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1 ABSTRACT

After a brief review of e-participation potentiafgjnciples and practices, this paper developspanational
framework for the conduct of playful public parfiation experiences. The operational model captives
key elements of traditional planning processes, bs#s technological-driven decision making tools
techniques as well as a “playful” approach desigoechpture the motivations of both public admiwitirs
and the participating public. The playful partidipa model is parameterized using both SWOT ansigad

a Logical Framework Approach. The last part of paper illustrates the operational model in a casays
conducted in a South Italy city, Potenza, overghst 7 months, concerning planning of public spdces
young people.

2 INTRODUCTION

Participation process arises from the necessityréak down cultural barrier both for administrafdiise
subjects placed before, in an institutional waketa decision, and for subjects involved in pagpttion
process.

The administrators show mistrust of participationgess because they are afraid that it could beecati
conflicts and because they generally do not wamiusce to be the privileged decision supportetajmiag
that their choice is the best decision, in feaoiild be modified by participation process.

For subjects involved in participation processtaad, it has been noticed an insufficient and ewegit use
of active participation, that it can be translait&d a general mistrust, caused by lack of pariign culture.

In order that participation could be effectiveisitnecessary a cultural change both from admintsgaand
from subjects involved in participation processs tthange implicates ability and will to work inate, to
make roles transparent and to share informaticeffinient way, but above all to debate and thinkkoto
own opinions and chooses.

To build this change it is important consider salvaspects: in particular, what kind of tools te,ushere to
“participate”, how to participate.

Concerning tools, it has been noticed that decisiaking tools, and in particolar technological gre®
effective to create a common knowledge base andg@nize and manage the process, making it tragspar
and making possible to repeat in the time. In dityelike this, they can definitely help in ordes thanage
communication and participation, even if they cdnrand they must not - replace contacts and celakiips
that can be created among people demanding divaaections and costant dialogue in the time.

Concerning where to participate, it is importantctoose right place: comfortable environments where
people can talk and have a confrontation; wheig ftossible to organize meetings, with differemckf
people, making everyone at oneself ease; it is itapborganize special events in place where pdome
finding local speakers; above all, it needs to dbecence to all these meetings, succeeding in m@akin
coherent project, by different kind of input.

Sharing moments have to take into account, prefgran informal approach, based on the concrete
representation and exemplification, in order tasltate concepts and themes concerning the discussi
during these moments, it should take into accousb amaps and plastic models, and all kinds of
communication that do not need complex texts readin

Finally, in many cases, it is useful a ludic appfgahat for instance takes into account momentsdang
different alternatives through coloured couponsit @onsiders simple simulation tools able to sHewat
happens if...".

In light of these remarks, Playful Public Participa seems to find rich soil; it seems to be theshswitable
approach to make close subjects involved in plapparticipation process. Even if Playful Participatis a
good method to participate, and even if it couldeffective in order to break down the mistrust teatwith
this paper we affirm that it is not enough in orderguarantee the effectiveness of participaticocess
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itself; we propose therefore a new way to makerptapand to make participation, a way that could tbe
rational planning approach, starting from contextowledge frame, to problems and objectives
identification, and intervention policies predisjios, arriving to define intervention strategiestjowing
future and possible scenarios, with the Playfulliedarticipation approach.

The paper is organized in three sections: the $iestion starts with a brief review of partecipatend e-
participation concepts, where we discuss abountwve era of participation process; this section icomets
debating on a renovated approach in rational pfapnntroducing two methodological tools able tentfy
problems and objectives, to predispose intervenpiolicies and to define intervention strategiegvwahg
future and possible scenarios. The second seditimeimain section, because it's just in such thartt we
propose the new way to make planning and to makiicipation, a way that joins the traditional apgch
with playful approach, in the convinction that thisedding” brings subjects involved in participatio
process near to planning. The third part of pajhestrates a case study, conducted in a South iy
Potenza, over the past 7 months, concerning plgnoinpublic spaces for young people. In the end we
presents results, as a discussion focused on tixgration between traditional and innovative wayrtake
participation, through the reading of case stugyilts.

3 PARTICIPATION PROCESS IN WEB 2.0

The increase of importance of communicative aspactsban planning has been led the participatiom)
moreover the e-participation, to hold a role mard more decisive in planning process (Hajer, 200ijhe
“Information Society”, Public Administrations usew technologies more and more often, with the paepo
of establishing a rapid, direct and transparerttiaad with citizens...or, at least, they are tryiogdo it! The
Information and Communication Technologies (ICTerefore, play a fundamental role into building
consensus in democratic processes, giving morgamede to citizens in need to be involved in deaisio
process (Tambouris, et al, 2007).

All around the world, e-participation projects aregoing increasing, and many Administrations atéevaly
engaging in the use of new technologies in ordénvolve citizens in democratic processes; althotith
positive tendency, public participation qualitystfl making better.

Citizens involvement in policies is not easy aseiéms to be. First of all, an effective participathas to be
based on correct information that poin out rebouodgerritory by scenarios building, able to sintela
different choices.

The use of new technologies in urban planning meee with the aim of improving communication dyali
and widening interation between all stakeholdess)d; without doubt, enhance use of bottom-up aggio
(Knapp and Coors, 2008). It tries to stimulate lies®lved part in the process in acting and paping,
with collaborative behavior. Citizens, who feel atwed in planning process development, as shovifilio
et al. (2009), feel that their initiatives could bppreciated and approved; various alternativetisols,
elaborated thanks to practical sense that tipicetigtracterizes city user, could be identified frexery
citizen.

Now then so, participation process successfultitbatable to citizens involvement in policies. &n1969,
when Arnstein developed his theory about Citizemti€gation, it was introduced public involvement
concept, as a way to redistribute decision-makiogvgy and as a key to determine whether public
involvement is meaningful.

If participation process is devised and if citizakes part in participation process, then therebeilbenefits
for entire community.

In a participation process it is necessary to imwqgdeople at a very early stage, so as to credtal@ague
between them. And just this dialogue allows patiaits to reach a consensus on something. Moreover
citizens can identificate themselves with the pjbecause they have taken part in working it ©bis can
improve the preparation and realization of the mess(Krek, 2009).

Participation is something of objectively good &ircommunity; mentioning Arnstein (1969) thinkirighe
idea of citizen participation is a little like eagi spinach: no one is against it in principle bseaiti is good
for you!”. Or else, following Krek (2005) thinkinghe word participation in general means something
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positive; it implies that someone is cooperatingaying” along with the group or an individual, vkorg
with others in order to achieve a common goal.

In a pilote study led by Conroy and Gordon (20G4has been verified an higher popularity level in a
meeting where participants used advanced techmalbtols, as GIS-based ones, compared to tradition
public meetings. The measure in which informatienreally perceived from citizens and, thereby, the
possible participation rank could be due to waywimich information is presented (Simmons, 1987). A
participation environment, where it uses interrexthhology like a tool to involve public part, iss a
consequence, an environment that facilitates knagdeand information storage; visual systems as raags
imagines are mainly recognized from participationcpsss members (Conroy and Evans-Cowley, 2006).
The studies led by Conroy and Gordon (2004) demateshow e-government tools go on a promise to
improve public participation opportunities; withgsang of years and, consequently, with improvenaek
diffusion of technologies, that promise becomesarad more achievable. Like observed by Thomas and
Streib (2003), citizens visit more and more welssifeerceived as the principal mean to collect méton

and interact with Public Administration. Accorditg Rodota (2007), “Internet is the biggest pubfiace
that humanity has known a place where all peoptees@ress themselves, gain knowledge, get ideaaa@nd
only information, deny, dialogue, partecipate tonawon life and so, build a different world where ame
could feel equally citizens”.

Nowadays, infact, online social networks or comitie® have created a multitude of virtual spaces on
which people can socialize (Facebook), share codickr, YouTube) and expertise (Wikipedia). Thgh

this virtual space it is possible exchange digitédrmation and facilitate social interactions beem users
and organize different types of groups (ApostoQ&0

More in general, Internet and World Wide Web araagating radical changes in the way we are able to
communicate. Our ability to engage communities antlividuals in designing their environment is also
beginning to change as new digital media providgsawia which individuals and groups can interacthwit
planners and politicians in exploring their fut@Hudson-Smith et al, 2002). While citizens are leicg e-
citizens (Prosperi, 2004), government must enaiblsens to increase participatory skills througlehmet,
contributing to growth of references to e-socieglemocracy and cyberdemocracy: we assisted, §) yer
“collective intelligence” (Lévy, 2002).

Public participation based on online communicat®obecome, in the last ten years, a real reseaich &nd
the innovative impulse in web-based applicatioddfielue to ICT, lead to new form of communication
among citizens, planners and public authority. Ngweration tools are a lot and, if used opportyregyld
lead to a good level of effectiveness; we can thinghatrooms, forum online, web surveys, workshemms
virtual conferences, e-mails and discussion exabarigrough online maps. An integration of geographi
information systems (GIS) and public participattoygls represents one of the latest innovationsisdrea
(Krek, 2008).

Therefore, the new technologies and the new waattecipate to planning choices feel the effectdeafp
change, innovate themselves, get rich in conterdseaperiences and evolve towards the new eraeolvéid
2.0, that seems to be attractive to promote ppdiory practices among citizens, because its tams
becoming more and more familiar to them, and jis$ familiarity could greatly increase potential
participation (Lanza and Prosperi, 2009).

A concepts, proposed by research group of Hafern@ityersity of Hamburg, that open the way to gyalit
and effectiveness of participation process in uniianning is Playful Public Participation one. THey idea
of Playful Public Participation (PPP) is to genergleasure and joy for the citizens involved in ljmub
participatory processes, in particular for theriattion between citizens and planning expeérts.

With Playful Participation it is possible use thantge as a stimulating computer-based tool that can
potentially involve citizens in serious public paipiatory processes (Krek, 2008).

Following Huzinga (1995), who asserted that onehef most significant (human and cultural) aspeéts o
play is that it is fun, with playful participatiodjscussions and comparisons can be stimulateetjmdfto all
stakeholders a tool for “play to build” intervemialternatives through combination of action pra@®es

! See http://www.hcu-hamburg.de/geomatik/digitalcégearch-ppp.html, last access on February, 2010
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In the playful public participation concept, theiam among dialogue, comparison, design and futheés t
secret and special ingredient to let really invgde®ple in public participatory process.

4 TOOLS FOR A RATIONAL APPROACH IN PLANNING

Until now we have exposed teorie about ICT todainting how it is useful and fundamental a partipn
process in a decision making process and suppadriagful Public Participation principles. Well, vege
convinced of this, we believe in this way to malaetigipation. Nevertheless, our urban planningnirey
impose to jump back into the past and retrieve soomeepts that are at the early stages of a gaation
process: that concepts are connected to ratioaahjpig.

In the last decades, social processes have be&gedhaand interest in public decision sphere ha be
enhanced; “face-to-face interactions in the reaktis the new model of planning” (Friedmann, 1928\l
the new planning is transactive, that is it asksiriteraction between two kind of knowledge, that af
experts and technicians subjects and that onadteBtsted knowledge, that planners have to makkcéxp
is citizens’knowledge, important because citizéves éxperiences, situations and contexts.

Decision in planning is developed in a process wk@owledge about ambitions and objectives is gngwi
and where stakeholders and “les agis” (Roy, 198fijeénce directly or not directly the choice, calesing
the importance of objectives and alternatives fwheone. To address decision toward an optimatienlu
respecting public interest, and considering theehprinciples of planning, that are equity in chksic
effectiveness and resources preservation, condeptan rationality is central (Las Casas and Saeson
2004).

Rationality in planning supports the planning pszdn all its phases with several techniques and
methodological approaches; in our vision, the exfee term is to consider plan as a decision prpeessto
adopt a procedural approach (Faludi, 1987), whemvledge grows in an incremental way, considering
logical consequences and linking decision evalunatiathe strict process itself.

4.1 The Logical Framework Approach and the SWOT analyss as methodological tools for
public decision

Planning process is based on objectives and praebieentification, strictly connected to the context
kwnowledge: the preliminary analysis of contextdimees a fundamental element of planning process, and
the urban survey carries out a double role: if og band survey is the technical essential requinefioe
plan, on the other hand it can be considered ailmoment concerning town problems recognitioth an
tool to re-build history, tradition, culture, stag from which designing future development (FQ@08).

4.1.1 The SWOT analysis

Urban survey can be carried out adopting analypcatedure, as SWOT analysis, in order to deteatiadp
and/or social situations relevant in planning pss¢enabling participation to analysis processtaatiging in
problems and objectives identifications.

SWOT Analysis is used in business administratiogesi50s, to support choices through a rationalcsgmbr
and a transparent decisional process, and it isTmomalso in public administration since 80s, toldui
possible economic development scenarios. Todayrdiog to European Commitment Regulations (Guijt
and Woodhill, 2002), evaluation of plans and pragganust consider a SWOT analysis.

The name is the acronym of the main componentieofihalysis itself: Strengths, Weakness, Oppoitignit
and Threats are the evaluation dimensions. Thetifabation of these components, in the better wayd
possibly with a large involvement of actors, is gamatory to the definition of strategies and action
necessary for the accomplishment of defined olyestiln fact, the four components of SWOT allow to
highlight the characteristics of the analysis’argmtand to understand the internal mechanisms tifyno
and at the same time they allow to take into accthenexternal context, able to influence the fuaffient of
objectives; strengths and weaknesses have to épiieted as the endogenous variables, face toctbmal
ones, represented by opportunities and threats. disiinction is important because it allows toniify the
elements on which it is possible to intervent dmel ¢lements not directly controlled. The SWOT matri
containing the identified components, is the resafta detailed context study, often based on dtatie
data, but simply achievable in a participatory eatitwhere involved subjects can discuss abouuatiah
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dimensions. Moreover, today it is usual to represeatially the SWOT analysis, identifying on mapgth
help of GIS, the evaluation dimensions themselgbgining maps with high communicative potentiagé w
speak about “geo-SWOT "

4.1.2 The Logical Framework Approach

Starting from SWOT output, decision process neediseearchical organization of problems, in order to
define a structure where objectives, intended ablpms removal, are connected to actions, atteretdts
and spent resources. From this point of view, tbgi¢al Framework Approach (LFA) represents a useful
tool. It is commonly used as a tool for managenwérdevelopment plans and it was initially developed
the “management by objectives”; recently, Europ€ammission adopted LFA to manage international
cooperation interventions.

LFA supports the analysis and understanding of @omapts of program and plans, highlighting the labic
processes that join them. In particular it allowgdnsider in an integrate way the following eletaen

« Project’s objectives, distinguished in four leveeals, purpose, output and input;
- Relations between cause and effect among the abem@oned levels;
« Analysis of external factors to justify the relatsp

- Objectives verifiable indicators (OVI) and relatebls to verify, manage and evaluate objectives’
fulfilment (Gasper, 1999).

With this structured approach it is easy estahfisbrities and determine attended results from Gjegts,
considering a logic series of phases:

1. Identification phase: existent conditions arealgsed, project pertinence is investigated and
objectives and strategies are identified; thisnisamalysis phase, during the which several kindanalysis
are carried out. In particular, a stakeholdersyamal in order to identify and characterize potEnthajor
stakeholders and to assess their capacities; depmobnalysis, in order to determine cause and teffec
relationships for identified key problems; an olijx analysis, in order to develop solutions frone t
identified problems, and with relevant importanzerteans and end relationships; finally, a stratawlysis,

in order to identify different strategies to acl@esolutions and select the most appropriate one.

2. Formulation phase: project is prepared, thradeggtiaration of clear objectives and measured rsult
this is a synthesis phase, characterised by thi@ie activities; first one, logical framework matrig
developed, so that project structure is defined| @sks and its internal logic are tested, indicatare
formulated; the activity scheduling determines #egjuence and dependency of activities, and supplies
information about their estimated duration and #ssigned responsibility; to complete, the resource
scheduling develops input schedules and a budget.

3. Implementation phase: negotiation, operativespi@and monitoring are controlled;

4, Audit phase: decision making process can be rypately synthesized, and objectives achievement
can be evaluated.

The approach promotes stakeholders participatidrsamegotiation (Coleman, 1987).

5 HOW TO GET BETTER PLANNING PROCESS? “RATIONAL+PLAYF UL” APPROACH

Into strategic-rational planning processes, knogdedepresents a fundamental condition to defina pla
actions; in this strategic-rational vision, it Bnsidered as “experted” knowledge, exclusive pldhedtage.

On the contrary, into the strategic participateddetpknowledge is produced into an interaction pssc
between several actors. Consequently, context sisatan be considered as a result of expert sogenti
knowledge and reality-made knowledge, tested byeris. In a community planning process, collective
experiences and technical analysis interchange iardact continuously, and in reason of nature of
community planning process, that is addressed thttar action, analysis methodologies are structsoei
supply useful information in order to identify objiwes and strategies. (Fera, 2008).

Therefore, we can consider on one hand a methodalogpproach to context analysis and strategies
definition, that we can call “rational approachiidaon the other hand, a not formal approach tagisation
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in planning, that we can ca Il “playful approacbrrowing the term that Hamburg HafenCity Universit
group has coined.

Here, we want to compare these two methodologtesjrgy from the idea that their combination cawvegi
strenght and effectiveness to planning process, mpndeover, to the choices definition process. Thisur
convinction, this is our methodological proposalackle a participated planning process.

So, we are persuaded that the two different appesaaational and playful, could become the newtfeo
into urban planning system: to analyze a urbanestntidentify one or several problems, define the
objectives (like dual of problems) to reach, idign&ind carry out some strategic actions in ordesdive
identified problems. In all this process we thihkttcitizen has a key role, because he could eafuental

in problems’definition (as a real user of the @tyd so of its problems), and at the same time fueddal to
take a decision about strategic actions (as fuemeuser of city and so of its benefits carried foom the
identified actions).

Figure 1 makes explicit our proposal: in a simptifiway, planning process is schematically presentéd
two macro phases: context analysis phase, moreafoamd structured (via SWOT Analysis and Logical
Framework Approach), and participation phase, &gk less formal (via Playful Public Participation).

Fundamental phase in a community planning prodssstarting phase, that asks care and deepenenig, i
reason of its being preliminary to planning proc&s the question is: when does planning process?slt
starts when a social subject (public or private) tlee basis of observations, problems, instancesiders
convenient to develop a transformation process hartdecomes promoter of transformation initiative.

And what about participation and its role in thiarmqming process framework?

It is necessary activate participation processesiplanning process starts, when planners think tabou
scenarios and visions of future. Participation,fact, can not be limitated to attuate already db&fin
strategies: citizens have to be involved whenegiatoptions start to be discussed. However, usaajjreat
part of conflicts born during the transit from $tgies to realization of strategies themselveghabit is
important that participation process is still alimeall process phases, also actuation and managemes.

In order that we can really talk about participatiso, it is fundamental that not all choices atdone.

Public participation is an important part of urtd@velopment. If people are being integrated intmping
process, the planner is able to see through diffgrerspectives and gets to know new ideas andaomsin
thus conflicts can be solved more efficiently. Rartnore citizens acceptance towards new development
and ideas increases (Krek, 2009).
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Fig. 1: Scheme for a “Rational+Playful” approach

Our thesis is to not consider the participationcpss as ex ante or ex post process, but as animm-go
process, that must go with all the planning proces&sintend planning process considering the ticahd
phases (context knowledge frame building, problemd objectives identification, intervention poliie
predisposition, future and possible scenarios zatiin, intervention strategies definition) as atisg but
inserting in the core of the process playful p#rttion, embracing all the phases; moreover, weladvou
include in the process the use of traditional wags current methodologies, SWOT Analysis and tabi
Framework Approach, as the way to introduce andaguee rationality of process.

5.1 Case study: planning public spaces for young citines

In this paragraph we describe an interesting stase concerning planning of public spaces for young
people in a little town in South of Italy, PotenResearch started from the detection of not coareid
between request and supply, in terms of spacas, dired for young people: relating to the presencsoofe
public spaces for young people, not really used,arthe same time the discontent of young, nadfsad of

life in the town, researchers rhetorically askhére is a problem in planning so that results atesffective.

In order to answer to the question, and, more itambr in order to define a methodology to carry aut
rational and effective planning in the context @fugg citizens needs, researchers have involvedgyoun
people and several operators in the context of gqaticies into a simulated planning process.

Involvement required definition of several intefantforms; starting from light interactions fornsjitable
in particular in brief and not strongly structuneakticipation process (Fera, 2008), researchermptha set
of surveys, the creation of a focus-group, with dhganization of several meetings, and the suppartall
these activities, of social networking website.

Choosed social network has been Facebook. If iergémhis kind of virtual communities allows peopbe
connect and interact with each other (Murray andl&ka2007), Facebook has been considered the most
suitable in reason of its spread diffusion, itslydabnsultation from main part of users and itsunatof
multi-sharing-functions (i.e. possibility to shar®ods, links, photos, events and so on). Researtizae
created a facebook group, where they posted altrimdtion about the planning process, they commtedca
events, they published photos and videos registéueithg the events, and thanks to the pervasiveokss
social network itself they succeeded to obtain enlmer of members on about 800 people, that is not
negligible dimension in the study case context.okdmg to Chiu et al. (2008), participation in emisocial
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networks becomes a new communication and interagiltkenomenon, so, Internet has been used as a
communication tool in a group decision-making pescéHanzl, 2007).

Through the Facebook group, members have beeredh¥@t answer to an on-line survey, powered by
Google-docs. Survey'aim was to better define thteated problem, considering the opinions of young
people, divided into three different groups, iratigin to their age. Concerning their needs, thestams and
their capacity to express opinions, young peopesitered from 15 to 35 years old, has been dividied
three groups: 15-19 years old, 20-24 years old32%ears old. Survey answers, presented duringsfocu
group meetings, helped into context analysis, miqdar they have been the basis for the SWOTyaisl

[- =]

TouchGraph

Fig. 2: Activities for light interaction forms: fos grouop meetings, web-survey, Facebook group

During focus group meetings, SWOT analysis has he&a, highlighting the main aspects of problem and
identifying the main instances to evaluate in plagrprocess. Participants played to relate elemamtheir
territory, and after a review of problems with thelp of a bulletin board and a big number of pogof
different colours, one for each element of SWORgytused google Maps to localize. Relating thetitied
elements to tackle, avoid, exploit and transformaf(is, the strengths, the weaknesses, the opjitetuand
the threats of a SWOT analysis) to concrete objectterritory, and building maps give more emphé#sis
the analysis, and make more effective the involveneé actors, thanks to the power of visual compone
into the process (see Figure 3).

Bullettin board and post-it have been used alsbuitd problem tree and objective tree; after disuss,
comparisons and observations, post-it have beetlyfipositioned so that key-problem and key-objexti
have been identified. The prosecution of methodplegas connected to the fulfilment of Logical
Framework Approach through identification of stoaés, interventions and actions.

The involvement into the understanding and evailggtrocess of subjects, as young people and opgiato
the context of young policies, able to contributaliscussion with a justified opinion (Grea, 20885 been
the essential requirement for the efficacy andtytilf developed activities. Research conclusiod eesults

interpretation are described in the following paagdp.
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Fig. 3: From “post-it SWOT” to “GEO-SWOT": experimein a focus group

6 RESULTS AND FURTHER WORK

The result of the simulated process, at this montexg been the formulation of a set of five strigethat,
on the opinion of focus group, must be adoptedmprove quality of young people life in the town.
Surprising result is that participants have undedithat Public Administration can not work alobet need
the contribution of citizens themselves; young pedmave been positioned at the centre of stratdmigs
more important, at the centre of planning procEssticipants expressed the opinion that their esgegt
can be strategic for success of planning activities

Moreover, thanks to the friendly environment whégseus group meetings have been held, thanks to the
pleasant mood of meetings, thanks to the introdactf enjoy into participation activities, they see
persuaded into a future involvement in planningcpsses.

This planning process simulation shows that ciszgtoung citizens in particular) strongly contrigdito the
initial phase of planning process, when moderagoiged and helped them into the context analysist b
through technical analysis (such as quantitativeasmees and so on) but also through citizens’tested
knowledge; moreover, citizens followed planning ggss and became strategic actors into participation
phase. In fact, they where involved at the stamtpof planning process, they were conscious otess
itself, thanks to the involvement in initial phasteey felt free to act into participation processilt in a not-
formal environment, with characteristics of a pl8ynthethically, citizens felt better and contrégmlito plan
building more and better than with traditional pEp@ation forms.

The research has tested the interest of young @doplard participation in planning process, alsthvai
rational approach, normally considered boring anidtly technical. Experience highlighted the pbdgy

to make amusing this rational approach, and hectffeness thanks to the creation of a playful aterand
the support of web 2.0 tools. Starting from thisute the future development of research will be th
involvement of young participants into Playful PabParticipation activities, with organization ofle-
playing games, experiences of planning for realdimg of future scenarios, but also the use oéinét for
electronic vote to evaluate strategic alternatiVtewill be in that moment that we could start tqeriment
the “rational+playful” approach in participated pféng processes.
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