
- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



Dynamics of Placemaking 
Volume 1

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



Dynamics of Placemaking 
Volume 1

Placemaking in Practice – Experiences and 
Approaches from a Pan-European Perspective

Editors-in-Chief

Carlos Smaniotto Costa, Mastoureh Fathi  
and Juan A. García-Esparza

Editors

Aleksandra Djukic, Conor Horan and Francesco Rotondo

LEIDEN | BOSTON

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



Typeface for the Latin, Greek, and Cyrillic scripts: “Brill”. See and download: brill.com/brill-typeface.

isbn 978-90-04-53510-7 (hardback)
isbn 978-90-04-54238-9 (e-book)
DOI 10.1163/9789004542389

Copyright 2024 by Kadir Has Üniversitesi. Published by Koninklijke Brill NV, Leiden, The Netherlands.
Koninklijke Brill NV incorporates the imprints Brill, Brill Nijhoff, Brill Schöningh, Brill Fink, Brill mentis, 
Brill Wageningen Academic, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Böhlau and V&R unipress.
Koninklijke Brill NV reserves the right to protect this publication against unauthorized use.

This book is printed on acid-free paper and produced in a sustainable manner.

 This is an open access title distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license,  
which permits any non-commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided no alterations are made and the original author(s) and source are credited.  
Further information and the complete license text can be found at  
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

The terms of the CC license apply only to the original material. The use of material from other sources 
(indicated by a reference) such as diagrams, illustrations, photos and text samples may require further 
permission from the respective copyright holder. 

This publication is based upon work from COST Action Dynamics of placemaking and digitization 
in Europe´s cities (DOPMADE), CA18204, supported by COST (European Cooperation in Science and 
Technology).

COST (European Cooperation in Science and Technology) is a funding agency for research and innovation 
networks. Our Actions help connect research initiatives across Europe and enable scientists to grow their 
ideas by sharing them with their peers. This boosts their research, career and innovation.www.cost.eu

The Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available online at https://catalog.loc.gov  
LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2023054248

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



Contents

 List of Figures and Tables ix

 Introduction 1
Mastoureh Fathi, Juan A. García-Esparza and Carlos Smaniotto Costa

Part 1
Cultural Heritage and Placemaking

1 Cultural Heritage and Placemaking 7
Conor Horan and Francesco Rotondo

2 Placemaking and Networking of Heritage for Sustainable Tourism 11
Aleksandra Djukic, Dina Stober, Piero Tiano, Mircea Negru,  
Jelena Maric, Marichela Sepe and Agisilaos Economou

3 Cultural Heritage as an Inspiration for Placemaking in the Historic City: 
A Transversal Approach 37

Juan A. García-Esparza, Carola Hein, Ljiljana Rogac Mijatovic  
and Mircea Negru

4 Placemaking at a Time of Changing Port City Relations 60
Carola Hein, Juan A. García-Esparza and Lucija Ažman Momirski

5 Memory and Placemaking: Competing Memory, Forgetting and 
Distorted Rediscovery in Eastern European Cities 79

Emina Zejnilović, Erna Husukić, Nika Ðuho, Tatsiana Astrouskaya  
and Edmond Manahasa

6 Placemaking within Urban Planning: Open Public Space between 
Regulations, Design and Digitalization 99

Branislav Antonić, Despina Dimelli, Francesco Rotondo,  
Alexandra Delgado Jiménez and Agisilaos Economou

7 The Use of Digital Technologies in Improving the Quality of Life: 
ICT-Supported Placemaking in Urban Neighbourhoods 127

Matej Nikšič, Cor Wagenaar, Gilles Gesquiere and Kinga Kimic

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



vi Contents

Part 2
Collaborative Processes for Placemaking

8 Collaborative Processes for Placemaking 155
Juan A. García-Esparza and Aleksandra Djukic

9 Using Dialogical Exchanges and Social Interactions to Evaluate and 
Improve Placemaking Practices 163

Conor Horan, Bahanur Nasya, Clara Julia Reich and Roland Krebs

10 Mega-events and Placemaking: Place Image Construction between 
Reality and Imagination 182

Erna Husukić, Emina Zejnilović, Dimelli Despina, Ayse Erek  
and Nika Ðuho

11 Guideline Principles to Accomplish Social Inclusiveness in 
Placemaking 204

Marluci Menezes, Preben Hansen and Aleksandra Djukic

12 Improving the Impact of Placemaking Practices: An Engaged 
Scholarship Approach 226

Bahanur Nasya, Conor Horan, Anna Louise Bradley and  
Laura Martinez-Izquierdo

13 Young People and Placemaking: The Provision of Public Spaces  
for and by Youth 243

Carlos Smaniotto Costa, Marluci Menezes, Tatiana Ruchinskaya, 
Monica Bocci, Matej Nikšič, Nina Goršič and Mastoureh Fathi

14 How People Change Public Parks by Using: Notes on Before and  
After the Covid-19 Outbreak 272

Kinga Kimic, Carlos Smaniotto Costa, Monica Bocci and  
Nagayamma Tavares Aragão

15 The Perception of Personal Security in Urban Parks: A Comparative 
Analysis of Research Methods 290

Miloslav Šerý, Lucia Brisudová, David Buil-Gil, Kinga Kimic,  
Paulina Polko and Reka Solymosi

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



viiContents

16 Digitalizing Trauma: Virtual Re/Presentations in Central Europe 309
Juli Székely, Nevena Dakovič and Tim Mavrič

 Index 329

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



Figures and Tables

 Figures

2.1 The DANUrB platform with tags and filtersf. Developed by Istvan Shandor 
(PocketGuide) and BME 17

2.2 The DANUrB platform with information about heritage – a medieval fortress 
in Golubac 18

2.3 Educational materials for acquiring new competencies in the field of industrial 
heritage promotion 20

2.4 Interactive 3D model of the Triumph kitchen cooker produced in the Osijek 
iron and steel factory 21

2.5 PlaceMaker software: a window displaying analysis of surveys 22
2.6 Map of Sovana (place identity) 24
2.7 Sucidava. Western Gate, fourth–sixth centuries AD (2020) 27
2.8 Sucidava. Secret Fountain, sixth century AD (2021) 27
2.9 Sucidava. Topographic plan and tourist route (2021) 28
2.10 Cultural routes in Nafplio 29
2.11 Diagram showing the relationship between cultural heritage, digitalization, 

networking and placemaking 33
3.1 An artistic performance in Belgrade by Dragan Stojcevski (2021) 43
3.2 Old Court archaeological site in Bucharest (2021) 45
3.3 Twentieth-century clothing store in the Old Town of Ávila (2021) 47
3.4 Hamburg HafenCity (2021) 50
4.1 Historic warehouses and new additions in the HafenCity Hamburg 67
4.2 Vergerio Square provides an attractive entrance to the city. Verdi Street is con-

nected to the waterfront via the Bastion building by a vertical link or via a rep-
resentative staircase linking the city centre and the waterfront, which can be 
used as a passageway, a resting place or a summer theatre. Projects for renewal 
in 2007 69

4.3 A street in the El Cabanyal district (2020) 71
5.1 Left, the Museum of the Revolution. Right, RTV building 83
5.2 Post-war Sarajevo and the state of the Olympic legacy 84
5.3 Olympic Hotel Holiday Inn turned into a war press centre (1984/1992/2021) 85
5.4 Olympic Hall Zetra during the Olympics, in 1992 and today 85
5.5 Branimir Centre, renovated in 2019 87
5.6 Cvjetni Square in the very heart of the city 87
5.7 Abandoned oil factory 88

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



x Figures and Tables

5.8 Neglected spaces – Paromlin 88
5.9 Minsk, the main building of the Belarusian Academy of Sciences (constructed 

in 1939, architect Iosif Langbard), in the early 1940s and in the early 1980s 90
5.10 Tirana boulevard image during socialist period in 1990 92
5.11 Tirana main boulevard in 2020 and high-rise buildings in its flanking sides 92
5.12 The former Museum of Enver Hoxha during the socialist period (top left), the 

post-socialist period (top right), as a Coop Himmelb(l)au project (bottom left) 
and as it appeared after it was transformed into a technology centre for chil-
dren by the architectural firm MVRDV (bottom right) 94

6.1 The view of medieval Smederevo Fortress 106
6.2 The focal point of city life is the main square 106
6.3 The General Urban Plan of Smederevo, a land use map with urban zones 107
6.4 The view of the historic centre and the new city 109
6.5 The General Urban Plan of Chania, a land use map with urban zones 110
6.6 Two examples of open public spaces in Chania. The Venetian port of the city 

and the historic market 111
6.7 The General Master Plan of the city of Bari (approved in 1978), updated to the 

current state of implementation carried out by the design group of the new 
general urban plan (2014) 112

6.8 Strategic urban master plan named “Bari Open Space” 113
6.9 Setting up of public spaces such as open-air gyms in Lungomare Starita in San 

Cataldo in Bari. The same place before and after the intervention 114
6.10 Two views of Estepona. The view on the long coastline as the archetypal image 

of the city and Aerial view of the city 116
6.11 The 2010 General Urban Plan of Estepona showing the south area, an adapta-

tion of the 1994 General Urban Plan 116
6.12 The view of the centre of Trikala 119
6.13 The General Urban Plan of Trikala, a land use map with urban zones 119
6.14 Open public space in the city of Trikala 120
7.1 A map localization of Paddepoel, a neighbourhood with several visible 

sub-units 131
7.2 One of the analytical maps provided to address public health 132
7.3 Top, a localization of the Russian Tsar neighbourhood in Ljubljana. Bottom, 

a distinctive design makes Russian Tsar one of the best-known large housing 
estates in Ljubljana 135

7.4 A citizen taking part in crowdsourced photo-analysing 137
7.5 An exhibited entry of the PON exhibition in Ljubljana 137
7.6 Localization of Lyon 138
7.7 Qualitative map of areas suitable for revegetation 140

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



xiDigitalizing Trauma

7.8 Tangible table for vegetation experimentation 141
7.9 Measuring view composition and analysing sunlight and shadow computa-

tions at different scales 142
7.10 The extended reach of digitally supported placemaking: the common sphere 

of (inter)action between residents (R) and urban regeneration experts (U) 
may be non-existent in the traditional top-down approach (left), limited by 
the application of traditional participatory tools (centre) and extended by 
the application of ICT (I) in a digitally supported participatory approach 
(right) 148

10.1 Signs of remembrance preserved on Ferhadija Street, one of the main pedes-
trian streets in Sarajevo 187

10.2 Competing memory of the Olympics and the war presented in Sarajevo’s 
Olympic Museum 188

10.3 The Panathenaic Stadium during the 1896 Olympic Games opening 
ceremony 189

10.4 Zappeion today 190
10.5 The abandoned softball stadium in Elliniko 191
10.6 Istanbul Park 193
10.7 Sponza Palace (1996) 195
10.8 Romeo and Juliet in 1970 195
10.9 Official festival flag “Libertas” (“Freedom”) 196
11.1–11.2 Alagoas neighbourhood, before (2005) and after (2008) 214
11.3–11.4 Reconstruction of “urban pockets” in Novi Sad (Detelinara 

neighbourhood) 217
13.1 Photography is a great tool for young adolescents to learn about the design 

of the urban environment 248
13.2A–B Workshops on building a bird and bee hotel and placing it in the 

neighbourhood 249
13.3 A view of the Bredäng Park playground, including different zones for dance 

and play 252
13.4 An aerial view of Bredäng district 253
13.5 Placemaking process involved girls, families and residents in living 

labs 253
13.6 From a bird’s-eye view of the playground it is possible to distinguish all the 

different play areas and equipment 254
13.7 Young people and their families enjoying the playground 255
13.8 Teenage students mapping their views on the quality of public spaces 257
13.9 A weaving loom in the school hall was used to capture the patterns of use of 

public spaces by the teenage students 257

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



xii Figures and Tables

13.10 The programme of the living labs was extensively discussed with the school 
government and representatives from the local council 258

13.11 The spirit of the neighbourhoods in Volos 259
13.12 A diagram identifying some of the key needs of young people raised from the 

cases presented 262
15.1 Topophobic places identified 295
15.2 Semantic map of topophobic places (2021) 296
15.3 Place Pulse website 299
15.4 Vegetation cover and perceived safety scores 300
15.5 Bivariate map of perceived safety and vegetation cover 301
15.6 Geographically weighted regression coefficients for relationship between vege-

tation cover and perceived safety and standard errors 301
16.1 Screenshot of the App IWalk showing the Testimony Clip of Teréz Virág 318
16.2 Screenshot of the App IWalk showing the Map of the Jewish Quarter Walk 

in Budapest 319

 Tables

6.1 Eleven principles of successful placemaking 104
6.2 Comparison of the main results from five case studies regarding six 

selected criteria 122
7.1 An overview of the presented case studies 143
9.1 Examples of dialogical exchanges and density of communications 174
11.1 Guidance criteria for a multidimensional view of the context 209
11.2 The main advantages of evaluation dynamics 212
12.1 Common participatory practices versus engaged scholarship practices 230
12.2 Engaging multiple stakeholder groups 233
13.1 An overview of the age groups involved in the cases 247
13.2 An overview of the main findings from the cases 263
14.1 Relative popularity of outdoor activities observed in the parks before and dur-

ing the Covid-19 pandemic 281
15.1 Socio-demographic profile of the research sample 297
15.2 Mean ratings of particular security-related factors according to the 

research sample 298

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



© Marluci Menezes et al., 2024 | doi:10.1163/9789004542389_013
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license.

Chapter 11

Guideline Principles to Accomplish Social 
Inclusiveness in Placemaking

Marluci Menezes | ORCID: 0000-0001-7031-0053
National Laboratory of Civil Engineering, Lisbon, Portugal
marluci@lnec.pt

Preben Hansen | ORCID: 0000-0002-5150-9101
Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden
preben@dsv.su.se

Aleksandra Djukic | ORCID: 0000-0002-7815-6588
Faculty of Architecture, University of Belgrade. Belgrade, Serbia
adjukic@afrodita.rcub.bg.ac.rs

Abstract

Placemaking is a collaborative process to design urban spaces through creatively 
sharing interests, needs, activities and ideas. The literature on urban planning, design, 
human-computer interaction (HCI), geography, sociology and anthropology is rich 
in examples of methods that can be used in placemaking. However, the rationality 
that defines the methodological approach is essential to acquire a common view for 
places, ensuring an inclusive and open process. Before or in parallel to defining why, 
how and what to do in placemaking, it is relevant to consider different methodological 
approaches. In this chapter, we explore three methodological principles: (1) providing 
a multidimensional view on the context together with interdisciplinary and trans-
disciplinary knowledge, and with early engagement with people and stakeholders; 
(2) responding to the common view, needs and priorities regarding the transformation, 
regeneration and urban management of spaces; (3) experimenting with the inclusion 
capacity of the methodological approach, improving methodological efficiency and 
effectiveness, adhering to the social actors and stakeholders, detecting difficulties and 
correcting and improving the placemaking process from an inclusive perspective. An 
overview of the subject of placemaking will subsequently be performed and after-
wards two methodological approaches presented. Finally, considering that the issue 
of placemaking is a dynamic and collaborative process, this chapter explores how the 
role of the methodological approach impacts inclusiveness.
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205Guideline Principles to Accomplish Social Inclusiveness

Keywords

methodological approach – inclusive and collaborative process – participation – 
adaptability of procedures – place transformation

1 Introduction

There is a great deal of discussion about placemaking in terms of urban spaces 
and urban development that addresses issues related to sustainability, the 
built environment, and creative and collaborative urban practices (Courage 
& McKeown, 2019; Courage, 2021; Duconseille & Saner, 2020; Mateo-Babiano 
& Palipane, 2020; Hes & Hernandez-Santin, 2020; Carriere & Schalliol, 2021; 
Basaraba, 2021). Often, placemaking has been used to “communicate a desire 
or ambition for a place in a city to become better or more attractive; and some-
times there is even a set of actions described to achieve a placemaking objec-
tive” (Badenhorst, 2019, p. 2).

Placemaking has assumed a prominent role in the debate on issues 
related to urban development and may even appear in planning documents 
(Badenhorst, 2019). For Ghavampour and Vale (2019), an integrated approach 
between sustainability policies and the use of placemaking strategies is 
important. Nevertheless, there is a trend towards a professionalism of the 
placemaking process, highlighting the relevance that designers and planners 
have had on the process, such as with the physical attributes of the design in 
detriment of the essence of placemaking – behaviour and meaning. Akbar and 
Edelenbos (2021) emphasize the importance of “the interplays among the roles 
of actors, along with physical-spatial elements of places” (p. 1). For example, 
Thomas (2016) proposes to approach placemaking as a methodology of urban 
design based on a literature review to propose a scoring system to guide spe-
cialists and the community. One could ask, From what methodological per-
spective(s) would this essence be guaranteed? (in addition to referencing the 
history of placemaking and pointing out the planning and design results pro-
duced). Although specialists and planners are important, placemaking is more 
than a nuance of urban design and urban planning. Kent (2019) points out 
that there is greater disciplinary sensitivity to places, people and public life 
in the development of urban communities. However, professionals continue 
to speak within their own discipline, not always recognizing the potential of 
other disciplines and sectors and, above all, the importance of communities’ 
involvement. This is fundamental to increase collaborative dynamics to pub-
lic space improvement, especially when it comes to creation and recreation, 
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206 Menezes, Hansen and Djukic

management and public governance. Therefore the prominence of placemak-
ing as a community-led process.

In addition to planning and design issues, one of the aspects that matters 
most in placemaking is the process through which it takes place. At the outset, 
placemaking is defined as a bottom-up process, with a place-based approach, 
community participation and sharing of the benefits generated. Through the 
placemaking process, it is expected that the democratic participation will 
increase while also augmenting socio-environmental awareness (Karacor, 
2014). Each space reflects a specific character and its relation to social dyna-
mics, needs, resources and opportunities. The deficiencies and problems 
experienced during the placemaking process are also useful to guide future 
studies on this urban intervention theme (Karacor, 2014). This observation 
allows, on one hand, to highlight a cross-sectional aspect to several reports 
of experience in placemaking. Where difficulties experienced and the ways in 
which they were (or were not) overcome are not always made known. Which, 
on the other hand, helps to show how the challenges were overcome, going 
beyond just taking the action as a success in itself –as if placemaking is meant 
to be the guarantee of democratic participation, social inclusion and sharing 
of the benefits generated. It also appears that placemaking has been trans-
formed into a successful “brand” in urban rehabilitation and revitalization 
interventions. This has raised its criticism as a process of urban intervention. 
It is important to take a critical look at placemaking processes (Toolis, 2017; 
Chica, 2021) because placemaking may not promote the sharing of benefits 
generated among the low- and middle-income population, creating gentrifica-
tion dynamics and social and spatial injustice. Placemaking involves different 
actors and particularities, and different access to resources in creating a 
cooperative effort to improve the place.

What makes a place in a city meaningful to its residents? How do people 
engage with a place to create meaningful social and cultural activities? Within 
the field of human-computer interaction (HCI), the interaction between 
humans and their environment is an essential intersection of past and future 
that in a dynamic way makes possible or discloses different ways of living, 
working and belonging. This interaction is done through implicit and explicit 
materials (Hansen et al., 2021a, 2021b), such as sensors or objects within a 
place/space. Recently, HCI has focused on these interactive built environments 
and placemaking has been viewed as a socio-technical system. From an HCI 
perspective, places are also about experiences, histories, purposes and creat-
ing new culture. Freeman et al. (2017) describe different focus points within 
the area of urban informatics, especially with an emphasis on how to make 
the urban design process more broadly open and participative. Emerging 
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207Guideline Principles to Accomplish Social Inclusiveness

technologies of urban cities, such as the “internet of things” and ubiquitous 
computing, affect the perceptions and attitudes of residents towards places 
in a city. Theories of “placemaking” suggest ideas for how to develop commu-
nity attachments and enhance lived experiences in the city. Placemaking is as 
much about places as well as spaces, in which a physical space can be consid-
ered as a meaningful construct of place and/or a cultural product (Harrison & 
Dourish, 1996). Three different strategies of meaningful placemaking for city 
residents have been identified in HCI and urban design (Freeman et al., 2019):

 – Community attachment featuring an emotional connection to a place that 
affords satisfaction, loyalty and passion

 – The apparent distinction or “legibility” of the cityscape, i.e. how the city is 
perceived or read by its inhabitants

 – The depth and intensity of lived human experience
Participation is crucial when talking about placemaking activities and one 
specific methodology that has been used is participatory design (Cilliers & 
Timmermanns, 2014; Rachel et al., 2021; Stydom & Puren, 2013).

Along with these different aspects observed in placemaking, it is also of 
interest to ask: What in the course of the process can be contributed to guar-
antee an inclusive dynamic? The answers are varied depending on each place, 
dynamics, needs and opportunities, and this chapter aims to discuss some 
aspects related to inclusiveness. First, providing an interdisciplinary and trans-
disciplinary knowledge on the context (e.g. on the social, cultural and mor-
phological attributes and the evolution of the urban context) together with 
the early people and stakeholder engagement. This collaboration builds a 
multidimensional and participatory vision of the context in which one will 
act. Second, responding to the common views, needs and priorities of space 
transformation, regeneration and urban management. Then, friendlier pro-
cedures for non-technicians and different stakeholders can be designed and 
made suitable for the placemaking process. Third, experimenting with the 
inclusion capacity of the methodological approach outlined from the ongo-
ing evaluation of the placemaking process, which will be jointly analysed by 
different social actors. It is important to deal with the methodology incremen-
tally in order to improve the efficiency, effectiveness and adhesion of the social 
actors and the stakeholders, detecting difficulties, correcting and improving 
the placemaking process from an inclusive perspective.

This chapter is, in essence, a proposal for theoretical reflection around a 
methodological approach that safeguards and promotes social inclusivity in 
placemaking. As such, rather than detailing case study methods, techniques 
and tools, this chapter is a theoretical-methodological reflection that draws 
from our experience. Subsequently, the rationale that sustains the principles 
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208 Menezes, Hansen and Djukic

indicated above is presented in the following section. Next, two experiences 
of placemaking initiatives are briefly presented as paradigmatic examples of a 
theoretical-methodological reflection. The main outcomes are presented, and 
the lessons learned in relation to these principles are then highlighted.

2 The Principles That Can Increase Inclusivity in Placemaking 
Processes

2.1 Providing a Multidimensional View of the Context
It is important to highlight the importance of creating action logic that, little 
by little, makes it possible to replace the focus on problems with the identifi-
cation of needs and potentialities of the contexts. Not only when drawing up 
plans and placemaking proposals, but also for the evaluation process and their 
results. This procedure makes it possible to identify, define and scale the origin, 
meaning and character of the problems that affect social and spatial reality. 
This also highlights the resources and the potential that, even if obtuse, make 
up this same reality.

From the outset, this prior knowledge of the context should be guided 
towards providing answers to the following questions: What? For what? Why? 
Furthermore, prior knowledge should support both learning processes and 
collaboration so that it contributes, at the same time, to the definition of stra-
tegic ideas and ways of acting that is close to reality (Ascher, 2004). This prior 
knowledge tool involves guiding criteria for the multidimensional diagnosis 
of the placemaking context (Table 11.1). Cohen and Franco (1999) refer to the 
following more specific diagnosis objectives:

 – Describe  – related to what is intended to be modified, referring to the 
descriptive categorization of phenomena based on an ordered classification 
scheme.

 – Explain  – related to the explanation of the causal relationships between 
variables that inform about the current situation, indicating what can or 
should be changed. It is a fundamental condition for carrying out a good 
diagnosis and must include all the dimensions and variables that facilitate 
the explanation of the phenomena or processes that are being analysed.

 – Predict – is the result of the explanation and indication of the changes fore-
seen by the implementation of the action plan.

To ensure a multidimensional knowledge of the placemaking context and to 
identify its particularity, it is important to increase the interactivity between 
different records, diagnoses and surveys (Table 11.2), in order to carry out:

 – The interrelated reading of problems/needs, resources/potentials and the 
measures/actions proposed by each type of diagnosis, in addition to allowing 
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209Guideline Principles to Accomplish Social Inclusiveness

a better view of the role of sociocultural, socio-spatial, socio-institutional 
and operational issues

 – The hierarchy of issues and needs, and the definition of measures and 
actions in an integrated and interactive way

The objectives that frame the placemaking process must be essential, precise 
and strategic. For this, it is important to create conditions that guarantee that 
these qualities are sustained throughout that process. Here, three essential 
conditions are considered: existing resources, risk situations and the willing-
ness to change. These considerations help to avoid the production of static 
images or the immutability of contexts, which often condition the desired 
change (Bonetti et al., 1991).

Table 11.1 Guidance criteria for a multidimensional view of the context

Knowing the socio-spatial reality Operationalize the information 
produced

– Provide information on constraints 
and consequences of the problems, 
thus making it possible to identify 
trends and needs

– Identify resources inherent to con-
texts and identify means to enhance 
them

– Identify potential conditions for the 
success of an intervention and those 
that are obstructive and risky for the 
action itself

– Identify dynamics – endogenous 
and exogenous – that most affect the 
reality of the contexts

– Identify potential partners and 
stakeholders

– Relate problems and needs
– Establish a hierarchy of problems and 

needs
– Identify intervention priorities
– Enhancing, in a relational way, the 

means of minimizing problems and 
solving needs through strategies for 
valuing the resources and potentials 
inherent to the system

– Pre-identify the means of action and 
the types of social support that such 
measures may imply

– Pre-define ideas for action strategies 
that make it possible to respond to 
internal needs and external changes

– Establish communication relation-
ships with different partners and 
stakeholders

– Create negotiation dynamics among 
objectives, ideas and propositions

– Develop references for the placemaking 
process

Source: Adapted from Menezes, 2006.
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To ensure the effectiveness of inter/transdisciplinary knowledge in a multidi-
mensional diagnosis process, it is essential to safeguard community involve-
ment and citizen participation. This allows considering people’s perspectives 
in the diagnosis frame, and which should be taken as transversal throughout 
the whole process. By knowing the contexts through the eyes of the different 
actors directly related to it, from its embryonic stage, the placemaking process 
becomes more capable of engaging people and even involving them.

2.2 Providing Friendly Procedures to Non-technicians
The diagnosis must include (pre)proposals for actions that make it possible to 
improve the contexts. In this sense it is important to:

 – Involve social actors  – the position of social actors and their ways and 
means of appreciating the problems and needs, and their interpretations of 
possible solutions are essential

 – Respond to needs – the way in which needs are identified is related to the 
proposals for their resolution

To establish connections with a common point of view for placemaking, as 
“the participatory act of imagining and creating places with other people” 
(Derr et al., 2018), open communication and a more friendly, horizontal, and 
qualitative approach are important to engage people and stakeholders in an 
immersive process to the territory’s re-signification (Menezes et al., 2019). 
This contributes to generating links between people, territory, and the trans-
formative process, and to co-create a protocol for acting. The implementation 
of the placemaking process – at multiple levels and with an evidence-based 
approach  – are complex, demanding flexible, adaptative and collaborative 
tasks and activities. Examples include observing, applying exploratory and sen-
sory searches, collecting and recording information, interviewing inhabitants 
and other users of the context, holding collective and open meetings to discuss 
the meanings of place and its potential to reveal placemaking ideas, etc. The 
aim is to inspire people and involve them in reimaging the territory, turning it 
into a better place. As an enveloping, collaborative and sharing perspective in 
the production of a new, inclusive and open idea for the urban space, it ena-
bles the promotion of an “ethical value of the common” to “obtaining mutual 
benefits” (Sennett, 2018).

Bearing in mind the idea of placemaking as a community-led process, it will 
be interesting to consider some principles, such as:

 – Design is fundamental in the collaborative creation of ideas, and in the vis-
ualization of proposals for the space

 – The site analysis should be evidence based, as a site diagram helps place-
makers identify different indicators and data sources
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 – The role of observing space uses and behaviours to get a sense of its real use 
and blockage

 – The interest in providing actions that are soft, easy to perform, quick and 
cheap, to make experimentation feasible

 – The role of evaluating actions to identify those that are successful and those 
that should be stopped or improved – “To learn what is not working is as 
valuable as to discover what works well” (Badenhorst, 2019, p. 12)

 – There is no end to the placemaking process, and it is important to continue 
to learn from other and different placemaking initiatives and placemakers

From within the field of HCI and interaction design, participatory design (PD) 
is considered both as an approach and a process. PD actively involves both 
designers and stakeholders (end-users, customers, or employees) in the design 
process. The goal is to ensure that the design of an artefact, product, proce-
dure, tool or system meets the stakeholder’s needs and is usable. The goal of 
practising participatory design is to make the end-users part of and included 
in the creative design process. As such, their own needs, behaviours and views 
on everyday lives are considered (Hansen et al., 2021a, 2021b).

As a key concept, participation can happen in different ways and can con-
tribute to different parts in the design process. Bratteteig and Wagner (2016) is 
looking on participation from three dimensions (p. 465):

 – Participation of what? This dimension deals with the depth of participation
 – What shapes participation? The influence of context, including the situa-

tions are framing the project
 – How participatory is the design result? This dimension is dealing with one 

of the core aspects of participation, increasing users’ ability or “power to” 
influence the design. It is about the artefact(s) resulting from the design 
process and if it gives them a voice in and influence on everyday processes. 
For example, when including participants from a place in which they live, 
ask them to be a direct part of the designing of an artefact within their own 
space, and thus, they will add their own “voice” to how, where and what is 
actually placed and created. This way, the participants will ensure that the 
artefact will be a part of everyday living

In its core elements, participatory design can be seen as a collection of tools 
and techniques, a set of methods and a mindset. Widely used techniques and 
tools include workshops, collage, ethnography, brainstorming, sketching, 
prototyping, mock-ups, card sorting, storyboarding, walkthroughs, organiza-
tional visits, etc. Participatory design as a method entails a variety of cognitive 
processes such as collective reflection and understanding in complex con-
texts and environments, using different appropriate tools and techniques to 
actively engage diverse communities (i.e. objects, systems, activities, users and 
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stakeholders) in creatively designing technologies, artefacts, tools, products, 
information objects and environments, which are more responsive towards 
different socio-cognitive experiences, tasks and domains (Hansen et al., 2021a, 
2021b).

2.3 Providing Ongoing Evaluation and Improving the Process
Alongside the interest in increasing a participatory culture, it would also 
be useful to incorporate an evaluation of the participatory culture of the 
placemaking process. This contributes to updating and/or correcting imple-
mented initiatives whenever necessary. Allowing others to join and enhance 
the dynamics that are being created throughout the placemaking process. 
Enabling in parallel the improvement of self-reflection on the changing pro-
cess, and a more equitable mix of different ideas and action goals (Bourdin, 
2000). This in turn contributes to improving the performance of the process 
itself through the adoption of a more strategic perspective (Ascher, 2004). 
The adoption of evaluation dynamics contributes to augmenting knowledge 
about the placemaking process, and to a more informed choice of priorities 
for action and decision-making. Also contributing to increased participation 
and creation of a dynamic of ideas negotiation, meanings, perceptions and 
therefore improving the placemaking process. A dynamic evaluation process 
helps to improve, reorient, innovate, systematize and articulate a set of aspects 
related to placemaking processes (Menezes, 2006, 2012) (see Table 11.2).

Table 11.2 The main advantages of evaluation dynamics

Improve the placemaking process regarding:

The modes in which 
its development is 
verified

– Articulation and operationalization of action aims
– Raising levels of use of available resources and the pro-

duction of new resources, with increased efficiency in 
social spending and better use of services and equipment

– Production of more effective and compensatory results
– Definition of the most appropriate strategies, as well 

as the verification of opportunities to implement new 
strategies

– Qualification of technical staff
– Raising levels of resource utilization
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3 Theoretical-Methodological Placemaking Experiences

In this section, we will briefly present two different methodological approaches, 
namely, the Old Ghettos, New Centrality Project on the Alagoas neighbour-
hood in Peso da Régua, Portugal, and the Detelinara Urban Pockets project in 
Novi Sad in Serbia.

3.1	 Old	Ghettos,	New	Centralities	Project,	Alagoas	Neighbourhood –	Peso	
da Régua (Portugal)

The Old Ghettos, New Centralities Project was supported by EFTA European 
Funds and Portugal’s Instituto da Habitação e da Reabilitação (Housing and 
Urban Rehabilitation Institute, IHRU) and took place from 2005 to 2008. This 

Table 11.2 The main advantages of evaluation dynamics (cont.)

Improve the placemaking process regarding:

The dynamics of 
creation, implemen-
tation, conduction, 
management and 
operationalization of 
action initiatives

– Arrangements for concerting dynamics and actions
– Feedback mechanisms
– Improved knowledge of placemaking situations, enabling 

the systematization of the information produced and the 
creation of innovative devices

– Diffusion, information, participation and negotiation of 
change processes, enabling the creation of a culture of 
dialogue, as an exchange of ideas, of collective learn-
ing, that is, as a practice that stimulates, mobilizes and 
engages people more

– Accountability, weighting of results and performance
The dynamics and 
processes of choos-
ing priorities and 
decision-making 

– Develop more compensatory and equitable practices
– Discuss and analyse the relevance of actions to be imple-

mented or already implemented
– Develop areas of autonomy of actions and responsibili-

ties, to ensure a better functioning of the action system
The skill of the dif-
ferent social actors 
involved

– Development of self-assessment, reflection, technical, 
social and relational skills and knowledge

– Weighted judgement of actions, results and ideas

Source: Adapted from Menezes, 2006.
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Figures 11.1 and 11.2 Alagoas neighbourhood, before (2005) and after (2008)
Source: M. Menezes
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project addressed two neighbourhood interventions carried out in Portugal, at 
Rabo de Peixe (São Miguel Island in the Azores) and Alagoas (in Peso da Régua 
in the north of Portugal). Within the scope of this chapter, only the Alagoas 
example is discussed (figs. 11.1 and 11.2).

The main challenges were to contribute to the sustainable reversal of cycli-
cal situations of precariousness of public space and equipment, and a lack 
of urban integration, minimizing socio-territorial inequalities and creating 
place attachment. The objectives were to promote an integrated intervention 
between urban, social, environmental, organizational (in management sense) 
and innovation and knowledge levels. Several placemaking initiatives were 
carried out over the three years of the project. These initiatives involved differ-
ent audiences, with different ages and cultural backgrounds, and responded to 
different objectives and action strategies. Among the initiatives implemented 
the following stand out: (1) painting of the walls and creation of sculptures in 
public space by children and young people; (2) discussion and decision-making 
regarding the colour that the buildings should be repainted; (3) organizing, 
managing and holding the neighbours’ party; (4) engaging in intercultural 
dance activities (e.g. gipsy dance and hip hop); (5) carrying out cultural activi-
ties outside the neighbourhood to combat its negative image, and carrying out 
activities that attracted residents from outside; (6) the creation and renewing 
of public spaces in conjunction with a more responsive appropriation behav-
iour of these spaces.

People were involved from the drafting of proposal ideas to the implemen-
tation of the action plan. For this, an integrated, dynamic and continuous diag-
nosis of the situation, and a collaborative protocol of ideas and co-responsible 
actions, were implemented. These were carried out with the involvement of 
residents and local partners and stakeholders. Initially, it was to identify the 
needs, resources and risks for the development of actions. At a later stage, it 
was to discuss and create new ideas for the place, and to involve more peo-
ple from the community in the placemaking process. To respond to the main 
placemaking challenges, the following aspects were fundamental:

 – Partner and stakeholder mapping, and respective identification of the 
potential contribution that each one could make to the project

 – Surveys (interviews and questionnaires), focus group, SWOT, documentary 
and bibliographic analysis

 – Multidisciplinary and technical intervention team, and a local office
 – External technical team to provide methodological support to the local 

intervention team
 – Daily visits to the territory with multidisciplinary teams, participation of 

the technical team in local events, promotion of workshops between the 
technical team and residents, etc.

- 978-90-04-54238-9
Downloaded from Brill.com 12/21/2023 09:42:18AM

via Open Access.
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0



216 Menezes, Hansen and Djukic

 – Spatialization of the socio-spatial phenomena observed
 – Protocol for interaction, spatialization of social phenomena, development 

of tools and mechanisms to the management and communication (endog-
enous and exogenous) of the project, development of matrices of partners 
and action strategies, matrices of needs and ideas for transformation car-
ried out with residents, stakeholders and local intervention partners

The placemaking process was also supported by a methodological logic that 
considered the following aspects:

 – Dynamic and continuous diagnosis
 – Ongoing evaluation of actions and results
 – Assessment and continuous review of the strategies and actions
 – Database of the actions, strategies, results obtained, difficulties, conflicts 

and respective changes

3.2	 Detelinara	Urban	Pockets	Project –	Novi	Sad	(Serbia)
The reconstruction of “urban pockets” in Novi Sad was the project that ini-
tiated mapping and activation of creative and cultural potentials of public 
spaces located at different parts of the city. The long-term goal of the project 
was to improve the cultural and social life in local communities through the 
improvement of public spaces as well as to promote an integrated intervention 
between urban, social, environmental and innovative levels. The short-term 
goal of the project was the revitalization of small public places identified by 
the citizens as focal points of their local communities. The Detelinara neigh-
bourhood is one of 46 open places selected for reconstruction and revitaliza-
tion (figs. 11.3 and 11.4).

The Urban Pockets project has been realized as the combination of a 
bottom-up and an up-to-bottom approach. The process of placemaking began 
with active participation in various forms. The conclusion of this phase was 
incorporated into a programme for a public urban architecture competition. 
The first phase of the participation started with the survey, which was held 
in-person and via social networks. The goal of the survey was to give opportu-
nities to citizens to select the place for intervention in their neighbourhoods 
and to express their thoughts about its contents, functions and design. In the 
process of the selection of public spaces, the representatives of the Council of 
Local Communities have been consulted. In addition to surveys, citizens par-
ticipated in drafting proposals for improvement of public spaces through focus 
group discussions, as well as in voting for the best solution after the design of 
the places was completed. The selection of the best competition proposals was 
chosen by jury members and citizen participation (Jandrić, 2021). The result 
of the project was the realization of a new vertical garden and kindergarten.
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Figures 11.3 and 11.4 Reconstruction of “urban pockets” in Novi Sad (Detelinara  
neighbourhood)
Source: A. Djukic
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To respond to the main placemaking challenges, the following aspects were 
fundamental:

 – Surveys (interviews and questionnaires), focus group, documentary and site 
analysis.

 – Citizens also participated in drafting proposals for improvement of public 
spaces through focus group discussions moderated by urban sociologists, as 
well as in voting for the best solution.

 – Multidisciplinary team which provides professional assistance, up until pro-
ject realization.

For the process improvement, it was important to consider:
 – That citizens can choose the locations to focus and the type of intervention.
 – Multiple cycles of surveys and feedback.
 – Interdisciplinary approach to design.
 – It was a combination of bottom-up and top-down approaches.
 – Bottom-up – participation in various forms.
 – Up-to bottom – expert research of subject areas was conducted: identifica-

tion of locations; their urban environment and social values, as well as the 
potential for interventions.

 – Implementation – incorporation of the conclusions of previous phases in 
a public architecture competition, as well as profiling through jury mem-
bers and citizen participation in further considerations of competition 
proposals.

4 Discussion of Outcomes

Within the scope of the Alagoas neighbourhood and the Detelinara Urban 
Pockets projects the integration of both physical and social aspects was out-
lined as an objective, as well as the cultural dimension and enhancement of 
the place attachment.

In the Alagoas neighbourhood, it was observed that in the transition from 
intentions to practice, the path followed proved to be more complex regarding 
the interaction between social, cultural and physical actions (Menezes, 2013). 
The project was further complicated by issues inherent to the nature of social 
involvement, including technical-methodological issues and the mismatch 
between the time needed for reflection and the time for action (to which the 
project’s duration is also added). The rigid functional accountability associ-
ated with disciplinary domains (e.g. social technicians are not interested in 
physical issues and vice versa) and the hierarchical management structure can 
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compromise the interactive and community-led objectives. Another aspect 
to note is that, during the process, it was important to combat preconceived 
ideas. For example:

 – The diagnosis was often seen as a starting characterization tool (upstream) 
of the project, which undermined its interest in the downstream phase as a 
tool to stimulate, instigate and provide feedback regarding the intervention 
project.

 – The interest in recognizing not only advances, but also the critical points 
that hinder the promotion of integrated and sustainable socio-territorial 
development.

 – Overcoming the idea that the identification of social and territorial needs, 
problems and potentialities – even when considered from a multidimen-
sional principle of approach – should not be restricted to the technical view 
of the specialities involved.

 – Overcoming the idea of the intervention project with the single purpose of 
a finished work, since this may compromise the promotion of an integrated 
and sustainable development intent.

In the case of the Urban Pockets project in Novi Sad, the promotion of the 
participatory process was done through the social networks and other media, 
which resulted in a more diverse audience of attendees, while at the same time 
it excluded the possible participants who do not use social networks and follow 
local media. The conflict that arose through the implementation of the process 
was solved by an urban sociologist. The focus groups were most productive 
when they were established as a system of participants equal in significance 
and who were ready to engage and listen to each other.

5 Lessons Learned

5.1 Multidimensional Context View
In order to implement a multidimensional and integrated (social, physical and 
territorial) diagnosis and actions, Alagoas shows the importance of creating, 
from the beginning of the process, dynamic and continuous dialogue between 
the community and the technicians, also among different technical fields. In 
this regard, the spatialization of the socio-spatial phenomena was observed, 
which facilitated the interaction between technicians and community. Also, 
the inter-knowledge of different work agendas, as well as daily visits with 
interdisciplinary teams, and the existence of the local office, facilitates the 
interrelationship of these technicians with the community. Other important 
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points were the creation of an interactions protocol, and the articulation of 
the aims of the action (physical and social) and its expected results. The tech-
nical inter-knowledge and respective areas of action promote more multidi-
mensional and interactive decisions as well as integrated discussions regarding 
the activities to be implemented to minimize problems, respond to needs and 
leverage existing resources.

The example from Novi Sad shows that an interdisciplinary approach which 
integrates interventions between urban, social, environmental, psychologi cal, 
economic, historical and innovative levels could provide better results in place-
making regarding the strengthening of relationships and intangible values 
between the community and their open public spaces. Another important 
point was fruitful interaction between the local government of the city of Novi 
Sad, the Društvo arhitekata Novog Sada (DaNS, Society of Architects of Novi 
Sad) and the local community that provides multidimensional and interactive 
decisions. The realization of this project helped citizens from different social 
groups to develop a feeling of community and to recognize/identify that place 
as their own.

5.2 Friendly Procedures to Non-technicians
From Alagoas, one of the aspects that guaranteed a greater interactivity 
between technicians and the community was the participation of the techni-
cians in local informal socializing initiatives (e.g. going to local cafés, attending 
parties, chatting with people on casual walks, etc.). This increases the prox-
imity between the technicians and the community, and the interest in each 
other, and encourages social engagement. Casual and informal conversation 
also helps in gathering information and ideas, and in reconciling action inter-
ests. Identifying key interlocutors in the local area helps to create a channel of 
communication with the community, and of the community with the techni-
cians. However, it was important to have occasional meetings to explain the 
process and listen to people’s perceptions and ideas, improving the participa-
tory design.

The participation in the Novi Sad case was multi-levelled and was present 
in different ways in all five phases of the placemaking (preparation, location 
research, programme, competition, and realization) due to providing fruit-
ful connections between non-technicians (citizens) and architects, profes-
sional associations and the local government. A combination of bottom-up 
and up-to-bottom approaches succeeded to help overcome the gaps between 
professionals, non-professionals and investors, and to provide the right place 
in the process for each part. Various forms of participation from surveys held 
in-person and via social networks to the panels, focus groups discussions and 
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evaluation of proposed design solutions covered the different social groups 
(age, gender, social status).

5.3 Ongoing Evaluation and Improve the Process
The experience lived in the Alagoas neighbourhood demonstrates the impor-
tance it holds: (1) the establishment of a continuous situation diagnosis 
dynamic creating a logic of feedback and improvement of the intervention sys-
tem; (2) the active, present and methodical technical monitoring of the inter-
vention dynamics; (3) the continuous review of the strategies adopted, with a 
successive adaptation of the techniques and working tools to accommodate 
the emerging needs and the results and impacts obtained.

The participatory process in Novi Sad could be improved including more 
cycles and feedback within the process methodology (preparation, location 
research, programme, competition and realization) to provide better connec-
tions and understanding between the citizens, local government and profes-
sionals (planners, architects, designers). Furthermore, the education of the 
citizens regarding the importance of participation in urban planning and 
urban design should be improved to raise motivation and awareness of the 
participants within their role in placemaking of successful open public places. 
Also, new techniques in public participation, especially the digital ones, should 
be introduced to the citizens and local government as productive and efficient 
tools in the process of public participation.

6 Conclusions

The combination of a bottom-up and up-to-bottom approach, community 
involvement and citizen participation were transversal in the place making 
processes implemented in the Alagoas neighbourhood (Portugal) and in 
Novi Sad (Serbia). From a continued learning perspective, however, the 
four methodological approaches briefly presented allows us to consider the 
importance of increasing:

 – The integration of a social actor’s space perceptions, namely their 
socio-spatial skills, which refers to the symbolic dimensions and practices 
of use and appropriation of contexts, and their feelings of well-being

 – The approximation and articulation of categories and notions of under-
standing of space between different disciplinary areas, and between 
technical-disciplinary perspectives and the perception of people/commu-
nities involved in the placemaking process
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 – The adoption of more flexible procedures, methods and tools that are closer 
to the social and spatial reality of people, considering their limitations, 
potentialities and resources

 – The common benefit achieved with placemaking as a process (as opposed 
to the excessive promotion of its physical-spatial outcome)

As discussed above, the following important aspects can be highlighted:
 – Establish a protocol between inter-perceptions/meanings and inter-actions, 

to guarantee the articulation between action objectives and results obtained.
 – Identify a set of strong and weak points to enhance the former and mini-

mize the latter.
 – Carry out a continuous review of the adopted strategies, along with the suc-

cessive adaptation of the methods, techniques and tools for the emerging 
needs, results and impacts obtained – which means the need for continuous 
collection and analysis of information, along with its systematization.

 – Create communication and dissemination tools (endogenous and exoge-
nous) to safeguard the involvement of people and stakeholders.

 – Consider that the process of participation of social actors must be dynamic 
and flexible and to include a diversity of community actors and stakehold-
ers to be part of the placemaking process through participatory design pro-
cedures, tools and techniques.

 – Carry out the training of key actors involved in the placemaking process, 
increasing the general participation and empowerment. They are central to 
the conception of ideas, implementation of the placemaking process and 
support of the decision-making.

 – Consider the role of a placemaking pedagogy. This pedagogical approach 
may help fill the gaps in dialogues between the technical and non-technical 
knowledge.

 – Create mechanisms that facilitate the transferability of good sustainable 
practices.

 – Produce continuous reflection documentation and support for the future 
placemaking process.

This chapter aims to discuss these issues, presenting three principles that, 
from a methodological logic of safeguarding and promoting social inclusion, 
can contribute to guiding placemaking processes. In this sense, this chapter 
discussed the role of interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary knowledge from a 
community-led process; the importance of a common vision to obtain mutual 
benefits, creating and reinforcing ethical values; and, finally, the meaning of 
participatory design and continuous evaluation in taking placemaking as a 
continuous learning process, which requires a critical perspective of approach.
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