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ABSTRACT

Thecomplexityoftheplanningcontexthasraisedcriticismagainstpublicparticipationforbeinga
rigidtop-downendeavourwhichdoesnotrecognizethedifferentcommunicativeneedsandnecessary
workingmodesintheengagementofbroadpublicsandcollaborativesmallgroups.Consequently,
theproblemishowtoimprovepublicparticipationsothatitbecomesmoresensitivetothevarietyof
communicativeactivitiesandknowledgeneedsinvolvedinthedesignofurbanplanningprocesses.
Theaimofthearticleistopresentanddiscuss,onthebasisoftwosmallcasestudiesintheFinnish
context,arevisedmodelforaprocess-sensitiveplanningsupportsystem(PSS),withexamplesof
severaldigitaltools.Theauthorsarguethatbesidesbroadpublicparticipation,morecollaborationis
neededtoconvergethediverseknowledgeofplanningintwo-waycommunicationandco-working
settingswhichenabletheanalysisanddesignoflivingenvironments.
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INTROdUCTION

Urban planning is part of Western democratic systems in which public participation is widely
acceptedasoneofthecornerstones.PublicparticipationisembeddedinseveralEuropeanplanning
legislationsinordertostrengthenequalityandjusticeintheproductionofourlivingenvironments.
Currently,butespeciallyinthefuture,urbanplanningwilltakeplaceinasequenceofdigitallyassisted
collaborativesituations,wheretheneedtoworktogetherwithpeoplefromdiversebackgroundsand
withheterogeneousknowledgebasesgrowsdramatically.Concurrentlywiththeriseoftheinformation
societyand theavailabilityofdigital tools,newarenasofparticipationhaveemerged.Also, the
increasingnumberanddiversityofstakeholdershavemadevisiblethevaryingwaysofworkingand
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typesofknowledgerelatedtoplanningissues.Consequently,publicparticipationhasturnedoutto
beachallengingendeavourespeciallywhenithasbeenorganisedasarigidtop-downendeavourin
whichimportantdecisionshavebeentakenbeforetheparticipationbegins.Despitetheapplication
ofmanydigitalandnon-digitalenablingtools,theparticipantsrarelyhavearealimpactonthefinal
outcomes(Staffansetal.,inpress).Inaddition,publicparticipationdoesnotsufficientlyrecognize
the self-organization of citizens and the everyday practice which are parts of civic engagement
transformingtheurbanenvironment(Boonstra&Boelens,2011;Wallin,2019).

Ourresearchproblemis,howtoimprovepublicparticipationsothatitbecomesmoresensitiveto
thevarietyofcommunicativeandcontextualactivitiesinvolvedinthedesignprocesses(Eräranta,2019).

Weregardparticipatoryplanningasamatterofbothprofessionalsandlaypeoplewhoareinvolved
asstakeholdersinthespecificcase.Contrarytothemodernistera,whenplanningprofessionalswere
considered theprimeholdersofknowledgewithin theplanningdomain (Sandercock,1995), the
emphasishasslowlymovedtoknowledgeproducersoutsidetheplanningorganization,togroupswho
arenotprofessionallytrainedplanners(Rydin,2007).Consequently,itisimportanttounderstandthe
kindofknowledgethatcanbeco-producedinthedifferentphasesofplanning,aswellashowthe
stakeholdersareabletoworktogether.

Thecarefuldesignoftheplanningprocessandcollaborationingroupshavebecomecentralto
thecomprehensionandmanagingofcommunicativeplanning(Innes,2013;Newigetal.,2012;Vente
etal.,2016;Eräranta,2019).Oneofthechallengesis,howtocombinetheparticipationofabroad
publicthatproducesseveraltypesofknowledge,withthecollaborationofaselectedgroupofactors
thatenablestheconvergenceofknowledgeinthesystematicgathering,managingandprocessingof
informationthroughouttheplanningprocess.AsRydinclaims(2007,pp.55-56):“Itismuchmore
difficultthanoftenacknowledgedtogenerateagreementbetweenactorswhoseknowledgeofanissue
isrootedindifferentexperiences.”Consequently,thereisaneedtobetterunderstand,howandwith
whomweareworkingwith,whenstrivingtoco-creategoodlivingenvironments.

Aswehavebeenworkingforalongtimewiththeabovedescriedquestions,theaimofourarticle
istopresentanddiscuss,basedontwosmallcasestudiesintheFinnishcontext,arevisedmodelfor
process-sensitiveplanningsupport(Staffansetal.,inpress),whichwillenhancetheflowofvarious
communicativeactionsduringtheplanningprocess.

Theresearchquestionsare:

1. Doesthemodelenhancethedesignprocessintermsofintegratingthebroadpublicwiththe
specificsmallgroupsorintermsofdivergingandconvergingknowledge?

2. Whatkindofdigitalandnon-digitaltoolsoraplanningsupportsystem(PSS)doestherevised
modelprovidetoimprovecommunication-orientedandprocess-sensitiveparticipatoryplanning?

Wearguethatbesidesbroadpublicparticipationmorecollaborationisneededtosynthesizethe
diverseknowledgeofplanningintwo-waycommunicationandcollaborativesettings,whichwill
enabletheanalysisanddesignoflivingenvironments.

Next, we will describe the theoretical framework including the original model after which
the methodology for the empirical cases, their analysis and comparison will be presented with
consequencesfortherevisionofthemodel.Theauthorsconcludebydiscussingtheanswerstothe
researchquestions.

THE THEORETICAL FRAMEwORK

Theframeworkofthearticlecomprisestheepistemologicalbackgroundandadescriptionofthe
planningsupportsystemnecessaryforthemodel.
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Knowledge Creation and Communication in Planning
Inplanningtheory,asinthepracticeofplanningtheconceptsofparticipationandcollaborationare
widelyusedtodescribetheformofactionstakingplacebetweenmultipleactors.Whatconnects
thesetwoconceptsarecommunicationandinterpersonalinteractionasthefoundation.Duetothe
differentplanningsystemsandtheoriesavarietyofurbanplanningdefinitionsco-exists,ranging
frompragmaticarrangementsofavailablephysicalspacetothe“organizingofhope”inthedesign
of human settlements (Almendinger, 2009). According to Patsy Healey (1997, p. 55), planning
canbeconceptualizedasprocessesofintersubjectivecommunicationinthepublicsphere,through
whichdynamicmutuallearningtakesplace.Therefore,itisimportanttorecognize,howdifferent
communicative actions, participatory aswell as collaborative, vary in the support ofknowledge
creationinplanning.Theuseofvarioustypesofknowledge–spatial,socio-cultural,economic-is
alsoacentralelementinachievingchangethroughplanning,becauseseveralauthorsseeplanningas
“knowledgeincommunicativeaction”(seeForester,1989;Flyvbjerg,1998;Plöger,2016).Knowledge
isembeddedinsocialrelationsandgeneratedinknowledgenetworks,whichmakecommunicative
actionssubstantiveintheplanningprocesses.

Therecognitionofdifferenttypesandmodesofknowledgeemergedinplanningtheoryinthe
1970’s,whenJohnFriedmannintroducedthetheoryoftransactiveplanning.AccordingtoFriedmann,
dialogueintransactiveplanningisorganizedinworkinggroupsthataretask-oriented,temporary
incomposition,smallinscale,basedoninterpersonalrelationships,inclusiveandcross-relatedin
theirmembership,self-guidingintheiractions,andresponsibletoassemblies(legitimatebodies)
(Friedmann,1973,p.247).

However,Rydin(2007)criticizesmainstreamcommunicativeplanningtheoryasinadequateto
handlemultipletypesofknowledge.Shesuggeststhattheplanningsystemshouldbeconceptualized
asaseriesofarenasinwhichvarioustypesofknowledgeinteractwithoneanother,andinwhich
planners are not just responsible for the procedural aspects but for the active co-generation of
knowledgebytestingandrecognizingknowledgeclaims.Rydincallsforclaims-testingspacesand
emphasizestheimportanceoffindingrelevantforaasachallengingactivity.AccordingtoRydin
(2007),theclaim-testingprocessneedsspaceforgivingvoicetothevariousclaims(opening-up,
butalsoclosing-down),byrecognizingandnegotiatingthevalueofthedifferentknowledgeclaims.
However,knowledgecreationinplanningisloadedwithdichotomies,evencontradictions.Besides
the importance of factual knowledge, planning needs creative inputs, emotions, perceptions and
humanexperiencestobecomelocallysensitive.Rydin´sopening-upandclosing-downarerelevant
conceptsbuttoorestricted,astheyaremostlybasedonthecreationofexpertknowledgeandcausal
relationships,whileinnovation,creativethoughtsandideasareinaminorposition.Therefore,we
defineknowledgeasreferringtovarioustypesandmodesofknowing,expert,experientialandcreative
ones(seeSiemens,2006)thatnurtureplanning.

Inthedesignscience(Saad-Sulonen,2014),opening-upmeansdivergenceinstimulatingnew
innovativethinkingbydiversifyingandexploring.Closingdownreferstoconvergence,i.e.refining
andchoosingthebestpossibilities(Vreede&Briggs,2005).Divergencecanbeassessedasthenumber
ofgeneratedideas(seeChamplinetal.,2018).However,inadditiontothequantitativemeasurement
ofdivergence,itisimportanttoqualitativelygatherandanalyseinnovativeideasbroadlyfromboth
laypeopleandprofessionalsintermsofcontent.Hence,theproductionofideasisseminalinurban
planningandknowledgecreationasitisawiderconceptthanclaim-testing.

Humaninteractionisfundamentaltocommunication,whenstrivingtowardsmutuallearning
andunderstanding,whichbenefitfromasmallernumberofparticipantsandface-to-facepresence.
Thiscontradictstheideaofparticipatoryplanningasanopenprocedurethatinclusivelyreaches
wide and diverse publics. The contradiction between broad participation and collaborative
workinginsmallergroupsisalsoevidentinInnesandBooher´s(2004)criticalreflectionon
participatorymethodsintheU.S.
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Currently, broad public participation is enhanced by cell phones (text messages) and social
media,whichmanygovernmentshavechosentoapply.Thenewtechnologytendstomultiplyvoices
inplanningbutcomplicatestheexaminationofdifferenttypesofknowledge.Toarrangeparticipatory
foraandplatformsforalargenumberofpeopleisrelativelysimplecomparedtothechallengeof
organising,analysingandinterpretingtheinformationproducedinthesearenas.Consequently,claim
testing in the senseofconvergingplanningknowledgestill restson theplanner’s interpretations
ofthebestsolutions.Therefore,weassertthatthereisaneedformorecollaborativeworkingand
interpersonalcommunicationtoclosedowntheknowledgecreationprocessofplanning.Although
collaboration and working in task-oriented groups are widely acknowledged in planning theory,
collaborativegroupworkishardtoapplyinbroadpublicparticipation.

Technological Support to Planning
Planningsupportsystems(PSS)formanagingurbanplanninganddevelopmentprocessesareoneof
themajorICT-basedtoolsine-planning(Silva,2010).PSShavealwaysbeencloselytiedtoexisting
urbanplanningpractices(Brail&Klosterman,2001;Geertman&Stillwell,2003;Geertmanetal.,
2015;Klosterman,1997).PSSarenothighlystructuredbutratherlooselycoupledassemblagesof
mainlycomputer-basedtechniquesthataimtofacilitatethedifferentphasesoftheplanningprocess.
Theycomprisearichvarietyofcomputer-aidedtechniquesdesignedtosupportdecision-making
andefficientplanningpractices(Batty,2007).PSScanalsobedescribedasaninfrastructurethat
systematicallyintroducesrelevantandnewspatialinformationtotheplanningprocess(Klosterman,
1997).InPSS,boththesubstance(contentandcontextoftheplanningobject)andtheprocessaspects
(forexamplecommunication)areusuallypresent(Pelzer,2015).

Although neither participation, nor collaboration has been central in the PSS studies, the
developmentofPSSassumesthatincreasedaccesstorelevantinformationleadstoagreaternumber
ofalternativescenarios,leadingtoabetterpublicdebate(Geertman,2002;Geertmanetal.,2015).
Toperformthesetasks,aclassificationof thefunctionalrolesofPSShasbeenproposed,which
distinguishes between three broad categories (Vonk et al., 2005; Geertman, 2015): informing,
communicating, and analysing and designing. Informing refers to the PSS-support of one-sided
communication,forinstanceinthecaseofaplanners’websiteorsurveys;communicatingreferstothe
PSS-supportoftwo-sidedcommunicationprocessesinwhichtherolesofthesenderandtherecipient
changeovertime,forexampleinthecaseofmakinguseofamap-basedtouchtable;analysing&
designingrefertothePSS-supportofanalysisandthecreationofinformation,ideasandknowledge,
suchasland-usemodellingorscenario-building.ThefunctionalrolesofPSSenableplannersand
policy-makerstoinform,communicate,aswellasanalyse&designonthebasisofvarioustypesof
knowledgeinnovativesolutions.

Modelling a Communication-Oriented and Process-Sensitive PSS
TheResearchonparticipatorye-planningandPSShavedisclosedtwoobservationsthathaveserved
asthestartingpointtothemodelforenhancingacommunication-orientedandprocess-sensitivePSS
(Staffans&Horelli,2014;Kahila,2015;Staffansetal.,inpress):

• Participationusuallytouchesabroadpublicandproducesagreatdealofinformation,butthe
dataremainsscatteredanddifficulttoaccessbydifferentstakeholders;

• Collaborationingroupsbelongstoplanningroutines,butitdoesnoteasilybringthediverse
interestgroupsandprofessions,norpoliticians,tothesametable.

To solve the above described dilemmas, we have drafted a communication-oriented model
comprisingatthisstage1.aconceptualschemaonknowledgecreationandcivicengagement,and
2.aprocessschema.
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The twodimensions -knowledgeneeds, ranging fromdivergence toconvergence,andcivic
engagement1extendingfromparticipationtocollaboration-bringforthfourtypesofcommunication
needsandwaysofengaging inurbanplanning (Figure1).Thus, theschemaacknowledgesboth
Rydin’s(2007)ideaofopeningupplanningtomultiplevoicesandclosingdown,whentestingthe
knowledgeclaimsandthenotionsondivergenceandconvergenceinthegenerationofnewideas
(Champlinetal.,2018).

Civicengagementisdifferentiatedherebythenumberofparticipants.Thisdistinctionismade,
sincetheopportunitiestocommunicatewithandwithinthebroadpublicarefundamentallydifferent
fromthoseinasmallgroup.Participationrefersheretoworkingandcommunicatingwithabroad
publicandcollaborationmeansworkinginsmall,selectedgroups:

1. Communicationintheupperleftcorneraddressesthebroadpublictoproducediverseinformation
orideasforplanning.Thegoalistohavetheknowledgeinputofmanyindividualstotheprocess.
Theoutputcomprisesalargevarietyofdata,information,ideasandknowledgeasthefoundation
forfurtherphases;

2. Communicationintheupperrightcornerconverges(structures,organises)knowledgewiththe
broadpublic.Thegoalistorecognisewhatkindofsupportdifferentideasorknowledgeclaims
getfrompeople.Theoutputincludesvaluedknowledgeclaimsorselectedideas(oneormore)
forfurtherelaboration;

3. Communicationinthelowerleftcornertakesplaceinsmallergroupsinordertomakeaninput
totheprocess.Thegoalistogetknowledgeandideasfromdiversegroupswhichcanbelater
onelaboratedintheprocess.Theoutputcontainsavarietyofdifferentapproachesandideasas
thefoundationforfurtherphases;

Figure 1. The theoretical schema is based on two dimensions in urban planning: Knowledge needs ranging from divergence to 
convergence, and civic engagement extending from participation to collaboration
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4. Communicationin the lowerrightcornerorganizesknowledgeinasmallergroup.Thegoal
is to integrate different approaches and further develop planning knowledge and ideas in a
collaborativemanner.Theoutputisasharedunderstandingofthedirectionandcontentsofthe
planningprocess.

The planning process is here understood as varying flows of communicative actions where
theknowledgeneedsandthetypeofcivicengagementgohandinhandwiththewaysofworking,
sometimesopeninguptheprocessesandsometimesclosingthemdown.Thereareseveralwaysto
communicatebothwiththebroadpublicandsmallergroups,whendivergingisneededtoproduce
andconstructknowledgeandideas.Similarly,avarietyofdigitalandnon-digitaltoolshavebeen
developedtoconverge,whichareavailableforthebroaderpublicandgroupworking(seeTable2).

Theprocessschema,illustratedinFigure2,comprisestheflowofdifferentcommunicativeactions
alongtheplanningprocess.Theprocessflowrecognisesthreedifferentimaginaryphases:thegoal,vision
andplan.Eachofthephasesconvergeintosomeoutcome,whichdefinesandshapestheknowledge
needsandcontentsofplanningtowardssharedunderstanding.Thisprocessmodelofdivergingand
convergingowestothesocalleddoublediamondmodel,knownfromdesignscience(https://www.
designcouncil.org.uk/),butitisappliedhereinthecontextofparticipatoryurbanplanning.

Goalsettingreferstothephase,whentheplanningprojectbecomespublic.Thisphasecomprises
theearlystepsoftheplanningprocessinwhichlargegroupsofparticipantsareapproachedtoproduce
information,suchascomments,ideas,experiencesfordesireddirectionsandprioritiesforfurther
development.Theplanningsystemneeds tobeopen for initiatives that arepoliticallydelivered,
steeredbythecityofficialsorgeneratedbythepubliceitherviaindividuals,citizengroupsorself-
organisingcommunities.

Thestartingpointforgoalsettingisthedataofthearea,itsmodellingaswellanalysesofthefactual
andexpectedasavarietyofvoicesiscrucial.Toconvergethegoalsettingphasebothparticipatory
andcollaborativeactionscanbeappliedtodefinethesharedgoalsorprinciples.

Inthevisionphase,thecreationofanumberofdraftsshouldbesupported.Thistakesplace
viainnovationinvariousactorgroups.Bothlayandprofessionalgroupsoramixtureofthemare
encouragedtobringforthideasfortheplanningprojectathand.Attheendofthevisionphase,the
generatedideasareevaluatedtoproduceoneortwomainvisionsthatcanbefurtherprocessed.

Intheplanphasethevisionisfirstfurtherdevelopedwiththebroadpublic.Differentmechanisms
canbeusedtoenablethebroadpublictoexploretheproposalsandtocommentthem.Thecomments
andideasarethenusedtodefineandclosedowntheproposaltoaplan.

Figure 2. The flow of knowledge needs and civic engagement in which the opening up and closing down of the different phases 
of planning depends on the political and cultural context and purpose of planning
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Thus,wehavedraftedaconceptualandproceduralmodelthepurposeofwhichistocombine
thewaystoreachthebroadpublicandaselectedgroupofparticipants,aswellasvariouswaysto
supportthecollaborationingroups.Themodelenablesawaytointertwinedifferentcommunicative
formsofaction,actors,knowledgeaswellasdigitalandnon-digitaltoolsinthevariousphasesof
theplanningprocess.

METHOdOLOGy

The methodology of the empirical study for the article was based on a comparative qualitative
analysisoftwosmallempiricalcasestudiesintheHelsinkimetropolitanareaofFinland(1,5million
population; seeFigure3).Both cases applied avarietyof datagathering techniques (contextual
analyses,observation,surveys,interviewsandanalysesofdocumentsandwebsites;seethedetailsin
thecase-studies),aswellasmethodsofdataanalysisandinterpretation.Thecontentanalysisofthe
datawasbasedongroundedtheoryandtheconstantcomparativemethod(Strauss&Corbin,1990).

Inoneofthecases,anewcollaborativemethod,thé BigRoom-working`,wasapplied,whichhas
beendevelopedintheconstructionbusiness.TheBigRoom-workingprovidesanarenaforvarious
expertsanditissupportedbyanadvanceduseofinformationtechnology.AlthoughtheBigRoom-
workingissofarconceptuallyvaguelydefined(Alhavaetal.,2015),itusuallyreferstoaphysical
spaceandaworkingmethodinwhichthechosenstakeholdersgathertoco-designandco-produce
inawell-organizedmanner.Thismethodhasnotyetbeenwidelyadoptedinurbanplanning,butan
increasinginterestcanbeseen.BigRoom-workinghasthepotentialtosupportthefunctionalroles
of PSS: informing, communicating, analysing & designing. However, transdisciplinary working

Figure 3. The Helsinki metropolitan area in which Otaniemi-neighbourhood can be seen as part of the City of Espoo



International Journal of E-Planning Research
Volume 9 • Issue 2 • April-June 2020

8

isdemanding,and theBigRoom-working facesmultiplechallengesconcerningcommunication,
collaborationandinterpretation(Eräranta&Kauppi,2017).

Thecomparativequalitativeanalysisof thecaseshaspartlyborroweditsmethodologyfrom
themeta-analysisofqualitativestudies(Timulak,2009)thepurposeofwhichistoprovideamore
comprehensivedescriptionofaphenomenonresearchedbyagroupofstudies (focusinghereon
knowledgecreationandcivicengagementinurbanplanning)andtoprovideanassessmentofthe
appliedmethod(thedevelopmentofthemodel).Thestepsinthecomparativeanalysishavebeen:
1)thechoiceofthestudiesrelevanttotheresearchquestionthatleadsthecomparativestudy(the
aimoftheoriginalstudiesdonothavetobethesameasinthemeta-analysis;Timulak,2009);2)a
definitionofwhatisconsideredasdataincontext(thepublicationsonandbehaviourinthecasesthat
arerelevanttotheresearchquestions);3)ananalysisofdatabyassortingitintodomainsrepresenting
theconceptualframework(seeFigures1and2);4)delineatingthedataindomainsintomeaningunits
whichallowthecategorizationandcomparisonofdifferentmeaningunitsaccordingtosimilarities
intheirmeanings(cf.opencodingorconstantcomparativemethodbyStrauss&Corbin,1990).This
processenablesthefinalsynthesis,whichfocusesonthewholebodyofresearchwithimplications
fortheoryandpractice;5)interpretationoftheresultsandthedrawingofconclusions,whichare
supportedbythesocalledQuasi-Judicial(QJ)case-method(Bromley&Powell,2012).Thelatter
isbasedonthenetworkofempiricalfacts,relationsandrelevantconcepts,suchasthetheoretical
frameworkinthisarticle.

EXAMINATION OF THE MOdEL IN THE LIGHT OF TwO CASE STUdIES

ThechoiceofthecasestudieswasinfluencedbythefactthattheOtaniemiarea(3,500residents),
locatedintheCityofEspoo(280000population),closetothecapitalofFinland,isaverydynamic
neighbourhoodwhichenablestoapplyasuitableresearchdesignfortestingourmodel.Thecurrent
landuseinOtaniemiisdominatedbyAaltoUniversity,variousresearchinstitutions,atraditional
studentvillageandavividnetworkofstart-upcompanies.AspartoftherapidlygrowingHelsinki
metropolitanarea,Otaniemiisunderahugestructuralchangeduetothreemajorinvestments:thenew
WestMetroline,theJokeriLightRailroadandtheAaltoUniversitycampusdevelopment.However,
theworld-famouscampusarchitectureandthevaluablenaturalenvironmentmeanthattheland-use
planningoftheareadoesnotonlyhavetocaterforthehousingneedsofthegrowingCityofEspoo,
but also to reckon the protection of the cultural and ecological values. The strong development
pressureandthecontradictoryexpectationsmaketheland-useplanningofOtaniemihighlycritical,
demandingagreatdealofcommunicativeefforts.

Wewillfirstdescribethecasestudyonpublicparticipationduringthepastsevenyearsinthe
Otaniemiareaafterwewillnarratethesecondcaseonsmallgroupcollaborationinaprojectcalled
OtaniemiOKthattookplaceduring2014-2015.

Reaching a Broad Public Through Participation in Otaniemi
The empirical study on public participation in Otaniemi was based on surveys, public reviews,
eventsandworkshops,aswellasinterviewswithmajorpublicandprivate,aswellasthirdsector
stakeholders. The outcomes disclosed that during 2010- 2017 in the Otaniemi area, 147 public
participatoryactivities,suchasservicedevelopment,planningofparksetc.hadbeenorganised(see
Figure4).Duringthepeakyearsmanynewplanningprojectswerestartedintheneighbourhood,
mainlyorganisedbythecityauthorities,whichaffecteddirectlytheamountofcommunicationneeds.
ActivitiesinFigure4includedallactionstargetedatlocalpeopleeitherbythepublicauthority,aprivate
company(arealestatedeveloper)oraresidentassociation.Thedatadoesnotincludeparticipation
andcollaborationactivitiesarrangedthroughthesocialmedia.

Duringthisperiod,nearlyhalfoftheactivitieswereorganizedbytheCityofEspoo(Figure
5).Theimpactoflargeregionalinvestmentsinthetransportationinfrastructurecanbeseenboth



International Journal of E-Planning Research
Volume 9 • Issue 2 • April-June 2020

9

inFigures5and6.Overaquarteroftheparticipatoryactivitiesweregovernedbyassociationsof
municipalitiesastheHelsinkiRegionalTransportAuthority(HSL)andtheJokeriLightRailproject.
Alsothefrequencydistributionsofvarioustopicswerecalculated(Figure6),showingthat43%of
allparticipatoryactivitiesfocusedontransportplanningandmobilityprojects.

Allparticipatoryactivitieswereanalysedaccordingtothetypesofaction(Figure7)andthe
functionalcategoriesofPSS(Geertman,2015).One-waycommunication(informing)dominated
theactivities.Thepublicwasmostlyapproached through surveys, as47%of theactivitieswere
eitherregularonlineormap-basedsurveys.Inaddition,statutorypublichearings(publicreviews)
were organised in which the public had the opportunity to familiarise with and comment the
planningmaterialeitherinaphysicalplaceorintheInternet.However,only3%oftheparticipatory
activitiescontainedcollaborativeface-to-faceworkingandinterpersonaltwo-waycommunication
(communicating),suchasworkshops.

Collaboration Supported by Big Room-working in Otaniemi OK
TheEnergizingUrbanEcosystemsresearchprogram(2012-2016),whichincludedaproject,
calledOtaniemiOK,providedustheopportunitytoorganiseacollaborationprocessforthe
Otaniemistakeholders tomeetanddiscuss thefutureof thearea in theBigRoom-working

Figure 4. The number of public participation activities annually organised in Otaniemi

Figure 5. Organisers of the public participation activities in Otaniemi
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setting.Ourearlierstudieshadidentifiedsomeconcretesuggestionsaboutthewaystofacilitate
differentactorstoimprovetheiruseofinformationandsituationawarenessinurbanplanning
(Eräranta,2013).ThisledustodeveloptheAaltoBuiltEnvironmentLaboratoryABE(Figure
8).Itisaspacethatsupportsco-creationandco-planningprocessesbyintegratingdigitally
assistedtoolswithface-to-faceinteraction(Eräranta&Kauppi,2017;Eräranta&Staffans,
2015).ThehardwareofABEconsistsofaseamlessarrayofthreelargeprojectiondisplays,
whichcanshowboth2Dandstereoscopic3Ddata.Thesetofmaindisplaysiscomplemented
bysupportequipment,suchascameras,microphonesandsecondarydisplays.Dependingon
the case,ABEcan serve as aplatform for all the functional rolesofPSS identified in the
frameworkofthisarticle.

TheOtaniemiOK-processincludedthreestakeholdermeetingsorganisedbytheresearchers
atABE(seeTable1).The35invitedparticipantsrepresentedkeyinterestgroupsinOtaniemi:

Figure 6. The themes of the public participation activities in Otaniemi

Figure 7. Types of participatory activities arranged in Otaniemi
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officials (city planners), politicians (three biggest political groups), residents (through their
association),students(FinnishspeakingandSwedishspeakingassociations),landowners(thestate
andtheuniversity).Additionally,oneconsultantcompanyattendedthemeetingsasanexpertof
Otaniemiplanning.

Figure 8. Big room-working at the Aalto Built Environment Lab (ABE), Aalto University (https://www.aalto.fi/en/locations/
aalto-living-hub)

Table 1. The meetings, aims, participants and the role of researchers in the Otaniemi OK- process

Otaniemi OK 
Meetings Aim Participants The Researchers’ Roles

1stmeeting
(5.12.2014)

Toinvitethekey
stakeholdersaroundone
table
Topresenteachactors’
Otaniemivision
Todiscussthepoliticallyset
goalsversusthevisions

Politicians2
Officials4
Residents2
Students6
Landowners6
Consultants3
Researchers8
Total31

Beforethemeeting:provisionofaunified
presentationtemplateforthevisions(ABE
template);supporttotheresidents
Beforethemeeting:informationgathering
&analysis(allavailableOtaniemiplanning
materialfromtheCityofEspoo)
Duringthemeeting:facilitationofthe
discussionanddatavisualisations,enabledby
theABEhardware

2ndmeeting
(8.4.2015)

Todiscussthesimilarities
(agreed)and
differences/conflicts(not
agreed)ofthevisions
Todefinethenextsteps

Politicians3
Officials4
Residents3
Students4
Landowners6
Consultants3
Researchers8
Total31

Beforethemeeting:analysisofthevisions
presentedinthefirstmeeting
(agreed/notagreed)
Duringthemeeting:facilitationofthe
discussionanddatavisualisationsenabledby
theABEhardware(“asharedvisionheatmap”,
seeEräranta&Kauppi,2017).

3rdmeeting
(27.11.2015)

Todiscuss,reflectand
elaboratetheplanningframe
fortheOtaniemiarea

Politicians2
Officials3
Residents3
Students3
Landowners5
Consultants2
Researchers8
Total26

Beforethemeeting:preparationoftheplanning
framefortheOtaniemiarea(aconceptoffixed
networksanddesigncodes)
Duringthemeeting:facilitationofthe
discussionanddatavisualisationsenabledby
theABEhardware

https://www.aalto.fi/en/locations/aalto-living-hub
https://www.aalto.fi/en/locations/aalto-living-hub
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Themeetingswererecordedandtranscribedforsubsequentanalysisandevaluation.Additionally,
sevensemi-structuredgroupinterviewswereorganised(recordedandtranscribed)with11keypersons,
whowereinvolvedintheworkshops.

COMPARISON OF THE PARTICIPATORy ANd 
COLLABORATIVE PRACTICES IN OTANIEMI

TheresultsfromthecasesonpublicparticipationinOtaniemiandcollaborativeactivities in the
Otaniemi OK- project, enabled us to compare the cases concerning knowledge needs and civic
engagementinthedifferentphasesofurbanplanning,aswellastheconsequencesforaviablePSS.

Separate Communicative Processes, Scattered Knowledge Creation
The147participatoryactivitiesinOtaniemitookplaceataspecificstageofacertainplanningprocess.
Stakeholderswerewidelyinvitedtoparticipateandtoproduceinformationabouttheneedsforland
use,transportationandserviceinOtaniemi.However,theseparticipatoryarrangementsweremostly
characterisedbyone-waycommunication.Either theplanner informed thepublicof thecoming
changesintheenvironmentors/hegatheredinformationasbroadlyaspossiblefromtheresidents.
Theseactivitiesopenedtheplanningprocessesandservedthedivergenceofknowledgeproduction.

However,thereareremarkablechallengesintheuseofdiversetypesofknowledge.Eveninside
oneneighbourhood,suchasOtaniemi,numerousdatasetshavebeencollectedinvariousprojectsor
inthedifferentphasesofoneproject,byvaryingorganisationsorbyadministrativesiloswithinone
organisation.Publicparticipationwithinoneneighbourhoodoverlapsagreatdealandthegathereddata
isnotlinkedbutscatteredinseveralorganisations.Thisgenerallycomplicatestheuseofresidential
datainplanninganddecisionmaking.Itisalsochallengingfortheresidentstounderstandanddecide,
whenandwhereitisthecorrecttimeandplacetoparticipate.Thesethoughtsarevisibleinoneof
thecommentsgivenbyaresident:

From the resident’s perspective, it looks like a piece of plan appears suddenly from somewhere and 
you cannot know what kind of plans exist next to that spot and nobody has been interested in informing 
about these plans. Therefore, a comprehensive illustration of the area would be needed. … It doesn’t 
make sense that now the area is built in small pieces. (a resident of Otaniemi)

ThecollaborativeOtaniemiOK-processwasanattempttoconvergethediversegroupinterestsand
knowledgetowardsasharedvisionofOtaniemi.Thecity“expectedaprocesswhereallparticipants
canequallypresenttheirvisions”andpromised“totakeadvantageoftheoutcomesinthefuture
planning”(Chiefplanningofficial,CityofEspoo).

TheresearchersaskedthekeystakeholdersinthefirstmeetingoftheOtanimeiOKtopresent
theirownvisionsofOtaniemibyusingtheABEpresentationformat.Theresearchersalsogatheredall
availableOtaniemirelatedplanningmaterialandpoliticaldecisions,analysedandpreparedvisualised
presentationstobediscussedtogether.Basedontheinterviews,researcherssupportedthepreparation
oftheresidents´presentationforthefirstmeeting,whichempoweredtheresidentrepresentatives
andbalancedthecommunicationinthemeeting.However,theresearchers’roleinthefirstmeeting
wasnottoadvocatetheresidents´vision,buttogiveequalspacetotheparticipantsandtofacilitate
theoveralldiscussion.Fivedifferentvisionswerepresentedanddiscussedinthefirstmeetingbythe
residents,thestudents,theuniversityandthelandowners.Oneofthecityofficialsacknowledgedthe
needforthemeetinginthefollowing:

Usually these matters are discussed in small groups. This kind of an event, where everyone is able 
to hear others’ thoughts simultaneously, increases the understanding of the goals between different 
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actors. I believe that in the decision-making phase we are able to proceed things quicker because of 
these events. Although we cannot make here any decisions, we can bring forth different views equally. 
(a city official, City of Espoo)

Forthesecondmeeting,theresearchersworkedonthepresentedvisions,analysedthesimilarities
anddissimilaritiesandmadevisualisations.Forthethirdmeeting,thefinalintegrationoftheOtaniemi
planningframewaspreparedbytheresearchers.

Inthemeetings,theparticipantsintensivelydiscussedthevisionsandtheplanningofOtaniemi
andagreedwiththenextsteps.TheBigRoomservedtheprocessmostlyasaplatformfortwo-way
communicationbutnotreallyforworkingtogether.Theanalysesoftheprocessanddesigntookplace
betweenthemeetingsbyresearchers.

Basedontheinterviews,theparticipantsconsideredtheproducedknowledgeinthemeetings
valuableandsuggestedthatitshouldbeusedasbackgroundmaterialintheformalOtaniemiplanning
process.However,theintervieweeswerealsoawareofthevaguestatusoftheprocess.TheOtaniemi
OK-processwassupportedbythecityofficialsofEspoo,butitwasseparatefromtheformalplanning
process.Thevaguestatusoftheprocessbecameevident,asoneofthepoliticiansexpressedhisview
abouttheprocess:

We have to remember what kind of decision-making process we have. In planning we have a board 
that takes the decisions. City officials, landowners, residents etc. can talk what they want but at the 
end we have a very systematic decision-making process. We need to understand different viewpoints 
because this is a huge process but at the end, when we need to proceed, the decisions are made in 
clear steps. (City councilor, City of Espoo)

Inspiteofthisstatement,afterthreeyearsofthelastmeetingOtaniemiisstilllackingthemaster
planandmanyprojectsarewaiting.Thecityseemstobeunableorreluctanttoopenlycommunicate
andworkwiththedifferentviewpoints,the“clearsteps”ofdecision-makingareafterallnotsoclear
andthechallengeofhowtoconvergethe“hugeprocess”isenormous.

ThefindingsfromthecommunicativeactionsinOtaniemiindicatedthatimprovementinthe
handlingofdataandprocessingofinformationinplanningareneeded.Morecollaborativesettingsare
required,whereknowledgefromvariousprofessionalgroupscanintertwinewiththelayknowledge
andproducesharedunderstandingaswellasjointproposals.Moreover,whencommunicativeactions
taketheformofworkingtogetherinsteadofjustinforming,theeventscanalsobeusedasclaim
testingoccurrencesinwhichdifferentactorsusetheavailableinformationtocreatenewknowledge.
Tomaketheplanningprocessmorecommunication-orientedandmoreefficientthedifferentways
ofcommunicationshouldbebetterlinkedtooneanother.

The Weak Role of New ICTs
Uptillnow,newmethodsortoolshaveseldombeenusedinpublicparticipationandcollaboration
practices.Oneexceptionarethemap-basedsurveysthat,ontheonehand,havepartlyreplacedthe
formeronlinenon-map-basedsurveytoolsand,ontheotherhand,haveprovidedachanneltoreach
newkindofknowledgeinaformatthatwasnotpossiblebefore(MinistryofEnvironment,2018).The
possibilitytogatherlocaliseddatathatisbasedonthemapmarkingsrespondentshavemade,enables
plannerstocollectdatainaformatthatiseasiertoanalyseandtransfertotheexistinginformation
systems(Kahila-Tani,2015).InOtaniemi,theuseofmap-basedsurveyshasgrownduringtheseven
yearsbeingnowamorepermanentpartofthetoolboxofparticipatorymethods.

Theapplieddigitaltoolsmainlyfocusedonthedeliveryofinformationandonthecollection
ofinformationinsteadofusingtoolsthatcansupportcollaborationamongdifferentactors.TheBig
Room-workinginABEthatwasusedintheOtaniemiOK-meetingswasanexception.Basedonthe
interviews,theparticipantsoftheOtaniemiOK-processweregenerallypleasedwiththeanalysed
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material,suchasmaps,chartsandgraphs,aswellaswiththevisualisationpossibilitiesthatthespace
andpresentationtechnologyenabled.Simultaneously,theparticipantsfoundtheuseoftheunified
presentationformatlaborioustocompileinthefirstmeeting.Inadditiontotechnicalassistance,the
participantshighlightedtheimportanceoftheexpertfacilitator,whotookcareofthediscussionand
workingtogether.Also,thepowerofthevisualisationsthatguidedthediscussion,wasappreciated.
Finally,thetoolstogetherwiththehigh-qualityvisualisation-techniquesandthephysicalsettingof
ABEwereexperiencedasinnovative.EventhoughABEisauniversityproject,withoutaformal
positionintheinstitutionalurbanplanningsystem,ithasshownpotentialtobecomeasemi-formal
meetingplaceforawidenetworkofstakeholdersinurbandevelopmentandinthenewformsof
hybridgovernance(Horellietal.,2015).

Despitethehypearoundthedigitalisationofurbanplanning,thesituationseemsdifferentfor
publicparticipationandcollaborationinsmallgroups.ResearchdatacollectedfromtheOtaniemi
areaindicatethattheuseofICTshasgrown,asdataisoftendigitallycollected.Informingpeople
takes place via the Internet and the planning related materials are available online. However,
digitalisationmainlysupportsone-waycommunicationandthedivergenceoftheknowledgebase
inplanning.Incollaborativeworking(two-waycommunication,analysis&design)thatresults
inconvergingknowledgeintermsofproducingsharedvisionsandproposals,theroleofdigital
toolshassofarbeenlimited.

Revision of the Model and Tools for the Future
Theframeworkofthisarticlecomprisedamodelconsistingofaconceptualandproceduralschema
(Figures1and2).Itspurposewastoenhancetheanalysisofhowtocombinethewaysofreachingthe
broadpublicandaselectedgroupofparticipants,aswellasthevariouswaystosupportcollaboration
ingroups.Thecasestudiesillustratedthatthemodelhelpedtoanalysetheknowledgeneedsandcivic
engagementintermsofdivergenceandconvergenceaswellasparticipationandcollaboration.Thus,
thefirstresearchquestioncouldbeanswered.However,thesecondresearchquestion,concerning
theprovisionof relevantPSS by themodel,whichwould improve communication-oriented and
process-sensitiveparticipatoryplanning,remainedunanswered,astheapplicationofdigitaltoolsin
thedifferentsituationsremainedinadequate.

Therefore,wehavedrafteda third,methodologicalpart to themodel,comprisinga tableof
potentialtoolsforthefutureendeavours(Table2),basedonourformerstudiesandaliteraturereview
onPSS.Thetoolscanbeappliedinthedifferentphasesofplanning–goal,visionandplan–(Figure
2),dependingonthecommunicationneedsandwaysofworking.

Duringthegoalphase,whentheplanningbecomespublicandawidevarietyofvoicesiscrucial,
toolstosupportthediscoveringofinformation,suchason-linemap-basedsurveysandPPGIS,are
usefulandeffective(seeFigure9;Kahila,2015).Duringtheearlystepsoftheprocess,notonly
informationshouldbegatheredbroadlybutalsothepublicshouldbeextensivelyandclearlyinformed.
PPS,suchasweb-basedtools,ideacreationworkshops,thesocialmediaandbigdata-toolsareworth
consideringduringthisphase.

Thecreationofseveraldraftsshouldbesupportedinthevisionphase.Forexample,theGeodesign
hub(geodesignhub.com)canthenbeuseful.IntheGeodesignhubparallelgroupscanworktogether
toproducealternativevisionsfromwhichacoupleofversionscanbechosentobeelaboratedatthe
endandthenopenedupforthepublic(Figure10).

Thebroadpublicshouldbeabletocommenttheelaborationofthevisiontransformedintoa
plan,intheplanphase,suchasanon-linecommentingsiteinLeppävaara,Finland(Figure11).The
commentsandideasarethenusedtodefineandclosedowntheproposaltoaplan.

Inadditiontovarioustoolsandworkingmethods,anonlineandreal-timedatabankisneeded
tocollectandstoreallthedataproducedinparticipationandcollaborationactivities.Thisdatabank
isneededfor‘pooling’thedataandforanalyticpurposes.Thedatabankshouldalsobecapableof
bringingforththeearlierphasesoftheprocessandtoworkasare-visioningtool.Thedatabankalso
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Table 2. The methodological part of the revised model with examples of potential tools to be applied in the different 
phases of planning

Divergence/ 
Participation

Divergence/ 
Collaboration

Convergence/ 
Participation

Convergence/ 
Collaboration Outcomes

GOAL

•map-based
surveys(PPGIS)
•socialmedia
•bigdata
•analyticaland
predictivetools

•workshops

•crowdsourcing
•onlinevoting
•panels
•map-based
surveys(PPGIS)

•BigRoom-
working
•visualisations
(GISetc.)
•information
models
•analyticand
predictive
tools

•sharedgoalsfor
development
•map-based
presentationsand
visualisations
•criteriaand
indicatorsfor
monitoringand
evaluation

VISION

•map-based
surveys(PPGIS)
•onlineidea
competitions

•workshops
•easy-use
modelling
tools
•games
•geo-design

•virtualreality
•augmented
realityand
commenting
•on-linevoting

•BigRoom-
working
•decision
supporttools
(analytic)
•geo-design

•sharedvision
andaselected
draftfortheplan
presentedin
citymodeland
visualisedin3D

PLAN
•socialmedia
•map-based
surveys

•city
information
models

•virtualreality
•augmented
reality

•city
information
models
•BigRoom-
working
•decision
supporttools

•asharedplan
forthefuture
development,
presentedina
citymodeland
visualisedin3D

Figure 9. A map highlighting the results of a map-based survey created for the master planning process in the City of Helsinki, 
Finland (Staffans et al., in press)
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needstobeatleastpartlyopenforthepublicsupportingthedivergencephasesoftheprocesssothat
thedifferentactorscanstudyhowinformationhasbeenaccumulated.Thiswilleasetheconvergence
sessions,whenthesamedatabankcanbeusedtostimulateandsupporttheface-to-facedialogue.
Asurbanplanningwillincreasinglybebasedontheso-calledcityinformationmodel,thedatabank
withvarious3Dvisualisationswillgrowintosuchamodel(Biljeckietal.,2015;cf.thelinkstothe
datatrustdiscussionintheEU,AustraliaandUSA).

CONCLUSION

Publicparticipationandcollaborationinurbanplanningprovidesituations,wheredifferentactorsare
entitledtoinfluencedecisionsthataffectthem.Inspiteofthesimilarpurposesofthesetwoformsof

Figure 10. The Geodesign hub can be used for visioning in-fill options in urban development. An example from 
Otaniemi, Espoo, Finland.

Figure 11. An on-line commenting site for a new urban centre. An example from Leppävaara, Espoo, Finland (http://legacy.
cityplanneronline.com/cityplanner/project/webgl/index.do?uid=mZtuKSm3&lang=fi).
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engagingpeopleinplanning,theempiricaldatashowsthatthereareseveralpracticalchallengesdue
tomixingthesetwoformsofengagement.Toovercomeineffectiveparticipatoryandcollaboration
processes,moreawarenessofthepurposeandgoalsofcommunicationisneeded,aswellassolutions
tosupporttheprocess-sensitivityofurbanplanning.

Theaimofthearticlewastopresentanddiscuss,onthebasisoftwocasestudiesintheFinnish
context, therevisionofamodelforprocess-sensitiveplanningsupport(Staffansetal., inpress),
whichwillenhancetheflowofvariouscommunicativeactionsandwaysofengagementduringthe
planningprocess.

Theresearchquestionsdealtwiththeabilityofthemodeltoenhancetheanalysisofthedesign
processintermsofintegratingthebroadpublicwiththespecificsmallgroupstodivergeorconverge
knowledge.Wealsoasked,whatkindofpublicsupportsystem(PSS)doesthemodelprovideto
improvecommunication-orientedandprocess-sensitiveparticipatoryplanning?

Themodeloriginallycomprisedtwoparts1)aconceptualand2)aproceduralone(Figures1
and2).Theresultsofthetwocasestudies,aswellasthatofStaffansetal.(inpress),corroborated
thatthemodelenhancestheprocess-sensitivityintermsofobservingthecommunicativeneedsand
waysofworkingduringthedifferentphasesoftheplanningprocess.

However,itwasevidentthatthedigitalinfrastructureorPSSwasnotsufficientlyinnovative
anduptodateinthecasestudies.MoreeffectiveuseofICTsandPSSareneeded.Thetoolsshould
betestedmoreoften,andtheuseofthetoolsshouldbesystematicallyevaluatedattheendofthe
projects.Therefore,themethodologicalpart—Table2—wasaddedtothemodel.Thus,therevised
modelcomprisesasetofpotentialtoolsforthedifferentphasesandpurposesofurbanplanning.
However,itisnotjusttheabundanceoftoolsthatareimportant,buttheirintegrationinanecology
oftools(Wallinetal.,2010)orinacomprehensiveplanningsupportsystem,whichislinkedtothe
socialandecologicalneedsoftheprojectandcontext.TestingthePSSincontextmightadditionally
increase the process-sensitivity of urban planning. It is also clear that in the future testing and
negotiationsinvolvingtheapplicationofcityinformationmodels,willneedspecialspaces,suchas
theBigRoomorequivalent.

Therefore,successinfuturearrangementscallsforaskinghow,when,why,withwhomandwith
whatkindofPSSpublicparticipationandcollaborationshouldbeorganisedinaspecificprojectand
inaspecificphase.Thisisinlinewithwhatseveralotherstudieshaveconcluded,namelythatthe
challengesstakeholdershaveduringparticipatoryprojectsnarrowdowntohavingamoreeffective
processdesigninwhichtheoutcomesoftheendeavourarecarefullydefined(Venteetal.,2016;
Newigetal.,2012).

Nevertheless, there are still two serious gaps in the model. It does not yet sufficiently take
intoconsiderationthefinalroleofthepoliticaldecision-makersinurbanplanning.Howtoengage
politiciansintheplanningprocessinawaythattheywillbeloyaltothecollectivelydeliberated
solutions? In addition, how to expand the model to include the self-organisation of community
groupsandeverydaypractice,whicharenotpartof,butlinkedtopublicparticipation,astheyare
importantagentsinthehybridgovernance(Wallin,2019;Mäenpää&Faehnle,2017).Theseare
crucialquestionsforfutureresearch.
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