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research question

How can citizen initiatives for urban 
development, facilitated by Dutch 
municipalities, be stimulated by using online 
platforms?



context



Fig. 1. Smart Governance (Own illustration, 2017).
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Online platforms
Example of investigated online platforms for
citizen participation 









Types
Analysis on the characteristics 
of 18 online platforms for
citizen participation



Fig. 2, Locations (own illustration, 2018).

Fig. 3, Owner (own illustration, 2018).

Fig. 4, Tools (Own illustration, 2018).

Fig. 5, Level of interaction (Own illustration, 2018).



Cit-gov 
relationship

Amount of 
initiatives

Information 
sharing

Co-production Self-
organization

Combination of 
co-production 
and self-
organization. 

0-10 0 1 1 0
10-20 0 0 1 1
20-50 0 4 0 0
50-100 0 0 1 0
>100 1 0 4 4

Level of 
website 
interaction

Amount 
of 
initiatives

Overview/locat
ion

+sharing 
options

+reaction 
options

+voting/support
ing

+asking/offeri
ng help

0-10 1 1 0 0 0
10-20 0 1 1 0 0
20-50 1 0 2 1 0
50-100 0 0 0 0 1
>100 0 0 1 6 2

Table 1. Amount of initiatives versus the level of citizen-government relationship (Own illustration, 2018).

Table 2. Amount of initiatives versus level of website interaction (Own illustration, 2018).



Usage
Analysis on the usage of 7 online platforms for
citizen participation with 429 initiatives in 5 
cities
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Fig. 6. Status (Own illustration, 2018).



Fig. 7. Influence on the phase of the initiative (Own illustration, 2018).



Matthew effect (Merton (1968, pp. 56-63)

Fig. 8. Matthew Effect (Briggs, 2013).

Happening in the 
participation society
(Uitermark (2012 & Engbersen and Snel, 2015)

But what about ICT and the 
network possibilities?
(McKenna, 2016, pp. 90-94 & Lee, et all, 2014, pp. 83-85 & Priester, 2017, p.4 & van 
der Graaf & Veeckman, 2014, p. 76 & 78 & Linders, 2012, p. 446)



Municipality
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities
& Threats for the municipality
considering citizen participation/ co-
creation/ initiatives & online platforms



- Municipalities are experimenting with citizen participation, 
co-creation and/ or initiatives

- Lots of tools/ ideas/ ways etc
- Not there yet -> experimenting phase
- Not yet a fixed part in the organization
- Difficult for municipalities (and sometimes also for private 

platform owners) to generate traffic to the online platforms
- People often require extra support for the realization of an

initiative (knowledge, money, people)



S W

O T

- Higher level of municipal organization that 
allows/ enforces experimentation with 
participation, co-creation and/ or citizen 
initiatives

- Active promotion and stimulation of online 
platforms for citizen initiatives and participation 
to keep continuation of content

- Municipalities that show their vulnerability and 
ask citizens for help in their policy and decision 
making

- Initiatives that are well thought out and clearly
written

- Focus group/ network group that help citizens 
with the realization of their initiative

- Inability to generate traffic to online platforms
- Not having participation, co-creation and/or 

citizen initiatives as a fixed item in the 
municipal organization

- Staying in the experimentation phase with 
participation, co-creation and/ or citizen 
initiatives

- Municipal organization that keeps on the 
traditional ways of working instead of changing 
their mindset to participation, co-creation and/ 
or citizen initiatives

- Experimenting with participation, co-creation 
and/ or citizen initiatives

- Analyzing the content generated on the 
platforms to give insight to municipalities

- Use the knowledge that is created by initiators 
to help other citizen initiatives 

- No traffic on online platforms
- Municipalities that do not consult with citizens 

about their ideas or what is needed in the city
- Not providing extra help to citizens with the 

realization of their initiatives in the form of 
advice, networks or money



Conclusions



Municipality

Citizens

Online 
platforms for

citizen
participation

Essential for citizen participation is 
the fact that citizens opinions are 
actually heard and evaluated
(Bertnzen & Johannessen, 2016, p. 303). 

Platforms only work when citizens
get a real influence on the decision
making.
(de Zeeuw & Pieterse, n.d., pp. 11-13, 23)

This does require a change of 
mindset from civil servants, from the 
traditional ways of working into 
participatory ways. 
(Scholl & Scholl, 2016, pp. 166-168). 

Initiatives often require extra help 
from municipalities or other parties
in the form of advice, networks or 
money.
(WRR, 2012, p. 62 and pp.107-128).

Fig. 9. Actors (Own illustration, 2018)



Recommendation for municipalities 1: Do not see online platforms for citizen initiatives as the (main) 
key to success for the facilitation of citizen participation, co-creation and/ or citizen initiatives.

Recommendation for municipalities 2: Be actively involved with citizen participation, co-creation and/ 
or citizen initiatives and keep a continuous stimulation of citizen participation, co-creation and/ or 
citizen initiatives and the online platforms.

Recommendation for municipalities 3: Keep track of the online data generated by the platforms, the 
data provided by the municipality itself and keep the data up-to-date.

How can citizen initiatives for urban development, facilitated by Dutch municipalities, be stimulated by 
using online platforms?



Questions?
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