ben je 

helemaal....

IP Ja iedereen heeft er recht op, op zijn parkeerplek. Ja 

iedereen betaald wegenbelasting dus je kan er ook niet 

echt iets van zeggen. Maar ik vind het, ja, jammer dat 

mensen niet echt rekening met elkaar houden.

MG Ik woon in een wijkje met een hele grote plas, 

eigenlijk in het midden van de wijk. En daar heb je 

allemaal kleine eilandjes en er staan allemaal kleine 

jaren dertig huisjes eigenlijk, sommige mensen hebben 

een grote tuin, naja daar wonen wij niet. De meeste 

mensen in de buurt hebben geen hele grote tuin, dus 

leven eigenlijk zo’n beetje rond die plas. In de winter gaat 

iedereen dan schaatsen en iedereen komt elkaar daar 

eigenlijk tegen en in de zomer gaat iedereen daar varen, 

zeilen en zwemmen. Het is dus eigenlijk een verbindend 

en verkoelend element midden in de wijk, dus echt een 

mooi positief ding vind ik. 

MK Ik heb uiteindelijk de herrie of de geluidsoverlast in 

de trein of in de metro gepakt, waar mensen gewoon 

binnenkomen en dan eigenlijk hun walkman of ipod 

gewoon neerleggen op het plankje en dan gewoon gaan 

zitten of het normaal is of je allemaal die muziek moet 

luisteren. Ik zit altijd in een soort dubio, de laatste tijd 

zeg ik er dan wat van op een nette manier, maar dan heb 

ik wel altijd de enige ben die er wat van zegt. Maar dan 

zeg ik er toch wat van en anders ga ik gewoon ergens 

anders zitten. Alleen dat vind ik dan toch wel vervelend.

VH Maar dan met oortjes in?

MK Ja dat heb je ook nog, maar ik heb het dan over 

situaties waar ze hem echt gewoon op speaker zetten. 

Dan heb ik echt zoiets van dat kan niet. Vooral de hele 

sfeer er eigenlijk omheen, dat je eigenlijk de enige lijkt te 

zijn die er dan wat van zegt. Dan zeggen ze ja die meneer 

heeft er last van, ja zeg dat zal dan wel, maar zij hebben 

er dus dan ook last van maar leggen de schuld bij mij.  

Er lijkt helemaal geen rekening gehouden te worden, er 

helemaal geen oog voor te hebben, dus...

IP Ja dat is de vraag. Ik reis dan in de trein in van die 

stilte coupe’s

DV Jaa totdat mensen zoiets hebben van er is geen 

plek en ik ga hier gewoon kletsen, ook al is het een stilte 

coupe. Je komt dan soms in van die discussies terecht, 

dan mag ik je erop attenderen dat dit een stilte coupe is 

en ik heb het gemeld, veel plezier en het is aan jou om 

daar netjes mee om te gaan of niet...
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-16-

-15-

Baas    Collega   Secretaresse   Vriend   Vriendin 

Vader   Moeder  Broer    Zus    Opa  

Oma    Nicht   Neef    Oom   Tante  

Hond   Kat    Buurvrouw    Buurman  Pestkoppen 

Hangjongeren Discusseren Ideeën genereren Oplossen         Uitbesteden 

Hulp te vragen Uitvechten  Tegen in gaan  Ruzie   Veel

Weinig  Buitenspoorig Vervelend   Opgelaten  Boos

Blij   Opgelucht  Slim    Knap   Volwassen

Een oplossing Kwaadheid  Een conflict  Een idee  Een succes

Dag 3 - Bijlage conflict of oplossing

Dag 2 - Bijlage communicatie

-10-

-9-

Welk proces heb je doorlopen in de situatie die je op blz 7 hebt beschreven? Kun 
je van het begin tot het eind beschrijven welke stappen je hebt genomen om de 
situatie tot een goed eind te brengen? Wat was je mate van succes in elk van deze 
stappen, kun je per stap in de grafiek weergeven of je veel of weinig succes had?

Dag 2 - Proces

Hoe en met wie heb je gecommuniceerd om je doel te bereiken in de hiervoor 
beschreven situatie. Hoe belangrijk was dit, hoe verliep dit en welke emotie voelde 
je tijdens deze communicatie. (Je kan gebruik maken van de woordenlijst en afbeeldingen op blz 15). 

Dag 2 - Communicatie hoe en met wie?

Ik deelde:

Ik ontving:

Initiatief

Begin Eind

Veel succes
Maak de grafiek af

Weinig succes

-12-

-11-

Kun je de hieronder weergegeven tekst aanvullen? (Gebruik hierbij de woorden van blz 16).

In een conflict op mijn werk/school, met mijn: ..............., stelde ik voor om: .............,
hieraan besteede ik: ............... tijd en hierbij voelde ik mij: ......................, Uiteindelijk 
leidde dit tot: .................................., hierover was ik: ......................................... .

In een conflict bij mij thuis, met mijn: ...................., stelde ik voor om: ......................,
hieraan besteede ik: .................. tijd en hierbij voelde ik mij: ..................., Uiteindelijk 
leidde dit tot: .................................., hierover was ik: ......................................... .

In een conflict op straat, met: ......................., stelde ik voor om: ..............................,
hieraan besteede ik: .................. tijd en hierbij voelde ik mij: ..................., Uiteindelijk 
leidde dit tot: .................................., hierover was ik: ......................................... .

Pak je deze situaties vergelijkbaar of geheel verschillend aan, waarom?
......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................

Dag 3 - Conflict of oplossing?

Hoe organiseer je verschillende eet situaties? Welke factoren zijn hierin belangrijk, 
welk doel wil je met het organiseren bereiken en welke emotie heb je daarbij?

Dag 3 - Organiseren

Eten met?

Vrienden?
Hoe ................................
Belangrijk .......................
........................................
Doel ................................
........................................
Emotie.............................
........................................

Familie?
Hoe ................................
Belangrijk .......................
........................................
Doel ................................
........................................
Emotie.............................
........................................

Alleen?
Hoe ................................
Belangrijk .......................
........................................
Doel ................................
........................................
Emotie.............................
........................................

Collega’s?
Hoe ................................
Belangrijk .......................
........................................
Doel ................................
........................................
Emotie.............................
........................................

-14-

-13-

Heel erg bedankt voor het invullen van dit boekje. 

Graag zie ik je donderdag eind van de middag, 21 april om 17:00. 
Op de Prinsessegracht 23, te Den Haag. (gebouw van Kivi Niria en Stichting 
Toekomstbeeld der Techniek)

Hier staat iets te eten voor je klaar. Graag wil ik je vragen drie uur van je tijd ter 
beschikking te stellen. Neem je alstublieft het ingevulde boekje mee!

Hopelijk tot dan, groetjes,

Nathalie

PS: Laat het mij even weten als je onverhoopt niet kunt komen.
       Contact: n.stembert@gmail.com 0617347715

Dank je wel!

Dag 1 - Bijlage belangrijk?!
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Quote 2C-IR Na ik had eigenlijk dezelfde situatie. Ik rijd vaak met de trein en ik heb net een half 
jaar in Japan gezeten waar het eigenlijk wel stil is in de trein. En ik vraag me vooral af 
waarom dat hier niet zo kan zijn en ik erger me eigenlijk het meest aan het gebrek aan 
interesse voor elkaar. ..., ze zijn meer hun eigen ding aan het doen.

Interpretatie Een situatie die voortkomt uit irritatie over het gedrag van andere mensen, met als motivatie 
dat er meer aandacht moet zijn voor elkaar.

Opmerkingen

Quote 2C-IP Ja dat is de vraag. Ik reis dan in de trein in van die stilte coupeʼs
2C-DV Jaa totdat mensen zoiets hebben van er is geen plek en ik ga hier gewoon kletsen, 
ook al is het een stilte coupe. Je komt dan soms in van die discussies terecht, dan mag ik je 
erop attenderen dat dit een stilte coupe is en ik heb het gemeld, veel plezier en het is aan 
jou om daar netjes mee om te gaan of niet..

Interpretatie Het terugvallen op een recht of een regel geeft meer stimulans om anderen in zoʼn situatie 
toch aan te spreken op hun gedrag.

Opmerkingen

Quote IR Naja mensen hebben gewoon meer respect voor elkaar op straat. 
IP Het viel mij al op, ook toen met die ramp. .... En hier gaat de ITʼs in de uitverkoop en de 
televisie is honderd euro goedkoper en het is een slachtveld, dat vond ik zo erg! VH De 
IR Als je net even iets harder praat in de trein ofzo, wordt je aangekeken en één blik is 
gewoon genoeg om stilte te creëren. Het is geen autoriteit ofzo het is sociaal. 

Interpretatie Verschillen in cultuur leiden tot verschillen in sociale omgang. Dit heeft ook invloed op de 
vorm van autoriteit die nodig of gewenst is.

Opmerkingen

Quote 2C-N En zouden dan misschien die kleinere winkeltjes van Danny en die mooie parken waar 
iedereen blij mee kunnen bijdragen aan zoʼn situatie? Waarom is het daar dan prettiger? 2C-
VH Omdat iedereen hetzelfde doel heeft denk ik en iedereen is even, ja, met hun gedachten 
heel vredig 2C-DV Ja precies want accepteer je meer zoals iemand zijn gettoblaster aan 
heeft staan vind je het dan minder... 2C-VH Ja dan denk je meer van, jaaa, gezellig

Interpretatie De bereidheid van mensen om hun leefomgeving te accepteren verschilt per situatie. Soms 
leidt een actie tot irritatie, terwijl dezelfde actie in een andere situatie leidt tot gezelligheid.

Opmerkingen

Quote 2C-DV Het zijn dan meer de middenstand mensen die ik voor ogen heb, de winkel is van 
hun, dus de leefomgeving, maakt voor hun ook heel erg veel uit. Ze moeten het betalen 
vanuit hun eigen portemonnee en willen klanten binding krijgen en op het moment dat de 
leefomgeving dan niet prettig is zullen zij dan ook veel minder snel hun winkeltje kunnen en 
willen openen. Het is niet het publiek wat zij willen hebben, schat ik in.

Interpretatie Als mensen eigen verantwoordelijkheid dragen en er voor hun veel op het spel staat zijn ze 
bereid om meer te doen aan hun omgeving.

Opmerkingen
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The number of statement cards covered 24 pages, a selection was made and 
displayed underneath.
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IR Na ik had eigenlijk dezelfde situatie. Ik rijd vaak met 

de trein en ik heb net een half jaar in Japan gezeten 

waar het eigenlijk wel stil is in de trein. En ik vraag me 

vooral af waarom dat hier niet zo kan zijn en ik erger me 

eigenlijk het meest aan het gebrek aan interesse voor 

elkaar. Ik denk dat ik het voor mezelf vind, maar gewoon 

dat mensen zich niet voor elkaar interesseren, ze zijn 

meer hun eigen ding aan het doen.

MK Ze zijn in Japan toch wat, ja, vriendelijker. Ja dat zie 

je ook omdat ze zo mooi in een rijtje gaan staan langs 

de lijn. Toen dacht ik zit dan niet iedereen ook in zo’n 

IR Naja mensen hebben gewoon meer respect voor 

elkaar op straat. 

IP Het viel mij al op, ook toen met die ramp. En meeste 

hadden water en eten nodig en ze staan keurig netjes 

in de rij met hun kindjes te wachten totdat ze voorzien 

worden van levensmiddelen. En hier gaat de IT’s in de 

uitverkoop en de televisie is honderd euro goedkoper en 

het is een slachtveld, dat vond ik zo erg! En dat in Japan 

vond ik zo beschaaft.

VH De Bijenkorf met de Dwaze Dagen...

IR Als je net even iets harder praat in de trein ofzo, wordt 

je aangekeken en één blik is gewoon genoeg om stilte 

te creëren. Het is geen autoriteit ofzo het is sociaal. 

VH Het is echt erg met het openbaar vervoer, daar heb 

je wel mensen die zeiken wel echt om alles. Als je dan 

gewoon een beetje in een normaal coupeetje zit, een 

praatje te houden, lekker ontspannen voordat je zo’n les 

in moet, en dan zit de één je aan te kijken, kan je niet stil 

zijn. Dan denk ik, ja dan moet je in de stilte coupe gaan 

zitten, dat zeg ik dan ook.

N En zouden dan misschien die kleinere winkeltjes van 

Danny en die mooie parken waar iedereen blij mee 

kunnen bijdragen aan zo’n situatie. Waarom is het daar 

dan prettiger?

VH Omdat iedereen hetzelfde doel heeft denk ik en 

iedereen is even, ja, met hun gedachten heel vredig

DV Ja precies want accepteer je meer zoals iemand zijn 

gettoblaster aan heeft staan vind je het dan minder...

VH Ja dan denk je meer van, jaaa, gezellig

DV Het zijn dan meer de middenstand mensen die ik 

voor ogen heb, mensen die zelf ook iets, de winkel is 

van hun, dus de leefomgeving, maakt voor hun ook heel 

erg veel uit. Ze moeten het betalen vanuit hun eigen 

portemonnee en willen klanten binding krijgen en op het 

moment dat de leefomgeving dan niet prettig is zullen zij 

dan ook veel minder snel hun winkeltje kunnen en willen 

openen. Het is niet het publiek wat zij willen hebben, 

schat ik in.

VH Maarja zou dat niet deel uitmaken van een gevoel 

van veiligheid, ofzo? Want ik durf ook best wel te 

geloven, nu ook met die ramp in Alphen, dat mensen, 

en ikzelf ook, vooral met metro’s en treinen en dat soort 

plekken, je ziet zoveel dwazen rondlopen. Dat je denkt 

die zouden zo iets geks kunnen doen.

DV Alleen aan die dader in Alphen zag je het dus niet 

aan.

VH Ja het gaat dan meer om dreiging, je voelt je niet op 

je gemak en alles irriteert al

MK Je maakt wel al, als je wat zegt, maak je wel een 

inschatting tegen wie zeg je wat, dat doe je dan weer 

wel. Er zijn wel is mensen waarvan ik denk, laat ik dat 

maar niet doen.

IP Naja heel veel mensen durven dat ook niet gelijk. 

Ik heb ook een situatie, ik weet niet of ik dat mag 

verklappen. Ik was op een gegeven moment, ik vind 

het toch wat frappant, ik was op een gegeven moment 

met de bus op pad, ik had een afspraak en de bus 

zat redelijk vol en iemand komt de bus in en die krijgt 

ruzie met de buschauffeur, dat wordt van kwaad tot 

erger, ze pakken elkaar beed, ze gaan zelfs buiten de 

bus, mensen gaan naar buiten kijken en zeggen niks, 

mannen, vrouwen en ik kijk zo om me heen en denk het 

zal toch niet waar zijn. Dus ik ben uitgestapt en ik heb 

die twee kerels bij elkaar gepakt en ik heb ze bij elkaar 

getrokken en zeg tegen die ene vent jij gaat weg en jij 

stapt in die bus en gaat rijden. Hoe bedenken ze het... 

Ja en ik kwam de bus weer in en niemand zegt meer 

wat en echt, het blijft stil en iedereen blijft voor zich 

uitkijken en die buschauffeur ook. En ik geen ook zitten, 

het was een beetje raar. En die chauffeur, ja nou, ik ken 

hem hoor, het is zo’n vervelende man, en niemand zei 

wat....nou dan ga ik maar, nou toen ging die weer rijden. 

Spanning in de bus en niemand zei wat, ik vond dat zo 

frappant. Mannen ook niet...

N Zo dat heb je wel goed voorkomen dan, best een 

heldendaad, wat een lef

IP Ja dat vind ik best wel hoor

MG Ja dat is wel een complimentje waard

IP Ja ik vertel het ook best wel graag, maar het gebeurt 

niet te vaak hoor

MG Kranten artikel

VH Ja het is echt erg

IP Ja het gebeurt te vaak, ik vind het echt heel jammer
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How: With help of the facilitators and the software 

‘Interactor’, people can manipulate, combine and reuse 

their surrounding. This gives them the ability to make an 

innovative vision on their city.

Result: New design for the ‘Staalmanpark’ on which 

many people worked together. Website is very unclear 

and recruiting is done by face to face events and 

meetings. For a long term use it will not be suitable.

6. Baas op Zuid - http://baasopzuid.nl

Who: A project from BBVH Architects (Joris van 

Hoytema) with district neighbours and others

What: An online co-creation game

Where: Rotterdam Pendrecht and Zuidwijk

Why: To give people the opportunity to have a (virtual) 

say in the rehabilitation of their neighbourhood.

When: Online, on people their own initiative

How: By providing people with a game. In the first task 

people can make a balance between neighbourhood 

green, parking space and children playgrounds. The 

second part of the game is about urban planning, do 

they want to demolish, renovate or construct new 

buildings and houses. The third part is about choosing 

two important buildings in the neighbourhood, people 

can choose between a shopping mall, police station, 

school, swimming pool and a cinema. In every part of 

the game they get a visualisation of their choices. In the 

last part you get the opportunity to give your opinion 

on the neighbourhood and you can send in your game 

results.  

Result: The idea of the game is good, people can give a 

good opinion of what they want in their neighbourhood. 

However at the end of the game, the creators are giving 

a result to the players. My result was bad, this felt very 

disappointing and it took away my whole feeling that I 

good make a difference.

7. Rotterdam index - http://www.digitalepioniers.nl/

projecten/Rotterdam-Index/93

Who: A project from Jeanne van Heeswijk, Dennis 

Kaspori and Joost van Eeden with district neighbours 

and others

What: An online co-creation game for neighbourhoods

Where: Districts in Rotterdam 

Why: To get people involved again in the development 

of their city and bring local authorities closer to their 

citizens again.

When: Online, on people their own initiative

How: By providing people with a game. In this game 

they get a virtual budget to invest in neighbourhoods in 

Rotterdam. Because they are trading in specific shares, 

they implicitly give their opinion about the different 

neighbourhoods. The game registers the different 

sentiments within the city. 

Result: The game is not available. It is imaginable that 

it works and can be a fun way to stimulate people to 

think about their neighbourhood in a different way. The 

translation between the form of participation and the 

eventual usable data is unclear. 

8. Wireless Leiden - http://www.wirelessleiden.nl. 

Who: A project from a foundation of volunteers with 

expertise and with other citizens

What: A initiative to create a cheap, reliable and available 

wireless network in Leiden.

Where: Leiden 

Why: To provide an open network

When: On the street and online, when people need 

Internet and when people feel the urge to help construct 

this network.

How: Creation of an open network, by installing nodes 

through the city. People can join this initiative by 

contacting the facilitators or by going to the consultation 

hours.

Result: Easy to walk into a consultation meeting. People 

probably need a bit of a nerdy character or interested in 

cheap Internet. The overall result is promising: a network 

that covers the total area of Leiden.

9. Scan je buurt - http://www.bendeburgers.nl/?p=153

Who: A project from Bende Burgers (a covering 

organisation of different initiatives), in this project they 

together with youngsters (12-18 years old).

What: An initiative to let youngsters, policy makers and 

politicians make policies together.

Where: Netherlands.

Why: To get more insight in the ideas and needs of 

younger citizens.

When: On the street and online.

How: Youngsters can make pictures and videos, 

covering the information that is important for them. They 

can geo-tag this information online on an interactive 

map. Others can react on this, by comments and votes.

Result: Easy to login, easy to upload. Interesting initiative, 

only not many youngsters who posted something. It is 

not clear what happens with the initiatives.

10. De Amstel Verandert (2009) - http://www.

deamstelverandert.nl. 

Who: Municipal of Amsterdam, together with people 
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This appendix describes the findings of study on 

existing initiatives. For all twenty eight examined 

initiatives the questions: who, what where, why, 

when and how were answered. Each description 

ends with the result of the examination. 

1. Er op af: Doen en delen - http://www.vng.nl/

eCache/DEF/94/203.html 

Who: Employees municipally and ‘Clients’

What: Stimulation of citizen participation

Where: Municipally of Deventer

Why: Currently people do not feel prepared to 

participate, because of lack of self-knowledge, fear 

for the unknown and the feeling of resistance for the 

obliged character.

When: Face to face meetings after subscription

How: Participation works better when there is connected 

to people their individual wishes and dreams. Therefore 

citizens get the chance to subscribe themselves and 

come to a face to face meeting with an employee to tell 

about their personal interests.

Result: When people are approached during an event 

it is more plausible that they participate. In this website 

initiative it is unclear if people react on this call. There 

is not much communicated, this leads to uncertainty, 

which makes motivation to participate low. It sounds 

promising that I’m heard individually, but it is difficult 

to image who is asking me to participate and how this 

will take place.

2. Ik groet u!

Who: Neighbourhood initiative - neighbours

What: Stimulation of a good neighbourhood atmosphere

Where: Municipally of Deventer

Why: Currently people get more individualistic and do 

not greet each other. The neighbourhood character is 

spoiled.

When: On the streets

How: By placing alternative traffic sighs, with the text: 

“I greet you!”.

Result: The atmosphere in the neighbourhood became 

better, people liked the signs, since it stimulate to 

interact more with each other. It is a very simple 

initiative, people felt impelled to listen to the suggestion 

on the sign. It became something normal and fun to do, 

it stimulated social interaction!

3. Mix x Tijd, started in the project Rondom de 

Moskee - http://www.mixxtijd.nl/ 

Who: Kunstenlab and per session two families, who do 

not know each other

What: Stimulation of mixing different cultures and the 

creation of a cooking book

Where: Private kitchens of the families in Amsterdam, 

Leidschendam and Deventer

Why: Facilitate interaction between different cultures, 

stimulate people to open up and cook in a for them 

unfamiliar creative way. With the goal to let them work 

together and to let them learn from each other.

When: After subscription, intake an arranged meeting 

takes place

How: By inviting the different families, bringing extra 

ingredients, let people meet, cook and eat together and 

by photographing the result.

Result: Several recipes, pictures and more empathy 

between different individuals. It feels like the initiators 

have to find their own participants. It is possible to 

contact them yourself, but it feels like there is a barrier 

that holds you back. Although the site looks very fun and 

it is clear what they expect from you.

4. Socity - http://www.socity.nl/wiki/index.php/

Hoofdpagina

Who: A mutual initiative from VNG, Divosa en SZW in the 

project ‘Erop af: doen en delen!

What: Sharing information by providing citizens with a 

Wiki and a forum

Where: Online

Why: Informing citizens about social issues on a 

municipal level

When: Citizens search for information online and have 

a question

How: By providing them with a Wiki and a forum

Result: The webpage is very unclear, navigation is too 

complex. The information on the Wiki is too general and 

therefore insufficient. The forum is used by employees 

instead of citizens.

5. Face your world (2005) - http://www.faceyourworld.

nl

Who: Jeanne van Heeswijk/Dennis Kaspori with 

youghsters/district neighbours

What: With help of computer technology and creative 

thinking, people who participate can fulfil the job of an 

urban designer.

Where: Rotterdam and Amsterdam

Why: Informing citizens about social issues on a 

municipal level

When: Citizens search for information online and have 

a question
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What: A watch-tower with a LED media facade, where 

people get to place their own video content. By doing 

this they co-design the building and get co-ownership 

of the design.

Where: Germany. 

Why: To give people more influence over the exterior of 

a building and to create social interaction.

When: In front of the building.

How: By sending in their footage (not totally clear how 

and which footage...)

Result: It is a nice initiative. How it works is not totally 

clear. When the interaction is easy it would increase the 

usability. Placed in a city center it would be a nice way 

to communicate public content.

15. Design for Emptiness - http://www.

designforemptiness.nl. 

Who: A project from the municipal of Heerlen and 

Zachte g, together with creative shop owners.

What: A competition to find creative ways to fill empty 

shops or office buildings.

Where: Heerlen. 

Why: To give keep the city centre busy and lively, 

because it is businesscard of the city and gives meaning 

to the identity of the city and its citizens. 

When: Once in the form of a competition.

How: People can send in their ideas, which are 

evaluated by a jury. They make a top three, the people 

who’s concept belongs to the top three get 500 euros 

and can present their idea during the I-beta event. At 

the end of the event the winner is chosen (50% by the 

jury and 50% by the public) and is awarded with 10.000 

euro to realise his/her idea.

Result: It is a nice initiative. The rules, the expectations 

and the process are clearly communicated.  There is a 

clear deadline, the winner is awarded and the initiative 

is executed. It is unclear what is done with the other 

submissions. 

16. Verbeterdebuurt.nl - http://www.verbeterdebuurt.

nl/.

Who: A project from, together with citizens through the 

country.

What: An interactive map where citizens can place 

complaints and ideas, on which other people in the 

neighbourhood can react. 

Where: Netherlands. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

problems/irritations or ideas/solutions, in order to make 

their city more liveable.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: Online on a computer website or with an application 

on a smartphone. By subscribing and signing in on the 

website, which can be done with a nickname, however 

the email address has exist to log-in. People can place 

a complaint or an idea on the map, others can react on 

this. When a complaint or an idea has ten votes it will 

be communicated to the responsible municipal. Solved 

issues are displayed with a flag.  

Result: It is a really nice and simple initiative, which 

seems to work. The rules, the expectations and the 

process are clearly communicated. People can see if 

their interests are shared and are provided with clear 

feedback if an issue is adopted or solved.

Amsterdam Opent - http://www.amsterdamopent.nl/

forum/most_popular

Who: A project from the municipal of Amsterdam, 

together with citizens.

What: Citizens got the opportunity to create ideas for 

three topics made by the initiators: red-light district, 

bicycle problem at central station and self-production 

of energy.  

Where: Amsterdam. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions for three specific topics, in order to 

make their city more liveable.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: The initiators took three serious problems in 

Amsterdam. People have to subscribe and log-in on the 

website, which can be done with a nickname, however 

the email address has exist.Then people get the chance 

to post their ideas and solutions online, they are free to 

illustrate this with images. Other people get the chance 

to vote for ideas by clicking on an arrow next to the post. 

This will move the post up and eventually, with enough 

votes, it will be placed in the focus group, where experts 

will look at it.

Result: The site is not very clear, this makes it a bit of a 

hassle to find out what the goal is. When the process is 

clear, it is very simple and not much work to participate. 

The three issues are clear and give a sense of focus, 

the agenda is already formed. It is not clear how many 

promotions are necessary to put an idea in a focus 

group. The nominated ideas are displayed, yet also for 

these ideas it is not clear why they are nominated and 

what they are going to do with it. 
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who live and recreate close to the Amstel river.

What: An initiative to give people a say in the urban 

planning of the area around the river.

Where: Amsterdam. 

Why: To get more insight in the ideas and needs of 

people for who this area is important.

When: Online and in 4 face to face meetings.

How: By involving all types of people to create a 

network, in order to eventually come to a clear and final 

goal. In the first round people can come up with ideas 

and discuss them, it functions like a forum. They are free 

to post pictures, videos and text. In the second round 

(which is not available), people get the opportunity to 

work out the ideas into plans and goals, with help of an 

interactive map.

Result: Complicated and confusing site, what is the 

goal exactly? Seems like they never got further than the 

first round. People can make their own profile and post 

comments, it feels like an online community. The goal to 

find out what people desire concerning their Amstel is 

unclear. The goal is not reached. 

11. Stadsdialoog Delft (2010) - http://

stadsdialoogdelft.nl/.

Who: Municipal of Delft, together with urban designers 

and engineers and people who live in Delft and/or make 

use of the area around the station.

What: An initiative to give people a say in the urban 

planning of the area around the station.

Where: Delft, area around the station. 

Why: To get more insight in the ideas and needs of 

people for who this area is important.

When: 3 face to face meetings and an online dialog.

How: The project team chose 4 characteristic areas 

within the station area. People got the opportunity to 

send in a picture and write about what they would like 

to happen with these areas. Other people can vote on 

these ideas. The ideas with the most votes are taken 

into account by the team of experts.

Result: The website is still available, although the dialog 

is ended. This is clearly communicated when you enter 

the site, which is satisfying. You are able to read back 

the ideas, dialog and the plans that were made. People 

are very well informed about how the procedure works, 

what is expected from them and what will happen with 

their contribution. Furthermore people are invited to 

think freely, yet they ask them to take some factors per 

area into account, also this is communicated well. 233 

people send in their ideas and the project team took 

them into account into their designs.

12. Democratiespel - http://democratiespel.nl/.

Who: A initiative from the foundation petities.nl

What: An easy way for citizens to participate by setting 

up their own petition.

Where: Netherlands. 

Why: To help people to fight for their interest by getting 

help from others.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By subscribing and signing in on the website, 

which can be done with a nickname, however the email 

address has exist to log-in. You start as a citizen and can 

climb up on the political ladder. 

Result: To take interest in this you have to be interested 

in politics already. It looks very much like the existing 

system, it functions more to inform and educate people. 

There is nothing done with the results, while it takes a 

lot of time to participate. The reward and satisfaction of 

this game lies in level-up on the ladder and becoming 

more important.

13. Petities Online - http://petities.nl. 

Who: A project from petities.nl

What: A role playing game, where people can vote and 

make policies. 

Where: Netherlands. 

Why: To give people more insight in their political 

preferences and the political structure of the Netherlands.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By subscribing and signing in on the website. 

You can make your petition by giving it a category, by 

writing a description and a goal. When you finish it 

you can publish it and spread it through social media. 

Signing it is very easy by writing down your name (can 

be anonymous) and your email address (an existing 

address). The most popular petitions are listed on top, 

but there are many filter possibilities.

Result: To take interest in this site, you have to have a 

very important personal goal. Another possibility is that 

somebody you know made a petition and since you take 

interest in this person you fill in the petition. The strength 

of this site lies in the usability, it is very easy and quick, 

you can easily reach a lot of people, because you work 

with social media.

14. Indemann - http://www.maurerunited.com/blog/, 

http://studio.driezesnul.nl/maurer/2009/07/maurer-

united-builds-indemann/ and http://studio.driezesnul.nl/

maurer/2009/09/indemann-_pics/. 

Who: A project from Maurer Architecten United, together 

with citizen.
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scale, online as well as locally. In these sessions citizens 

were guided to express their wishes/irritations and 

generate ideas/solutions.

Where: Zuidplas. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

interests, in order to make their city more liveable.

When: Online and in ‘real life’, when people take interest.

How: The project team made a research question: 

“what is there according to you necessary to keep your 

village lively in the future?”. Within this question eight 

themes were made by the project team: Eigenheid 

& Herkenbaarheid, Groen & Duurzaam, Mobiliteit & 

Bereikbaarheid, Onderwijs & Zorgaanbod, Ontspanning 

& Vrijetijdsbesteding, Veiligheid & Veiligheidsbeleving, 

Werken & Ondernemen and Zorg voor elkaar & 

Vrijwilligerswerk. Within these themes new questions 

were made and these questions were the questions 

asked to the citizens. The project team decided per 

question what was the best method to approach the 

people. They used social media, dinner debates and 

questionnaires. The results were used in a structural 

vision for the Zuidplas.

Result: It took the municipal a lot of time and effort 

to prepare the sessions and the researches. The 

communication was very important, each question 

was weighed. People had the choice to participate 

in a for them comfortable manner. The largest part of 

the participants participated through social media, 

however conclusions from the ‘real life’ meetings were 

more fruitful. People who participated through the 

Internet were younger than the people who took part in 

the dinner sessions. At the ‘counter meetings’ people 

complaint about the lack of privacy, however it was 

important for them to relate the whole process to a face. 

Media pressure was necessary to make people aware 

of the project and to make them want to participate. 

The conclusions derived from the sessions were rich 

and very usable to base a vision on. Many people 

participated and this raised a social bound between 

people in the community. People who participated were 

happy to be heard, but also ventilated the fear that 

nothing will be done with the results. What people most 

expressed was that they want to be responsible for their 

own affair. Roles for the authority can be described as: 

signal function, support function and a don’t obstruct 

function. They do not want a village which is interested 

in the surrounding changing world, they want a village 

culture and clear policies. The project team, did the 

preparing work for the session, with this they already 

put people in a certain direction, this could have 

influenced their results.

22. Verrijk je wijk - http://www.verrijkjewijk.nl/index.php 

Who: A project from the municipal of Tilburg, together 

with citizens.

What: Citizens can send in ideas for events, projects or 

neighbourhood improvements.

Where: Tilburg. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in an online idea form.

Result: There is mentioned on the site that you are 

responsible to execute your idea, which means a lot of 

work, uncertainty and discomfort. There is no process 

information given on the site. They do give information 

about the result of other people their participations, which 

is good, because it gives you an idea what is possible. 

Furthermore they have a f.a.q. page. The form you have 

to fill in is very restricted and a clear idea is necessary 

already. Some questions in the form are difficult to fill in, 

subjects like budget and project execution time are hard 

to answer for a novice.

23. Goed idee - http://goedidee.groningen.nl/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Groningen, 

together with citizens.

What: , Citizens can send in ideas for events, projects or 

neighbourhood improvements.

Where: Groningen. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in some online questions and an idea 

form.

Result: There is no process information given on the site 

and there is a strict idea about what is considered to be 

a good idea. They do give information about the result of 

other people their participations, which is good, because 

it gives you an idea what is possible. The form you have 

to fill in is very restricted and a clear idea is necessary 

already. Some questions in the form are difficult to fill in, 

subjects like budget and project execution time are hard 

to answer for a novice. To get your idea approved you 

are dependent on 9 other citizens, who have to confirm 

that they think your idea is a good idea. This makes your 

application a lot more difficult and time consuming. 
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18. Binnen 30 minuten - http://www.binnen30minuten.

nl/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Amsterdam, 

together with citizens.

What: Citizens got the opportunity to participate in three 

rounds (10 minutes per round). In the first round they 

can share their wishes for the city, in the second round 

they can mark areas that they want to see improved 

and in the third round their opinion is asked about 

suggestions for improvement.

Where: Amsterdam. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

problems/irritations or ideas/solutions, in order to make 

their city more liveable.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By subscribing and signing in on the website, 

which can be done with a nickname, however the email 

address has exist to log-in. People are asked 3x10 

minutes of their time to participate. Before they can 

start they have to do a quick photo test, this test gives 

them a profile. There are eight profiles: the maker, the 

discoverer, the critic, the motor, the fan, the pleader, 

the connoisseur and the singer. Each profile says 

something about somebodies relationship with the city 

and gives people more insight into the character of 

another person. 

With this profile, in the first round, they can tag places 

on an interactive map. Every tag is accompanies by a 

one-line statement which expresses a wish. The second 

round functions more or less the same, only the profile 

is not visible on the map and people get the chance 

to motivate their choice. In the third round the map 

is displayed with proposals. People can give these 

proposals a value (bad, mediocre or good). At the end 

of the third round the personal scores of each proposal 

are displayed against the collective scores.  

Result: The set-up of the process is clear and it is 

comforting to know that you only have to spend 30 

minutes of your time. The profiles give more insight in 

other people their wishes and make it easier to estimate 

their reaction. It is not clear where the proposals 

come from, experts maybe? More then 700 people 

participated in the third round and the end result are 

clear proposals to build a structural vision. There is 

given clear feedback about the future steps that they 

are going to take.

19. Rotterdam Idee - http://www.rotterdamidee.nl/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Rotterdam, 

together with citizens.

What: Citizens got the opportunity to send in their ideas.

Where: Rotterdam. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in some online questions and an idea 

form.

Result: There is no process information given on the 

site. They do give information about the result of other 

people their participations, which is good, because it 

gives you an idea what is possible. The questions you 

have to answer are meant to filter, they give a feeling 

of unwelcomeness. The form you have to fill in is very 

restricted and a clear idea already is necessary. Only at 

the end of the submission, you are informed that you will 

receive a confirmation email and that your idea will be 

taken into account. You will receive an answer from them 

within two working days.

20. Co-creatie maak het mee - http://www.

eindhoven.nl/gemeente/beleid/cocreatie.htm 

Who: A project from the municipal of Eindhoven, 

together with citizens.

What: Citizens got the opportunity to create ideas for a 

design contest, with as theme, how should the municipal 

communicate in the future. 

Where: Eindhoven. 

Why: To get more insight in the desire of citizens on the 

topic communication between municipal and citizen. 

Another purpose was to stimulate co-creation, to come 

up with a by citizens proposed design and to interlace 

this design into a future vision.

When: Once online, when people take interest.

How: By organising a competition. The top five ideas 

were chosen by a jury, these ideas were placed on the 

site. After which people could vote for the idea they 

preferred.  

Result: 45 people send in their ideas. 427 people 

voted and the chosen idea will be used in a future 

communication vision. It is a simple form of co-creation 

and the rules are made clear in the beginning. It was an 

open contest, but the number of entries show that it was 

difficult for people to imagine what the expectations of 

the organisation was. 

21. Qwiek zuidplas, springlevende dorpen - http://

www.hoeqwiekbenjij.nl/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Zuidplas, together 

with citizens.

What: Participation sessions were organised on a large 
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what their responsibilities are and which steps they have 

to make. The form they have to fill in is still restricted 

and a clear idea is necessary already. The youngsters 

have to be prepared to help execute their plan. A long 

attention span is necessary. 

27. X-Zjon - http://www.zoetermeer.

nl/index.php?simaction=jongeren_

content&mediumid=43&pagid=615 

Who: A project from the municipal of Zoetermeer, 

together with citizens.

What: Youngsters between 12-23, can suggest an idea 

for a project and are responsible for the execution.

Where: Zoetermeer. 

Why: To give youngsters a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in an online idea form.

Result: There is process information given on the site 

and the approved ideas are described underneath the 

page. Youngsters can ask help to formulate their plan 

and because the process is made clear, it is imaginable 

what their responsibilities are and which steps they have 

to make. The form they have to fill in is still restricted 

and a clear idea is necessary already. The youngsters 

have to be prepared to help execute their plan. A long 

attention span is necessary. 

28. Samen maken we de stad - http://www.zwolle.nl/

beleid/projecten-programmas/samen-maken-we-de-

stad.htm 

Who: A project from the municipal of Zwolle, one citizen 

together with one employee.

What:  Citizens can suggest a project idea and offer 

their help to execute and manage their project, together 

with other people from the neighbourhood.

Where: Zwolle. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Face to face meeting with one employee.

How: When people take interest they can request a 

meeting trough email.

Result: If you have an idea you can mail, more information 

is not given. This makes it unclear if spending effort can 

be satisfying, which makes the barrier to make the first 

step very high. It can be comforting to only deal with 

one individual employee, from which you know the 

name. Participation is more individual and personal.
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23. Hart voor je buurt - http://www.hartvoorjebuurt.nl/

index.php?mediumid=31 

Who: A project from the municipal of Breda, together 

with citizens.

What: , Citizens can send in ideas for events, projects or 

neighbourhood improvements.

Where: Breda. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea. Every citizen stands for 1 euro. The 

budget a neighbourhood has to spend depends on the 

number of citizens who live in the district.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in some online questions and an idea 

form.

Result: There is process information given on the site, 

furthermore it is possible to ask help in the form of an 

email or a face to face meeting. There is a strict idea 

about what is considered to be a good idea. An idea has 

to be good for the whole neighbourhood and should be 

a social event. They do not give information about the 

result of other people their participations, but they do 

give attention points per type of idea. The form you have 

to fill in is very restricted and a clear idea is necessary 

already. Some questions in the form are difficult to fill in, 

subjects like budget and project execution time are hard 

to answer for a novice. To get your idea approved you 

are dependent on 9 other citizens, who have to confirm 

that they think your idea is a good idea. This makes your 

application a lot more difficult and time consuming. It 

would be more fun and meaningful when a people can 

vote and their vote stands for the value of 1 euro. This 

unites people more and the most important projects will 

get a chance.

24. Buurt in actie - http://www.buurtinactie.nl/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Enschede, 

together with citizens.

What: , Citizens can send in ideas for events, projects or 

neighbourhood improvements.

Where: Enschede. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in some online questions and an idea 

form.

Result: There is no process information given on the 

site. There is a strict idea about what is considered to 

be a good idea. An idea has to be good for the whole 

neighbourhood and should be a social event. They do 

give information about the result of other people their 

participations, in the form of text, images and video. The 

form you have to fill in is very restricted and a clear idea 

is necessary already. You are obligated to help executing 

your idea and you have to fill in how many others are 

prepared to help you, which feels vert forced.

25. Een goed idee verdiend - http://www.

haarlem.nl/mijn-wijk/wijkgericht-werken/subsidie-

bewonersinitiatieven/ 

Who: A project from the municipal of Haarlem, together 

with citizens.

What: Citizens can send in ideas for events, projects 

or neighbourhood improvements. When their idea is 

chosen they get money to execute their plan.

Where: Haarlem. 

Why: To give people a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in some online questions and an idea 

form.

Result: There is no process information given on the 

site and the approved ideas are just described with one 

line of text. This makes it difficult to imagine what they 

expect from you and what the next steps will be, which 

leads to uncertainty. There is a strict idea about what is 

considered to be a good idea. An idea has to be good for 

the whole neighbourhood and should be a social event. 

The form you have to fill in is very restricted and a clear 

idea is necessary already. 

26. Poen voor je plan - http://www.amersfoort.nl/

smartsite.shtml?id=218470 

Who: A project from the municipal of Amersfoort, 

together with citizens.

What: Youngsters between 12-23, can suggest an 

idea for a one time project and are responsible for the 

execution.

Where: Amersfoort. 

Why: To give youngsters a chance to communicate their 

ideas/solutions/events, in order to get a budget and 

realise their idea.

When: Online, when people take interest.

How: By filling in an online idea form.

Result: There is process information given on the site 

and the approved ideas are described underneath the 

page. Youngsters can ask help to formulate their plan 

and because the process is made clear, it is imaginable 



Research set-up evaluating research               20/7/2011

Part A - Validation of importance of tangibility
Goal: First, find out if people are able to formulate their entry on the spot and if they feel 
responsible for what they post. Second, find out if they feel free to post their opinion and 
if they feel heard knowing that their input is taken into account and they can participate 
right away.

Research questions:
Motivation: 

Do people feel more motivated when they know they can participate right there and 
then in a tangible surrounding?

Ability: 
Support - Are people able to formulate their entry within 20 words?
(Note: visualise, envision and simulate is covered by technology (since methods are similar as Google images and 

collaging sessions used as in a generative session. Verbal formulation of an entry is a necessity in the concept, 

therefore there needs to be validated if people are able to do this)).

Responsibility - Do people feel responsible for what they post in public space?
(Note: every new participant will first be asked to listen to an entry from a previous participant and told that the 

next participant will hear their entry. This in order to make them aware that the message they send out will be 

public and published under their name. The first participant will hear an entry recorded by the researcher.) 

Freedom - Do people feel free to formulate their entry and do they feel more free to 
address fellow citizens through a CC or a MSG, than addressing them face to face? 

Method (5 min per participant):
A potential participant will be addressed by the assistant researcher and asked to 
cooperate with the research. For both scenarios the participants will be told that the test 
is about improving the Boekhorststraat and that their ideas and comments are needed. 
The participant will be provided with a paper with the first task: Task 1: Formulate minimally an 

aspects of the street, that you want to see improved. When you do this name where you stand (house number), 

how you feel about the situation you want to improve (emotion), who you want to address (fellow citizens or 

authority) and what you would like to address (in maximally two sentences). Before executing the task the 
participant will be asked to listen to an entry from a previous participant and told that the 
next participant will hear their entry. 

Part B - Validation of the interaction and the process
Goal: Evaluate the concept, considering interaction and process. Find out if people would 
be satisfied during and at the end of a process and if the participation parameters are met. 

Research questions:
Satisfaction: 

Do people feel satisfied knowing that their input is taken into account by other citizens 
and authority in a MSG, the CC process and in the CC-progress?
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Type of situation: 

Age: 

Educational level:

General drive to participate:

Importance of the subject   : 
        Low          High
Importance of the people involved:
        Low          High
 

Personal importancy of the situation:

1.

2.

3.

Amount of time spend   :
        Few          Much
Your approach, was    :
        Negative         Positive

        Problem driven        Solution driven

         Impulsive         Elaborate
       
         Humorous         Serious

 

How did you act?:

Familiarity of the situation   :
        Unfamiliar         Familiar
Trust in the people involved  :
        Low            High
Was there support/help available  :
         No, not at all           Yes, plenty
Understandablity of the task  :
         Unclear         Clear
Understandablity of the goal  :
         Unclear         Clear
Understandablity of the Rules &    :
Boundaries        Unclear         Clear

 

How did you experienced the situation?:

Did you accomplish your goal  :
         No, not at all           Yes, totally
Did you felt part of a group   :
         No, not at all           Yes, totally
Did you had fun     :
         No, not at all           Yes, plenty
Did you got clear feedback of   :
the end results        No, not at all           Yes, totally

Level of succes    :
         Low            High

 

Were you satisfied?:

Did you felt successful?:

Could you relate to other people  :
        No, not at all           Yes, easily
Was there acceptation & respect   :
        No, not at all           Yes, plenty
Were you receptive to take advice :
         No, not at all           Yes, totally
Were you free to choose/decide  : 
          No, not at all           Yes, totally
Were you responsible for yourself  :
         No, not at all           Yes, totally
Was the task doable     :
         No, not at all           Yes, easily
What was the form of    :
communication       Text            Visuals
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Proven to be sufficient Improvements and recommendations

Motivation

M2, A, E1: Currently many situations irritate me, but 

it takes a lot of effort to do something about it. With 

this system you can address various points in the 

city right away in a short amount of time. 

E2: I would like a written confirmation of my entry, 

so I can refer to it and can proof my effort.

A, K, M2: With this system the barrier is lower 

than for example  writing a letter to the municipal 

or taking part in a public debate. Besides these 

procedures won’t make you much wiser.

A: Is there a budget, when somebody makes a 

solution? Because otherwise the Municipal will say, 

nice idea, but we won’t execute it. This can lead to 

frustration.

K, E2: I like to help people, which can be possible 

with this system.

M2: Adding positive icons (recommendations) can 

make the experience less negative.

Ability

(Certainty, communication, responsibility, freedom, sympathy, support)

(Certainty)

A, M1: The system is transparent. You can address 

people and authority. You can see the process and 

you can react without resulting in a chaos. 

K, M2: Nothing will happen people won’t listen, 

authority will not react or will do nothing with 

entries. And if authority can’t solve it who am I to 

say something about it?

B: Did you already went to the municipally with this 

system, because I see several possibilities to apply 

this system.

A: It is important people will have a choice if they 

want to take part in this whole system or not.

B: First you need to talk, sit around the table. 

Although this might be a result of this system.

M2: Some kind of moderation will be necessary.

(Communication)

S
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A, B: I think it is important to promote it and give 

everybody access to the system. Ah! You get it 

when you turn 18 and you get a card that works 

with every device, very good!

M1, M2, A: It is a whole new system, is there an 

instruction video? It was not clear, others could 

read it and I can add a point in public space myself.

M1: It might be difficult for people to determine the 

period of a CC/MSG. Ah ok, good that authority 

determines  the period.

E1, A, M2, B: The system is clear, it looks good 

and is original. I can imagine that it works and that 

people would like to contribute. 

S
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p
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(C
C

/M
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G
, A
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, F
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m
) J: The order of the steps is logical and clear. J: It would be good to add the process steps in 

the interface, then you know where you are in the 

process.

B, M2, E1: I see the difference between a MSG 

and a CC. A MSG is an action you take when a 

situation is there recently and a CC you post when 

a situation already takes place for a year or more.

A: Formulated MSG as CC vice versa. It would be 

better to change the names into a more elaborate 

description and to change the icons in a richer 

form.

K, B, M1, M2, A, E1, E2: It is good that you can 

choose who to address when sending a MSG, since 

it differs  per situation.

M2, M1, A, E1: In a CC process I also would like to 

have a choice in who I would address.
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Ability: 
Certainty - Are the rules and boundaries of the system clear for people?
Communication  - Are the process steps clear and do people feel the amount of time 
they need to spend to form an entry is realistic, do people make a difference between 
a message or a co-creation process and is the formulation of the question for each 
process step clear?
Sympathy - Does the profile and the entry of emotion provide people with the ability to 
understand why a fellow citizen posted a certain message or co-creation post?

Method (8 min per participant)
Participants will be presented with one of the two scenarios (depending on their own entry) 
and the researcher will walk them through a representation of the concept on an iPad. 
(Note: It has to be considered that the researcher/designer/Interviewer possibly has an influence on how participants 

experience the concept, since the presence of a person changes the interaction.) Before demonstrating the 
concept the recorded entry of the participants will be listened back to and the participant 
is interviewed with the interview questions of part A. Where the concept is demonstrated 
on the iPad, accompanied by a verbal scenario. The participant will be interviewed with 
the interview questions of part B and the conversation will be recorded and the assistant 
researcher will take notes. The participant is thanked for his/her help.

Interview
-Part A-

• Why did you choose to address fellow citizens/authority/both?

• Why did you choose for addressing/solving/different?

• What would you like that there would happen with your entry, why?

• While formulating, did you think about the fact that other citizens will hear your entry, why?

• Did you felt free to say what you wanted to say, why?

- Part B-

• Do you have any questions about the system?

• What do you think about the system, why?

 (Rules and boundaries/process/time/questions/operation)

• Would you like to see anything different, why?

 (Rules and boundaries/process/time/questions/operation)

• Does the system help you to sympathise with other citizens who posted a message or solution, how do you 

do this?

• With this system your entry counts, would this move you to undertake action more often, why?

• How would you see this system in the future, concerning operation?

Means
Paper with instructions task 1, Voice recorder, Paper with the message scenario, 
Paper with the co-creation scenario, iPad with a representation of the concept, Video 
recorder, Pen and paper.
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Proven to be sufficient Improvements and recommendations

E1: Normally I won’t address people, but with 

this system I will feel more confident and free to 

address others.

E2: Yes people can have a different opinion and can 

take a day of my MSG, thats ok.

(Responsibility)

E2: It is good that you can take matters into your 

own hands, I think it is important to warn others 

that the neighbourhood isn’t safe, since the police 

will not do anything about it.

Difference between M1 and K, E2, M2: People who 

are less involved with the neighbourhood will feel 

less responsible and emotional. They feel more free 

to say everything they want. It can be unacceptable 

if a visitor from a different neighbourhood will post 

in other people their neighbourhood.

E1, E2, B: Yes I always think about what the effect 

will be on others before I say something

M1, M2: There has to be some form of moderation 

to stop people from positing everything they want 

or can.

Satisfaction

M1, M2, E1, E2, A, J, B: It would be nice to know 

that something happens with your input. If this is 

the case, I would definitely use this system!

M2: It would be good if a service is coupled directly 

to an entry or object. Like garbage collection to a 

trash can.

E2: I see the +one day as a thank you from other 

neighbours.

E2: Most rewarding would be if people close their 

bags right away and I helped them to be safe.

E2: With this system I feel heard, it stand open for 

me.

M1, A, B: It is good that you have insight in the 

process of the government. Basically you can see 

every step and react on it. 

Table. Evaluation

A
p

p
en

d
ix

 I 
- 

D
at

a:
 e

va
lu

at
in

g
 r

es
ea

rc
h

Proven to be sufficient Improvements and recommendations
S
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s

M1: Is it also possible to address less tangible 

topics? Like politics? It would be nice to let these 

topics come together in a certain point in the city, 

where you can always find them back and look into 

them. (City canvasses)

O
p

er
at

io
n

M1, M2, E1, A: Gestures are simple and clear 

everybody can do it and it is time efficient.

J: When you take out the excessive colours of the 

interface it will gives you the possibility to accent 

more important parts.

B: It is good that you get notified, otherwise people 

might forget it.

Ti
m

e J, M1, A, E1, B, E2: I think it is a system that is 

quick to use you just make the grab and drag 

movement a couple of times.
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E1, M1: In the future all devices can be used and 

already people are used to use their Iphones 

everywhere with layer and augmented reality. With 

the card you could use all device, interesting!

J. In the future everything is possible, you could use 

the whole space around you.

E2: I see it also on my computer at home (living city 

concept).

B: In the future I think even more can be 

communicated with this system. 

M1: I didn’t thought about it as an organisational 

tool, but it could add something fun, a bit like a 

Facebook community.

M2: I see the system working especially 

commercially, like announcing a new yoga school. 

(Sympathy)

M1, E2, A: I sympathise with people by looking at 

their statement. Sometimes I agree, sometimes not, 

but it is about the contents.

E
m

ot
io

n

M1, J: Emotions help to cluster entries, you can see 

emotions through the city and can localise where 

people are afraid or angry. (living city)

K, M2, E2: All name emotions that are not among 

the options, it might be better to make this step an 

open entry, just as the step of formulation.

E1: The emotion of a person will help me to 

understand why he/she posted something

A: It might be difficult to formulate an emotion right 

away.

P
ro

fil
e

A: If I see the profile of Gijs, it is possible for me to 

sympathise with him.

B, J, E2: It is important to identify people. With 

the profile you can see who is posting something 

and people have to stand behind their entry. This 

stimulates a community feeling with transparency 

and it prevents people from cursing and excessive 

posting.

M1, M2, A: It is not desirable that people are going 

to address me on person when I walk through the 

neighbourhood. A profile picture can be a barrier 

for people and can stop them from participating. 

Therefore it should be a possibility to choose if you 

want to make your picture public or not.

(Freedom)

A: I would never have chosen that fence, haha, 

good that there are other possibilities!

From different quotes: People want a choice 

in everything and do not want to be pushed to 

participate.





In this TUDelft Design for 

Interaction master thesis, there 

is investigated on participation 

and co-creation in the future 

public domain. First, the current 

situation was deconstructed, 

resulting in six main participation 

parameters. With which, a new 

interaction vision was build. 

Serving as a foundation on 

which a future concept was 

designed. Providing citizens 

with the possibility to participate 

and co-create directly in the 

public domain and make a 

difference.
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