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Chapter Summary 

This case study illustrates an organic bottom-up place-making process, which started with the initiative of a couple of 

residents who created an invented folktale as a gift to their community. Through the development of a fictional 

character, these residents intuitively tried to embody the place’s norms and values or, in others words, the DNA of 

the community. The challenge, however, was how to transform this single initiative into shared meaning-making, 

borne by the wider local community. Two trends, noted in place-making literature, are of significance for the case. 

First, the case shows that, in making the place more attractive to live, the focus should be on the intangible 

attributes— the cultural soul of the place. Secondly, the case illustrates, through the use of the Imagineering Design 

Methodology, how the wider community has been enabled to become co-producers and co-consumers in the place-

making process. Moreover, by actively including disruptive voices, such as those locals who were critical in the 

enabling interventions, the place-making process evolved. The case, therefore, shows how these interventions led to 

a participatory effect. 
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Learning Objectives 

After reading this chapter, learners will be able: 

1. To gain an understanding of how an organic place-making process evolves; 

2. To provide placemakers and researchers insight into the impact of enabling interventions, using the 

Imagineering Design Methodology; 

3. To recognize the value of the participatory effect of actively including disruptive voices in the place-making 

interventions.
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The Issue, Opportunity, or Trend 

Locating the Case in the Field of Place-making 

Placemaking originated in the work of Jacobs (1961) and Whyte (1968), and has become a widespread topic of 

interest in various academic disciplines (Lew, 2017; Peng et al., 2020; Strydom et al., 2018) and an employed strategy 

by all kinds of different practitioners (Dupre, 2019). Nowadays, the concept of placemaking has become an 

overarching term that comprises various branches, such as urban design, spatial planning, place branding, and place 

identity. Since placemaking is so widely used, Lew (2017) proposes to regard placemaking as a continuum through 

which he delineates the various approaches using different spellings. The one end of the continuum represents the 

top-down planned approach, identified by Lew (2017) as placemaking. These concern deliberate approaches to shape 

people’s perception of a place to stimulate economic development by attracting tourists and industry (Lew, 2017). 

This type of placemaking is closely related to spatial planning and urban design in which experts and institutional 

actors are in the lead. At the other end of the continuum Lew (2017) has placed the organic bottom-up approach, 

which he spells as place-making.  Here the process of place-making is based on individual agency and ignited by local 

initiatives and communal self-organization. This kind of place-making is driven by the “cultural soul” (Lew, 2017, 

p.452) of the place which embodies the norms, values, and traditions or, in other words, the DNA of the local 

community through shared meaning-making. These place-making activities are more spontaneous and based on 

everyday social practices and interactions through which a place is shaped. At the heart of ‘making a place’ is the 

process of transforming space into place through shared meaning-making (Strzelecka et al., 2017; Vanclay, 2008). 

Therefore, following Strydom et al. (2018), the definition of place-making used in this paper is the shared actions by 

individuals located at a specific space to re-imagine their lived space through social interactions for the purpose of 

contributing to its uniqueness and making this place more attractive to live and visit (Beza, 2016; Boeri, 2017; 

Eckenwiler, 2016; Thomas et al., 2015). The case study presented in this paper illustrates a bottom-up place-making 

process.  

Two Trends of Significance for the Case 

The first trend, relevant for the presented case, concerns the shift in focus from the tangible attributes of a place 

towards the intangible attributes in placemaking processes (Peng et al., 2020; Strydom et al., 2018). Tangible 

attributes concern all aspects in the environment that can be physically designed and altered, such as street furniture, 

buildings, and greenery, whereas intangible attributes encompass the “mind and storyscapes” (Lew, 2017, p.456) of a 

place, which can entail the legends and historical and contemporary stories of a place. In this respect, Paasi (as cited 

in Peng et al., 2020, p.2) makes a distinction between “place identity of a place” and “people’s place identity”. The 
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first refers to those tangible attributes of a place, such as nature or cultural heritage, used in the placemaking process 

to distinguish one place from another in, for example, place branding processes. The second term refers to the 

identification of people with a place. Here the focus is on individuals’ emotional bonds with particular places 

(Melnychuk & Gnatiuk, 2018; Zimmerbauer et al., 2012), how places are meaningful as a social arena of collective 

being (Dixon & Durrheim, 2000), and how the place’s norms, values and traditions—the DNA (in this paper referred to 

as the cultural soul)—are shaped in collective action (Fresque-Baxter & Armitage, 2012). Both Strydom et al. (2018), 

who performed an integrative literature review for 41 years in the domain of spatial planning literature, and Peng et 

al. (2020), who analyzed the dominant research topics within place identity literature between 1985 and 2019, note a 

clear turn of putting the intangible attributes of a place central to the placemaking process. While pre-2010 literature 

shows that planned placemaking was dominantly regarded as a design process that is highly end-product (tangible) 

oriented, in the post-2010 literature, the focus was geared towards a design process that is people (intangible) 

oriented (Strydom et al., 2018). This case study illustrates a bottom-up place-making process that is focused on 

bringing the intangible attributes, the cultural soul of the place, alive through the ignition of collective activities. The 

focus in the place-making process is therefore not on how to make the place attractive for people to visit the place by 

changing the physical design, infrastructure, or appearance, but on the place’s unique intangible attributes to make it 

more attractive to live.   

The second trend, significant to the case, shows there is a growing acknowledgement that placemaking processes 

need to be participatory (Casias & Monteiro, 2019; Hudak, 2019). Strydom’s et al. (2018) extensive literature review 

demonstrates that, whereas in pre-2010 spatial design publications the experts are empowered to make decisions in 

making the place, in post-2010 literature, this perspective has shifted. The importance of building placemaking 

processes on community practices has significantly grown (Strydom et al., 2018). Consequently, placemaking 

processes need not only be participatory, the decision-making process needs to become more democratic. Hence, 

Strydom et al. (2018) note a shift from the empowered experts towards the focus on empowering the local 

community in decision-making. They conclude that the role of the expert placemakers has changed to becoming more 

that of facilitators (O’Rourke & Baldwin, 2016), enabling the viewpoints of different kinds of stakeholders and the 

“ordinary people” of a place (Strydom et al., 2018, p.175). Subsequently, the attention has grown to regard 

placemaking processes as enabling interventions (Strydom et al., 2018). 

To provide the opportunity for a democratic placemaking process, stories are often used as a participatory tool (Riley, 

2018) or as a model of planning (Van Hulst, 2012). Place-based storytelling is a type of storytelling "in which many 

actors with different backgrounds, perspectives, values, and interests come together and respectfully engage one 

another in the search for a way to deal with differences or even to live together in harmony" (Van Hulst, 2012, p.305). 

As Riley (2018) indicates, this enables placemakers to bring tacit understandings of a place to the surface, to gain 

insight into place-based experiences and relationships, and to enable stakeholders to express their hopes and visions 
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for the place’s future. Overall, place-based stories are used by placemakers to become inspired by the local 

community to improve the place (Riley, 2018; Sandercock, 2003); however, the control still lies with the placemakers. 

They enable the community to tell and share stories, and they interpret these stories and transform them into 

planning. Therefore, empowering the local community to actually become co-producers or co-owners in making their 

own place remains challenging. Moreover, as Vanclay (2008) points out, it is not a given that community members all 

share the same meanings and stories concerning their place; in fact, a variety of views may exist that can even be 

opposites. How to deal with these voices? Are these disruptive voices hindering the placemaking process or can they 

in fact be of added value?  

To empower all voices in a community, more is needed than only letting them tell their stories. In order to invite the 

larger community into the meaning-making process and to participate democratically in the place-making process, 

facilitation is needed. Although organic bottom-up place-making processes are highly participatory by nature, they 

are not necessarily democratic. The challenge in the presented case was how to transform a single initiative by a 

couple of residents—and thus their story—into shared actions borne by the wider local community. Enabling 

interventions were also needed, in this case, to invite a larger community to become co-producers of the place-

making process.  

Folktales 

The presented case concerns an invented folktale. A folktale is an oral story that has circulated for a longer or shorter 

period among groups of people (Meder, 2016). Folktales include many types of stories and can be subdivided into 

fictional stories, such as fairy tales and jokes, and non-fictional stories, such as sagas, legends, and urban legends 

(Meder, 2016). Folktales often contain a core of truth, even if it is only a paper-thin truth (De Blécourt et al., 2010; 

Meder, 2010). In fact, for many folktales, the following applies: "not really happened, but true" (De Blécourt et al., 

2010, p. 17). Most folktales are old and have existed for ages, but newly invented stories also qualify as legends or 

folktales. According to Meder (2010), these stories are called “invention of tradition” (p.20), which means the 

narrative was constructed very recently but includes the suggestion that it belongs to the traditional heritage. 

Invented traditions include “both traditions that are actually invented, constructed, and formally instituted and those 

emerging in a less easily traceable manner” (Hobsbawm, 2012, p.1). Such an invented tradition can be based on a 

quasi-historical icon, which Ashworth (2009) terms “personality association” (p.11), meaning residents associate 

themselves with a named individual, so that the unique qualities of the character are transferred to the place through 

association. However, the personality used must be authentic, distinctive, and publicly recognizable as, after all, 

people must be able to mirror themselves to him or her (Ashworth, 2009). With an invented tradition, a set of 

practices are generated that instill certain norms, values, and behaviours through collective repetitive behaviour 

(Hobsbawm, 2012).  An invented folktale is at the heart of the case presented in this paper. Through the creation of a 
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fictional character, a couple of residents intuitively embodied the place’s cultural soul, through personality 

association to reinforce the emotional bonds and social interactions in the community.  

The Case Issue 

In place-making, the role of stories is at the core of re-imaging the lived space for the purpose to contribute to the 

place’s attractiveness. Storytelling in its purest form goes back to the age-old oral (and later written) tradition of 

"someone telling someone else something has happened" (Smith, 1980, p.232). People tell stories to entertain, 

inspire, maintain cultural heritage, and transfer knowledge between generations (Lugmayr et al., 2017). Therefore, 

stories always have a meaning, “no matter how small, or even between the lines" (Meder, 2016, p.8). If a story has no 

meaning, it will not be listened to and certainly not acted upon.  A story is a story “when it is told in being lived and 

lived in being told” (Gare, 2001, p.2). Storytelling is the social and cultural activity of sharing stories (Sergeeva & 

Trifilova, 2018) and a collective activity (Brown et al., 2009) that bonds people through a common language, imagery, 

and metaphors (Sandercock, 2003). Thus, storytelling is much more than a one-sided, monological way of telling a 

story: It is not about a passive attitude of residents telling each other stories, but rather energetic, active, actionable, 

collective meaning-making between speakers and listeners. As Bouma (2011) states, "inventing, telling and sharing 

stories is something magical that people share with each other" (p.15). 

In the presented case, this is exactly the core of the issue. The fact that a couple of residents tell their invented 

folktale of the place is not what makes a place; what is key is that the wider local community recognizes the story as 

being unique for their place, embodying what they also consider to be the cultural soul of the place. The challenge 

became to transform the invented folktale from a story told, to a story that is shared and collectively lived. Place-

making is only ignited once the story generates social practices through which the cultural soul of the place actually 

becomes shared and lived. 

The Innovation 

Case Context 

The case study is located in a town called Oosterhout in the south of the Netherlands with a population of 

approximately 55,000 residents. This part of the Netherlands is rooted in Catholicism where the celebration of the 

Christian festival, Carnival, is important. In 2017, several residents of Oosterhout took the spontaneous initiative to 

write a folktale as a gift to the residents of Oosterhout. They valued their city and wanted to develop something 

lasting that expressed their pride in their city. In this invented folktale, they wanted to convey the feeling of solidarity 

and bonding, as experienced during Carnival, to be experienced all year round. By taking on this initiative, these local 

residents spontaneously and unintendedly started an organic bottom-up place-making process, as identified by Lew 

(2017). The main character of the invented folktale is a jester, named BOMBAST (see Figure 1). Through the 
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development of this fictional character, the authors intuitively tried to embody the cultural soul of Oosterhout. Figure 

2 explains the story of BOMBAST. 

Figure 1   

BOMBAST Under the City of Oosterhout  

 

Source: Stichting BOMBAST, 2020. 

Note: Drawing by Clema van Bekhoven. 

Figure 2 

The Story of BOMBAST  

 

Source: Stichting Bombast, 2020. 



Innovative Leisure Practices: Case Studies as Conduits between Theory and Practice Volume 5: 2021 

 

47 | P a g e  

Once the folktale was developed and symbolically donated to the city of Oosterhout, the creators further developed 

the story by sharing BOMBAST with the wider local community in several ways. They developed BOMBAST beer, a 

ballade, and a treasure hunt—all with the intent to develop community activities that breathe the character and 

values of the jester, BOMBAST, into the community, values such as conviviality, brotherhood, Burgundian history, 

rebellion, and positivity. Moreover, a foundation was set up to safeguard the ideas of the jester, BOMBAST. In 

addition to the initial creators, a small group of locals joined the foundation as volunteers. However, two years later 

(in 2019), the initial interest in BOMBAST subsided, and the story of the primal jester went quiet. At this time, the first 

author of this study (Schulte – van Alphen), also a resident from Oosterhout, became involved with BOMBAST.  

In applying the literature, it appears that, the place-making process became highly product-oriented with the 

installment of BOMBAST. The initiators focused on the development of products, such as beer or a ballade, whereas 

the intent of BOMBAST was to develop a feeling of solidarity and emotional bonding— of being typical Oosterhouters 

among each other. Hence, this initial attempt did not create the ripple effect to bring the cultural soul of Oosterhout 

alive through collective actions. 

The focus of the author’s thesis became how to transform the invented folktale, from a story that had been 

attempted to be told through these products, into a story that is shared and collectively lived by the wider local 

community. The aim of the Imagineering research was employed to ignite a participatory effect in which BOMBAST 

becomes an engine in transforming space into place by enabling a participatory bottom-up process through various 

interventions. 

Stakeholders Involved 

Before the start of the research, initiatives mainly arose from the BOMBAST foundation, consisting of the four 

initiators and a small number of other dedicated residents. As it became clear from the literature, the place-making 

process needed to become more participatory to enable the local community to become co-producers and co-

owners. Therefore, the first author started to actively invite stakeholders from a variety of backgrounds to become 

involved, which included not only entrepreneurs and the municipality, but especially the ordinary residents. The 

residents needed to be included in the process of igniting the shared feeling that Oosterhout is a unique place to live.  

The residents included not only the residents who were familiar with BOMBAST, but also those who were not yet 

familiar with BOMBAST, and those who had no positive connotation with the story. Ignoring these critical or 

disruptive voices could lead to a rift in the community and not to the intended participatory effect. Therefore, a 

conscious choice was made to include these disruptive voices in the Imagineering research. The last stakeholder, the 

first author, acted as a facilitator of the enabling interventions as opposed to the leading expert in the place-making 

process.  
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Approach Used and the Impact 

Approach used 

In the presented case, the enabling interventions were designed based on the Imagineering Design Methodology 

(Nijs, 2019). The Imagineering Design Methodology is also referred to as ‘Research as Innovation’, which McNamee et 

al. (2020) defined as an “intrinsic collaborative process among researchers and research participants in which 

information, observations, and other data are shared . . .  combining different perspectives and voices, inviting 

reorganization, reframing, and including alternative contextualization as the research process unfolds” (p.27). Hence, 

in employing an Imagineering Design approach, the focus is shifted from reactive problem-solving to proactive future 

co-creation. The methodological approach is people-oriented rather than product-oriented in which the focus on 

dialogue and process design are central. It requires flexibility and approaching research as an ongoing, unfolding 

process, including all participants as part of the creating process. Imagineering Design research has the fundamental 

goal of inspiring and enabling research participants. Attention is given to the creation of new mindsets that have the 

potential to create new forms of action. Consequently, frequent use was made of creative techniques and creative 

sessions during the research.  

The researcher, as the facilitator, has initiated two interventions. The first intervention was a creative session with the 

BOMBAST foundation in which they were invited to explore the ‘why’ behind the invented folktale of BOMBAST. The 

intervention resulted in a shift in focus from the tangible products to the intangible attributes, to strengthen the 

social bonds within the community by means of the story, and to bring the cultural soul of the city of Oosterhout 

alive. 

For the second intervention, a diverse group of residents was invited to participate in creative sessions. Elements of 

the creative sessions included brainstorming based on the world-cafe method (Hanington & Martin, 2012) and a 

cover story (Gray et al., 2010) (see Appendix). To paint a complete picture of the role of the residents and their 

perspective concerning BOMBAST, the following groups were invited: the initiators and other volunteers of the 

BOMBAST foundation, young and older residents, Bombast 'lovers' and 'haters', residents who hardly knew anything 

about BOMBAST, entrepreneurs, and representatives of the municipality. By including multiple voices in the study—

including the disruptive voices—new initiatives and actions were ignited, allowing the place-making process to evolve. 

Hence, the interventions ultimately led to a participatory effect.  

Impact 

At the start of the research, one tangible product in particular had been successfully introduced: the BOMBAST beer. 

The BOMBAST foundation spent ample time putting this product on the market. However, after the first intervention, 

it became clear to the foundation that instead of focusing on products, the story had to be told, but also the story had 

to be shared and thus could enable a shared meaning and emotional connection. In short, following the trend as 
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stated by Strydom et al. (2018) and Peng et al. (2020), the intangible attributes of a place rather than the tangible 

ones need to be emphasized. This resulted in further development of the BOMBAST beer, but without emphasizing 

the product and instead by putting the focus on the story. Explicit attention was given to how the story of BOMBAST, 

which contains the message of bonding, would be highlighted while still using the success of the beer. The result is a 

unique bottle with a story on the wrapper (see Figure 3). The idea is that you drink the BOMBAST beer on a terrace or 

at home with friends, and discover that you can unroll the wrapper. The unrolled wrapper shows the jester's story, 

expresses his values explicitly, and calls for bonding. By reading and sharing this story, the cultural soul of Oosterhout 

comes to life and an appeal is made to initiating collective activities.   

Figure 3  

A Bottle of Beer With the Story Of BOMBAST on the Extended Wrapper 

 

 

The new BOMBAST beer with the story on the wrapper was introduced during the online event, Proosterhout 2020 (a 

combination of the Dutch word for toast ("proost") and Oosterhout, so in English it could have been called 

"Toasterhout"). During the first lockdown in the Netherlands due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the BOMBAST 

foundation took the initiative to bring the residents of the city of Oosterhout together in a digital way, in the form of a 

joint toast on an agreed upon day and time. A toast was seen as a way to express a sense of belonging in these 

challenging times and nurture the community’s sense of solidarity. A YouTube video (see Appendix) was chosen as a 

communication medium for this moment. Different residents recorded separate sentences that, together, formed 

one story and ultimately led to the raising of the glass. This caused a ripple effect: many toasted. The event 

demonstrated solidarity and bonding; moreover, the impact of the story has become more meaningful in COVID-19 

times. The success was reflected in stories and posts on Facebook and Instagram, among others. This year (2021), the 
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online event took place again, when a new group of random people from Oosterhout were asked to contribute to the 

making of the video. And again, the toast moment was a great success. This event has certainly added value in 

connecting the residents of the city of Oosterhout, and BOMBAST has provided an opportunity for the wider 

community to become involved as a co-producers and as a co-consumers. 

The impact of the second intervention mainly comprises the participatory effect and the place-making process as 

enabling interventions. The creative sessions with the different residents revealed, amongst others, the need for a 

more feminine touch (as a counterpart to the bombastic jester and the four male founders). This refreshing take on 

the BOMBAST phenomenon came from the critical voices. This was followed by a spontaneous initiative of several 

Oosterhout women who developed the wandering dolls, 'Bommeke' and 'Bastje' (see Figure 4). The dolls have visited 

several places throughout Oosterhout with the help of many people from Oosterhout. The dolls addressed the more 

feminine side of BOMBAST. Residents could follow on social media where the dolls were, pick up a doll at the last 

location and take it to another destination. The dolls' wanderings generated new (online) stories that highlighted the 

call for connection in a different way. 

Figure 4 

Picture of Bommeke and Bastje  

 

Source: S. van Dijk, personal communication, January 12, 2021. 

Note: Photo credit: Sjoerd Fotografie  

The initiative has ensured both online and offline involvement and connection with all kinds of residents of the city. 

This illustrates how solidarity can be created as residents participate, and together ensure that, through shared 

meaning, the process of transforming space into place is achieved (Strzelecka et al., 2017; Vanclay, 2008). In addition 

to these two examples, several new initiatives have emerged; for example, a local from Oosterhout, unknown to the 
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foundation, has recently written and composed a BOMBAST musical, including songs. The resident’s goal was “to 

bring the good and interesting story of BOMBAST to the attention of an even larger group of Oosterhouters” (H. van 

Vugt, personal communication, March 12, 2021). 

The examples of impact demonstrate that the circle of people around BOMBAST has become wider. More people 

became involved in the place-making process as co-producers and co-consumers (Casais & Monteiro, 2019). In 

addition, a self-organized rise of new actions can be seen, which is an important indicator of ownership and 

togetherness (Aitken & Campelo, 2011). Consequently, there is convincing evidence of an enabling participatory 

effect, fueled by interventions.   

Implications & Lessons Learned 

The significance of this case study is that it shows that the various enabling interventions led to the aimed 

participatory effect. In the literature, the participation of residents in placemaking processes is clearly acknowledged. 

However, the challenge remains how to empower the community and ignite self-organization. In this case study, the 

enabling aspect laid in the fact that the interventions were not product (tangible) oriented, but process (intangible) 

oriented. As a result, open space was created for other voices, even disruptive voices, to add to the story of 

BOMBAST, as an associative personality, and to become co-producers in sharing the story about themselves through 

the ignited collective actions. 

Ample numbers of case studies focus on processes in which residents are involved in the co-creation of the 

placemaking activities (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Casais & Monteiro, 2019; Hudson et al., 2017; Kavaratzis & 

Kalandides, 2015; Mueller & Schade, 2012). However, all these cases show a placed-based story approach in which 

the expert placemakers are in control. Moreover, in these cases, the focus is on how to make the place attractive to 

live and visit through the development and improvement of tangible attributes. A case in which the residents 

themselves not only have taken the initiative to express the place’s cultural soul through an invented folktale, but 

which also generated shared social practices in a co-creative way, is very rare.  

This case, therefore, illustrates that taking an Imagineering Design approach can be of added value in placemaking 

processes. Imagineering is a design approach focused on making transformation through collective creativity by 

igniting the imagination of individual agents. It is based on the value-creation paradigm, enabling participation and 

co-creation with all kinds of different stakeholders (Nijs, 2019). As demonstrated in the placemaking literature, a clear 

trend is noted that the role of placemakers as the expert is changing to placemakers as facilitators. Hence, this case 

study shows that employing an Imagineering Design approach could be useful for both placemaking practitioners and 

researchers. 
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Emerging Scholar/Practitioner Reflections 

Imagineering is a term that is known worldwide by Walt Disney. Before my master degree studies, I was familiar with 

the composition of Imagination and Engineering for the design and development of the entertainment industry. 

However, I was unfamiliar with what Imagineering can mean on a strategic level. 

The Imagineering approach revolves around business innovation from the experiential perspective, where innovation 

is enhanced through collective creativity. As Imagineering stems from and is embedded in the complex paradigm of 

open systems, non-linearity, and dynamics of growth, it essentially goes beyond design, innovation, business 

modeling, or change management. In short, it entails strategic business innovation from an experiential perspective, 

where innovation is strengthened through collective creativity. This human-centered and especially appreciative 

approach has given me a different view of the world. I started my professional career as a quantitative researcher, 

and later as a research lecturer at a bachelor level, where I mainly taught traditional research techniques. The 

traditional research methods provided a certain degree of control. As a researcher, you are in the lead and you try to 

uncover a universal truth. You are an outsider and are seen as an expert. By using the Imagineering approach and the 

associated non-traditional (design) research tools, I had to release the perceived control. During the case study of 

BOMBAST, I was able to experience how you conduct research by seeing the participants as experts and how a 

researcher can be part of the entire process as a facilitator. Next, I learned how research can be used as innovation by 

performing interventions. Finally, I learned how the focus can be on the process instead of on the outcome by 

embracing uncertainty and an appreciative mindset that will lead to generative processes and outcomes.  

Overall, my biggest learning point after working on the BOMBAST case study is that the Imagineering Design approach 

works and adds value, but also that traditional research can be used as well. My research lessons have now been 

renewed; design research or non-traditional research is part of this, as is the focus on facilitation instead of being the 

expert yourself. 

Discussion Questions 

1. What other organic place-making cases, in which locals have become co-producers, do you know of? To what 

extent is that case similar (or different) to the case of BOMBAST? Building on this comparison, what is your 

conclusion concerning what enables or constrains an organic place-making process? 

2. What is your reflection on including disruptive voices in the place-making process? To what extent is this a 

common or new practice in either research or place-making projects? How would you deal with disruptive 

voices in your research/ place-making project? 
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3. This case illustrates that, by re-focusing on the intangible attributes (the cultural soul of the place) instead of 

the tangible aspects (like products), the place-making process evolved. Do you know other examples that 

illustrate the same? Do you know examples where the focus on the tangible attributes ignited the place-

making process?  
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Appendix 

For more information about the cover story (Gray et al., 2010): https://gamestorming.com/cover-story/ 

For more information about the world cafe method as described in Hanington & Martin (2012): 

http://www.theworldcafe.com/ 

The link to the Proosterhout video of 2020: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=exQsvuXgJpw 

The link to the Proosterhout video of 2021: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zKP-eV7u9cQ 

 

  

https://gamestorming.com/cover-story/
http://www.theworldcafe.com/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=exQsvuXgJpw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zKP-eV7u9cQ
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